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COPIES of all Correspondence and Papers on the Subject of Colonel 
Outram's Removal from the Office of Resident at the Court of the 
Guicowar, or on the Subject of the alleged Corruption of Officers of the 
Bombay Government with Bribes from Baroda. 


1 . 

CoiiRESPONDENCE between the Government of Bombay and the 

Court of Directors. 


No. 88 of 1851. — Political Department. 

To the Honourable the Court of Directors for Affairs of the Honourable East 

India Company, London. 

Honourable Sirs, 

1. We beg to forward to your Honourable Court, copy of a Report from 
Lieutenant-colonel Outram, c.b.. Resident at Baroda, dated the 16th December 
1850, on the subject of a voluminous correspondence which passed during the 
latter portion of last year, between that officer and the late Mr. W. C. Andrews, 
of the Bombay Civil Service, who, at that period, held the appointment of 
Judge and Session Judge, and Agent for the Kight honourable the Governor at 
Surat, and who officiated as Resident at Baroda during the absence of Sir 
Robert Arbuthnot on sick certificate, from the 27th April 1846, to the 2d June 
1847. 

2. This correspondence has reference to a document which was discovered iii 
the month of July 1850, during an examination that, by order of Lieutenant- 
colonel Outram, was made at the Baroda residency, of the private papers* of 
Baba Nafra, manager of the banking firm of Hurree Bhugtec of Baroda. This 
document appears to be a rough memorandum of entries to be made in the 
books of the firm. 

3. The parties who were employed by Lieutenant-colonel Outram, in the 
examination of Baba Nafra’s papers, intimated to that officer their belief that 
the above document showed that a sum of money had been paid by Baba Nafra 
to certain persons, for the purpose of obtaining their influence with Mr. Andrews 
in a matter then about to be subjected to his judicial decision. 

4. For our sentiments upon the subject, we beg to refer to a minute recorded 
by our Right honourable President, dated the 19th instant (concurred in 
generally by the Board), to two minutes recorded by the Honourable Mr. Blane, 
dated the 20th and 22d instant, and to one by the Honourable Mr. Bell, 
dated the 21st instant, and to a letter which we have caused to be addressed 
this day to Lieutenant-colonel Outram, communicating our views and decision 
upon this case. 

We have, &c. 

(signed) Falkland. 

D. A . Blane. 

A. Bell. 


* Which had beer, 
taken to the Baroda 
residency for that 
purpose. 


Bombay Castle, 26 December 1851. 
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No. 90 of 1851. — Political Department. 

To the Honourable the Court of Directors for Affairs of the Honourable East 

India Company, London. 

Honourable Sirs, 

1. We beg to reply to the following paras. (8 to 10) of your Honourable 
Court’s despatch, dated the 16th January, No. 3 of 1861.* 

2. On receipt of this despatch, we forwarded an extract, paras. 8 and 9, 
and the first portion of para. 10, to Captain French, with a request that, with 
reference to the remarks of your Honourable Court therein contained, he 
would furnish Government with a full explanation as to the part he was 
alleged to have taken in the proceedings complained of by Venayek Moreshwur 
Phurkey. 

3. Captain French’s reply to the above reference, dated the 11th June last, 
accompanies this despatch. For our sentiments on this communication, we beg 
to refer to a minute recorded by our Right honourable President, under date 
the 26th June last, concurred in by the Board. 

4. We have furnished Lieutenant-colonel Outram with an extract, paras. 
8 and 9, and the first portion of para. 10 of your Honourable Court’s despatch, 
and our extract, paras. 6 and 8, from Captain French's communication above 
alluded to, accompanied by an intimation that we adhere to the decision already 
passed by Government in this case, and that we see no reason for any inter- 
ference being exercised by Government between Venayek Moreshwur Phurkev, 
and his Highness the Gaekwar. 

We have, &c. 

(signed) Falkland. 

D. A. Blane. 

A. Belt. 

Bombay Castle, 1 December 1851. 


No. 91 of 1851. — Political Department. 

To the Honourable the Court of Directors for Afiiiirs of the Honourable East 

India Company, London. 

Honourable Sirs, 

1. We beg to submit to your Honourable Court an extract from the further 
proceedings of this Government on the subject alluded to in the following 

para. 


* Para. 8. With reference to the complaint of Venayek Moreshwur Baba Phurkey, of oppres- 
eive treatment by the Gaekwar Government, the Court observe that Lieutenant-colonel Outram’s 
letter of 22 June 1860, seems to establish conclusively, that this individual is a British subject, 
and that Captain French, who, while officiating Resident at Baroda, led Gc/frernment to believe, 
on most insufficient grounds, that he had forfeited the rights belonging to liim in that character, 
is justly chargeable with culpable negligence. 

Para. 9. Baba Phurkey was, the Court observe, for a short time, in the service of tlie Gaekwar, 
from which he was dismissed, and according to his own statement and Lieutenant-colonel Out- 
ram's, was, on a false charge of conspiracy, placed in confinement, his house searched, and many 
of his papers carried ofl’, he being subsequently liberated on giving security that he would not 
leave Baroda for three months. 

Para. 10. By accepting office under the Gaekwar, the Court remark, Baba Phurkey voluntarily 
subjected himself to such chances of subsequent molestation by his Highness’s officers, as might 
arise from the customary practierjs of the Baroda State ; and that although, therefore, Lieutenant- 
colonel Outram expresses a strong conviction that the treatment to which that individual has been 
subjected, was brought on him solely by the aid which he afforded to the Resident in detecting 
malversation and corruption, there would have been no ground in which Government could be 
called on to interfere in the matter, were it not asserted by Baba Phurkey, that the harsh measures 
were adopted in concert with the officiating Resident Captain French, who admits that he sug- 
gested that individual’s dismissal from office ; that instead, however, the Court remark, of referring 
Colonel Outram’s letter to Captain French for explanation, Government gave a virtual rebuke to 
Lieutenant-colonel Outram for bringing forward the subject. The Court regret that Government 
did not accept Captain French’s offer to give that full explanation which was due to Government, 
in regard to Ids alleged part in the transaction complained of, and the Court direct that the 
opportunity of giving such explanation be nbw afforded to him. 
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para. 2 of your Honourable Court’s despatch*, dated the 13th February, No 4 
of 1860. ■ ’ 

2. In the seventh para, of our Political despatch, dated the 17th Sep- 
tember last, No. 69 of 1861, we informed your Honourable Court that we had 
received a voluminous report from Lieutenant-colonel Outram, c. b., Resident 
at Baroda, dated the 3l8t March last, of the result of inquiries he had instituted, 
conceiving Joetabhaee Setanee to have been “ the victim of one of the most 
foul conspiracies on record,” and “ been nefariously deprived of her child, her 
liberty, her worldly wealth, and her good name, by her own unfaithful steward” 
Baba Nafra, the moonim goomashta, or managing agent of the banking firm 
of Hurree Bhugtec, of which firm, Becliur Samuldoss, the deceased husband of 
Joetabhaee, was the head partner. 

3. We have now the honour to submit a copy of the above Report,! from 
which your Honourable Court will ol)serve, tliat Baba Nafra was, in tlie month 
of August 1850, tried at Baroda, by a punchayet appointed for the purpose by 
his Highness the Gaekwar, upon the following charges ; 

1st. With having bribed certain Koolees belonging to the British village of 
Meetapoor falsely to assert that Joetabhaee, the younger wife of Beechur Samul- 
doss, had purcliased from them a boy which she had passed oft’ as the posthu- 
mous child of her deceased husband, with a view to defraud the other widow 
and child of the deceased banker. 

2d. That he had suborned false witnesses to assert, that the first spurious 
child having died, Joetabhaee, with a fraudulent intent, supplied its place by 
another boy purchased from Koolees, of Amleeara, a village situated within the 
Gaekwar territory, but the property of the firm of Hurree Bhugtee, of which he. 
Baba Nafra, was the managing agent, and over which he exercised absolute con- 
trol. This count was pronounced not proven. 

3d. That he had procured the forcible abduction of the boy, whose spurious- 
ness he had thus endeavoured to establish by the subornation of perjury, and as 
the abducted boy had died while in the hands of certain Arabs, to whose custody 
he had been consigned by Baba Nafra, it was further left to the punchayet to 
determine, whether, in addition to the crimes of conspiracy, subornation of per- 
jury and abduction, the Baba had not been guilty of the heinous offence of com- 
passing the child’s death. 

4. Baba Nafra has been convicted upon the first, and, in part, upon the last 
of the above charges, and has been sentenced by the punchayet to pay a fine of 
13,600 rupees, and to be imprisoned for the period of seven years. This award 
has been confirmed by his Highness, who has further directed that the sentence 
of imprisonment be undergone by Baba Nafra “ in irons.” 

5 Your Honourable Court will observe that, as by his conviction in the above 
disgraceful charges, Baba Nafra, who is a subject of his Highness the Gaekwar, 
has forfeited, in as far as regards himself, all claims to protection from the British 
Government, which could otherwise have been claimed under our guarantee to 
the firm of Hurree Bhugtee, we have not deemed it our province in any way to 
interfere with the sentence which has been passed upon him by his Highness. 

6. The guilt of Baba Nafra having been substantiated, Joetabhaee has, in 
consequence, been re-admitted to the favour of her sovereign, and no further 
interference on the part of Government in her behalf in this matter appears to 
us, with reference to the general circumstances of the case, to be requisite. 

7. For 


• In reply to Politicpl Despatch from this Government, dated 80 August, No. 84 of 1840, 
paras. 1 to 3. Para. 2. The Court observe that the question in dispute in the family of tlie 
late Bechur Samul, head of the guaranteed firm of Hurree Bhugtee, was, whether a son alleged 
to have been horn to Joetabhaee Setanee, the second widow of the deceased, was genuine or su])- 
posititious. Joetabhaee having objected to the referees appointed by the Gaekw'ar to investigate 
the case, and having refused to join in the appointment of a punchayet, the Court approve oi the 
resolution of Government to decline interference in her behalf. The Court observe, that no doubt 
is entertained by Captain French, acting Resident at Baroda, of the spuriou.sness of the alleged 
posthumous child. 

t The enclosures to this report being veiy voluminous, will be sent by the Southampton mail on 
the 17th instant, (signed) W. MaUt, Chief Secretary/ 8 December 1861. 
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7. For our sentiments in detail upon this most intricate and perplexing < 
we beg to draw the attention of your Honourable Court to a minute recorde< 
our Right honourable President, dated the 10th ultimo, and to two minutei 
the Honourable Mr. Blane, and the Honourable Mr. Bell, dated the 24th 
26th, expressing their general concurrence in the conclusion therein arrived 

We have, &c. 

(signed) Falkland. 

Bombay Castle, D. A. Blane 

3 December 1851. A. Bell. 


No. 92 of 1851. — Political Department. 


To the Honourable the Court of Directors for Affairs of the Honourable Ei 

India Company, London. 

Honourable Sirs, 

1. With a letter dated the 12th September last, Lieut.-colonel Outram, c 
Resident at Baroda, reported to Government that Mr. Gregor Grant, of 
Bombay Civil Service, who holds the appointments of Puisne Judge of the Sud 
Dewanee and Sudder Foujdaree Adawlut, and Judicial Commissioner for Guzi 
and the Konkan, had, about two months previously, been requested by sc 
person in Bombay, unknown to Lieutenant-colonel Outram, to forward to 1 
officer, for the purpose of being dealt with as he might deem proper, a “ Mura 
note,” stated to be of a treasonable nature, affecting the interests of his Highr 
the Gaekwar. 


May Sliroc Gujanum bo favourably 
disposed ! 

Tile represiaitation of Taburkur is as 
Ibllows : According to the arrangement, I 
am endeavouring to make Futtesing Ma- 
haraj, and (o convince (you) you should 
be patient. On this subject an oath in 
the name of Ilermubha has already been 
administered. Let this be known to you. 
This is the prayer. 


2. This Muratha note, which was to the effect quoted 
the margin, professed to have been addressed to Appa Sal: 
the eldest brother of his Highness the Gaekwar, by a h: 
official of the Baroda Durbar, and might, Lieutenant-colo 
Outram considered, be a forgery, designed to excite distr 
and enmity between his Highness and his brother Aj 
Sahel), and that officer therefore deemed the matter to 
one in which he ought not to interfere. 


3. On the night of the 10th September last, however, Lieutenant-colo 
Outram received a confidential communication from his Highness the Gaekw 
intimating his cognizance of the existence of the above “ Muratha note,” a 
requesting that it might immediately be sent to his Highness for his inspecti' 
Lieutenant-colonel Outram having complied with this request, his Highn 
addressed that officer a further confidential communication, in which his Hig 
ness solicited that he would bring the subject of the note to the notice of t 
Government, with the view to means being adopted for the discovery of i 
jierson who had “fabricated” it ; at the same time requesting to be informed 
the name of the party by whom it had been delivered to Mr. Grant, and with wl 
object, and also how he had become possessed of it. His Highness also i 
quested that, on the “fabricator of the note” being discovered, Governmt 
would cause him to be made over to his Highness’s 'charge. 


4. On receipt of the above communication, our Right honourable Preside 
recorded the Minute dated the 20th September last, a copy of which fori 
enclosure No. 2, to the collection accompanying this despatch. This Mini 
was concurred in by the Board, and on the 22d of the same month we causec 
letter to be addressed to Mr. Grant, expressive of our surprise that a high fur 
tionary in his position could have become the channel of transmission of sucl 
paper to the Resident at Baroda, and desiring that he would forthwith report 
Government the name of the writer of the note in question, and the circumstam 
under which it came into bis possession ; at the same time explaining the wlx 
of his proceedings in connexion with this extraordinary affair. Mr. Gran 
reply to this call forms enclosure No. 6. This gentleman stated that he w 
unable, of his own knowledge, to state the name of the writer of the “ Murat 
note,” but that it had been sent to him privately by an individual whose safe 
would be endangered were his name to be disclosed. 


5. T 
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5. For our sentiments upon this communication, we beg to refer to the minutes 
recorded by our Right honourable President, and by the civil members of the 
Board, under the dates noted in the margin.* In his minute dated the I3th * 
October, our Right honourable President stated, for reasons mentioned by his 
Lordship, that he was of opinion every possible aid should be rendered by 
Government to his Highness the Gaekwar, with the view of tracing out tlie author 

of the note in question, and suggested that Mr. Grant should be imperatively 
required to disclose the name of the person who had sent it to him, accompanied 
by information as to the channel through which it was received. 

6. The Honourable Mr. Blane, and the Honourable Mr. Bell, for reasons 
mentioned in their minutes dated the 16th and 17th October last, doubted the 
expediency of Government undertaking to trace out for the Baroda Durbar, the 
authors of the document in question, and suggested that Mr. Grant should not 
be peremptorily required to furnish the information proposed by our Right ho- 
nourable President, but that in intimating to that gentleman our most serious 
displeasure for the part he had taken with reference to this “ note,” he should 
be informed that Government considered it was incumbent upon him voluntarily 
to make every possible amends, by ftirnishing the fullest information on all par- 
ticulars in his power, and that although under the representation contained in 
his letter above alluded to. Government refrained from insisting upon his doing 
so, the case would be submitted for the consideration and orders of your 
Honourable Court. 

7. Our Right honourable President, in a further minute dated the 26th 
October, stated that he adhered to the views expressed in his former minute of 
the 13th of the same month, but that while willing to defer for the present the 
discussion of our obligations towards the Gaekwar, and the policy of assisting 
his Highness in this inquiry, his Lordship was decidedly of opinion that the 
letter he had proposed should be addressed to Mr. Grant, and that his Lordship 
was so deeply sensible of the importance of compelling that gentleman to render 
to Government the information he had been re(|uested in the Government hdter 
addressed to him on the 22d September last to furnish, that his Lordship was 
quite; prepared to take upon himself the responsibility of the measure, provided 
his colleagues continued to dissent from the adoption of this course. 

8. The Honourable Mr. Blanc, in his minute dated the 28th October, stated 
that as he woidd not be prepared to proceed to extreme measures i’or com})elling 
Mr. Grant to furnish the information required from him in the event of that 
gentleman persisting in his former plea for declining to do so, he was not of 
opinion that it would be advisable to make so peremptory a demand on Mr. 
Grant as that proposed by our Right honourable President. This minute having 
been concurred in by the Honourable Mr. Bell, our Right honourable President 
directed that, with reference to the intimation contained in his minute (dated 
the 13th October last) alluded to in the preceding paragraph, the letter he had 
suggested be at once addressed to Mr. Grant. This was accordingly tlone on 
the 1st ultimo. 

9. A copy of Mr. Grant’s reply to this reference, dated the 3d ultimo, accom- 
panies this despatch, and to which we beg to refer, as containing information 
upon the points on which that gentleman was required to furnish the same, 
accompanied bj'^ an explanation of the causes which had induced him to interfere 
in this case. 

10. On receipt of this reply, our Right honourable President, in a minute 
dated the 9th ultimo, suggested tliat Mr. Grant shoidd be informed that Govern- 
ment regarded his conduct in this matter with the greatest displeasure, and that 
any interference on his part, direct or indirect, in matters connected with the 
affairs of the Baroda State, was henceforth peremptorily forbidden. 

11. His 


• 1. Minute by the Right honourable the Governor, dated 26 September 1861, concurred 
in by the Board ; 2. Further minute by the Right honourable the Governor, dated 13 October 
1861; 3. Minute by tJie Honourable Mr. Blane, dated 16 October 1851; <t._ Minute by the 
Honourable Mr. Bell, dated 17 October 1861 ; 6. Further minute by the Bight honourable 

the Governor, dated 26 October 1861 ; 6. Ft»rther minute by the Honourable Mr. Blane, oateU 
^28 October 1861, concurred in by the Honourable Mr. BeJl ; 7* Further minute by the Hig 
honourable the Governor, dated 80 October 1861. 
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11. His Lordship at the same time suggested the removal of Mr. Grant from 
the post of Judicial Commissioner for Guzerat, which would in no way affect his 
position as a judge in the Sudder Court, but would prevent him from visiting as 
Judicial Commissioner the country near Baroda, where his interference in matters 
connected with the affairs of the State has occasioned considerable embarrass- 
ment to Government, On a perusal of the jiroceedings connected with Joetabhaee 
Setanee, reported by the present overland mail in our political despatch dated 
the 3d instant, No. 01, your Honourable Court will observe that Lieutenant- 
colonel Outram consulted Mr. Grant in the early part of the present year as to 
his general opinion in the case of this lady, and that Mr. Grant* referred the 
matter to his sheristadar, and mixed up as we have lately ascertained Mr. Grant 
has been, in matters relating to persons connected with Baroda, we consider that 
the course pursued by Lieutenant-colonel Outram in consulting him in 
Joetabhaee’s case was highly objectionable. 

12. The Honourable Mr. Blaiie and the Honourable Mr. Bell, for reasons 
recorded in their minutes dated the 8th and 10th ultimo, wliile considering that 
Mr. Grant should be peremptorily forbidden from hereafter in any way interfer- 
ing in matters connected w'ith the Baroda State, and be also prohibited from 
visiting Baroda on any of his future circuits as Judicial Commissioner, were 
of opinion that his removal from his circuit, as proposed by our Right honourable 
President, was uncalled for. The opinion of the majority of the Board has 
accordingly been acted upon, 

13. On the 1.5th ultimo, we communicated to the Resident at Baroda such 
portion of the information contained in Mr, (Irant’s letter to Government, dated 
the 3d ultimo, as we considered requisite, with authority, provided he saw no 
good reason to the contrary, to impart personally to his Highness the Gaekwar, 
the channel through which Mr. Grant received the “ Muratha note'’ above 
alluded to, and the name of the party from whom it came. Lieutenant-colonel 
Outrani’s reply to this communication, dated the 22d ultimo, forms enclosure 
No, 24 to the collection w^hich accompanies this despatch. 

We have, &c. 

(signed) Falkland. 

D. A, Blane. 

Bombay Castle, 3 December 1851. A. Bell, 


Political Department, 31 January (No. 0) 1852. 

To the Honourable the Court of Directors, &c. 

Honourable Sirs, 

In continuation of our despatch, dated the 3d December last, No. 01 of 1851, 
reporting our proceedings in the case of Joetabhaee Setanee, second widow of 
the late Bechur Samul, head of the guaranteed banking firm of Hurree Bhugtee, 
of Baroda, we have the honour herewith to forw^ard to your Honourable Court, 
copy ol‘ a letter from Lieutenant-colonel ^Outram, c.b., late Resident at Baroda, 
dated the 11th November last, on the subject of the amounts alleged by that 
officer to have been fraudulently appropriated from the treasury of that firm to 
his ow'n use, by Baba Nafra, the late managing agent, 

2. In reply to the above communication, we have informed the Resident at 
Baroda, that although it seems highly probable that Baba Nafra has acted un- 
faithfully to the firm of Hurree Bhugtee, in his capacity of managing gomashta, 
yet the guarantee not requiring Government to interfere in the mode of con ' 
ducting the affairs of the firm, or of punishing its fraudulent servants, those 
matters must be left to the jurisdiction of the constituted authorities of the 
country, whose functions, when justly exercised, neither the British Govern- 
ment 


^ For Reports upon this case by Mr. Grant and by his sheristadar, vid^ Appendix (K ) to 
Lieutenant-colonel Outram's Report in the case of Joetabhaee Setanee, accoinpanyinir nolitical 
despatch, dated 3 December, No. 91, of 1851. ^ e e 
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ment nor its representative at the Baroda Court, has any power or right to 
supersede. 

3. We have at the same time informed the Resident, that Joetabhaee Setanee 
having been restored as far as possible to her true position as a member of a 
family possessing the British guarantee, may now be left to take such steps as, 
in accordance with the usage of Baroda, would under similar circumstaiices be 
taken by a non-guaranteed party. 

4. If, however, as would appear to be the case from tlie last para, of 
Lieutenant-colonel Outram’s letter, this lady suffers from non-payment of 
pecuniary claims, we have directed the Resident to move his Highness the 
Gaekwar, to require from the firm the payment to her of any shares or allow- 
ances to which her position may have entitled her, from the date of the death 
of her husband. 

We have, &c. 

(signed) Falkland. 

J. Grey. 

Bombay Castle, JO. A. Blane. 

31 January 1852. A. Bell. 


Political Department, 28 February (No. 22) 1852. 

To the Honourable the Court of Directors, See. 

Honourable Sirs, 

1. With our despatch,* dated the 3d December last, No. 91, we forwarded to 
your Honourable Court our proceedings in the case of Joetabhaee Setanee, 
second widow of the late Bechur Samiil, head of the guaranteed banking firm 
of Hurree Biightec, of Baroda. We have now the honour to forward copy of a 
voluminous letter from Lieutenant-colonel Outram, c. b., late Resident at Baroda, 
dated the 12th ultimo, remonstrating against the general tenor of the Govern- 
ment letterf to his address of the 1st December last. No. 422, containing our 
decision in this case, and especially against the impression entertained by 
Governmenft, that evidence of an absolutely conclusive nature was not submitted 
in his report, dated the 31st March 1 861 , in support of the allegation of Joetabhaee 
Setanee, of her having, under the circumstances alleged by her, given birth on 
the 22d December 1845, to a male child, the offspring of her deceased Jjusband. 

2. For our sentiments upon the several points embraced in this com- 
munication, we beg to refer to the minutes recorded by our Right honourable 
President and by the civil members of our Board, under the dates noted in the 
margin.! 

We have, &c. 

(signed) Falkla?id. 

Bombay Castle, A. Blane. 

28 February 1862. . A. Bell. 


Extract Political Letter from Bombay, dated :> March (No. 24) 1852. 

11, As connected with our despatches dated the 3d December (No. 

1851, and the 17th ultimo (No. 19) of 1852, we beg to state that, under the 
circumstances explained in the proceedings which lorm Collection 
panying our present despatch, we, on the 24th ultimo, authorized Mr. Davies, 
tlie Resident at Baroda, to require the n^ignation of their appointments by the 
four karkoons therein mentioned, belonging to the office establishment 0 t la 
residency, who were suspended from employment by his predecessor, Lieutenant- 
colonel Outram. 


t Copy of which forn«id enclosiu'c No. 7 to Collection No. 1, accompanying political 
from the Bombay Govcrmneiit, dated 8 December, No. 91, ol IB i. 

X Minute by the Right honourable the 

HLourable Ax. Blane, dated 14 f Fel.ruary 
16 February 1852; further Minute by the Biffht toourable the Oovtrnor, owe 

1852, concurred in by tlic civil members of tbe Board. 
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Political Department, 2 June (No. 17) 1852. 

Our Governor in Council at Bombay. 

Subjects connected with Baroda Political Letters dated 26 No- 1. We now reply to your Political 

Tcmber (No. 88) 1861 ; 1 December (No. 90) 1861 ; 8 December Letters, enumerated in the margin, on 

(No. 91) 1861 ; 3 December (No. 92) 1861 ; 81 Januaiy (No. 9) g, ,]•„(,*. connected with Baroda 
1852 ; 28 February (No. 22) 1862. suDjects conntcieu wun oaroua. 

Answer to Political Letter, dated 26 November (No. 88) 1851.* 

2. The papers of Baba Nafra, the manager of the firm of Hurry Bhugtee, 
having been seized by order of the Guicowar Government, and submitted to the 
examination of a committee of bankers and others, a memorandum, or rough 
account, was found, which appeared to some or all of the members of the 
committee to be indicative of payments made to persons believed to have in- 
fluence with Mr. Andrews, partly for their own use, and partly for the purpose 
of bribing that officer. Lieutenant-colonel Outram immediately informed Mr. 
Andrews of the corrupt use which he supposed to have been made of that 
gentleman’s name, and a most irregular correspondence followed, which assumed 
a very acrimonious tone. We agree with your Government that nothing has 
been elicited to confirm the surmise that any corrupt transaction had taken 
place. We are satisfied, however, that Lieutenant-colonel Outram was actuated 
by no feelings but zeal for the integrity of the public service, and friendly 
regard for the honour and character of Mr. Andrews. The death of that 
officer renders useless and inex pedient any more particular remarks on the 
subject. 


Answer to Political Letter, dated 1 December (No. 90) 1861.j‘ 

3. Captain French states that his only concern in the conduct of the Guicowar 
to Baba Phurkey, consisted in his having on one occasion observed to his High- 
ness that “ there was little wisdom in, on the score of poverty, declining to meet 
the wishes of government, when he gave a salary of 200 rupees per month to a 
man holding no office, a man his father had ordered to be expelldd the city.” 
The circumstance that Baba Phurkey held no office is now for the first time 
brought forward ; and Captain French being of opinion that the salary was 
paid to Baba Phurkey from fear of his intrigue.s, and ” to keep him quiet,” we 
think he was justified in making the remark in question to the Guicowar. 

4. The comments of Captain French, in paras. 2 to 6 of his letter, on 
the paras, of our despatch (No. 3) of 1851, which you communicated to 
him, are censurable in tone, and groundless in matter. There is not, as he 
alleges, an inconsistency between the two statements, that Baba Phurkey still 
retained the rights of a British subject, and that you could not admit any claim, 
on account of those rights, to be protected in respect to matters directly arising 
i'rom his having accepted service under the Guicowar. The opinion we ex- 
pressed of the culpable negligence of Captain French in representing Baba 
Phurkey not to be a British subject, is confirmed by his present explanation. 

Answer to Political Letter, dated 3 December (No. 91) 1851. 

Answer to Political Letter, dated 31 January (No. 8) 1862. 

Answer to Political Letter, dated 28 February (No. 22) 1862. 

6. The voluminous papers transmitted with this letter if fully establish that 
Joitabaee, the younger widow of Becliur Samul, head of the firm of Hurree 
Bhugtee, has been the victim of a nefarious plot, concocted by Baba Nafra, the 
managing gomastah of the firm, and of which the instruments were forgery, 

coercion 



* Correspondence between Lienten&nt-colonel Outram and Mr. Andrews, respecting a memo- 
randum found in the papers of Baba Nafra. 

f Transmitting explanations by Captain French, as called for by Court, respecting Ins connexion 
wita the alleged oppressive proceedings of the Quicowar Government towards Venaik Moushwur 
Baba Phurkey. 

% Report of Lieutenant-colonel Outram ou the case of Joetahhaee Setanee. 


FROM THE OFFICE OF RESIDENT AT BARODA. 


9 


coercion of witnesses, subornation of perjurj'-, and the forcible abduction of a 
child, who had been for eighteen months acknowledged to be the legitimate sou of 
Joitabaee, and who, under pretence of being spurious, was delivered over by 
Baba Nafra to certain Coolies, alleged to be his real parents, soon after which he 
died. The widow was kept for nearly three years under a guard, without any 
provision from the firm for her support, and was disgraced and expelled from 
caste. These iniquities were accomplished by means of Baba Nafra’s powerful 
influence w ith the ministers and servants of the Guicowar; and though Joitabaee 
claimed the protection of the British Government, under the guarantee given to 
the firm, her complaints were disregarded, in consequence of the very superficial 
examination which Captain French gave to the proceedings, and the readiness 
with wdiich he adopted the view of the aflair which was suggested to him by 
interested persons. 

6. Shortly, however, after Lieutenant-colonel Outram resumed charge of the 
Residency, a quarrel among the conspirators led to disclosures which that oflScer 
followed up, under great difficulties, with an indefatigable industry and zeal 
which ‘entitle him to high commendation. The result is exhibited in the long 
and elaborate report now before us. Baba Nafra, having been tried by a pun- 
chayet appointed by the Guicowar, has been found guilty of a part of the 
charges preferred against him, and has been sentenced by the punchayet to a 
fine of 15,600 rupees, and seven years’ imprisonment, to which his Highness has 
added the further penalty of irons. Lieutenant-colonel Outram contends, with 
some appear-ai ce of justice, that the punchayet w'cre unduly influenced in favour 
of Baba Nafra. But, without entering into any of the points on which difference 
of opiniou exists, we are fully satisfied that the guilt of that individual is estab- 
lished to an extent sufficient to justify the punishment to which he has been 
sentenced by his sovereign. And as it was afterwards reported to you by 
Lieutenant-coloiu 1 Outram that Baba Nafra’s confinement was almost nominal, 
wc approve your having directed the Resident, if the statement should be con- 
firmed on inquiry, to represent to the Guicowar the impropriety of any indulgence 
to this criminal. You will inform us of the result of this representation. 

7 . We approve your having declared the guarantee forfeited, so far as Baba 
Nafra is personally concerned. Joitabaee has been restored to caste, and to her 
position in the family ; and the Guicowar has been called on “ to require from 
the firm the payment to her of any shares or allowances to which her position 
may liave entitled her horn the date of the death of her husband.” 

8. It is greatly to be regretted that oppression of so odious a character should 
have been practised against a person entitled to British protection, and its 
detection so long deferred, where a British representative was present with 
authority to interfere. But we are of opinion that you could not, at any period 
of this unfortunate affair, have acted otherwise than you did on the information 
you possessed. And while thus fully acquitting your government, we must do 
the same justice to Lieutenant-colonel Outram, who, in his letter dated 12th 
January 1852 , has, in our opinion, completely cleared himself from any blame 
connected with the earlier stages of the inquiry, of which the ultimate success is 
wholly attributable to his exertions. The error into which you were led was 
partly owing to the unfortunate accident of a change of Resident at the most 
critical monient in the progress of the transaction ; and the remainder of the 
responsibility must rest on Captain French, to whom, even after all the allow- 
ances made for him in your President's minute of 10th November 1851 , a large 
gliare of blame remains imputable. 

0. Baba Nafra is accused of having made away with a great portion of the 
pi'operty of the firm of which be was manager. The items in his accounts 
which are disputed by the firm amount to Rs, 4 , 05 , 048 . 11. 0. in addition to 
which the property in the current treasury of the firm is valued at only three 
lacs of rupees, while it is believed that not less than ten lacs in jewels and six 
in specie ought to have been forthcoming ; the lists and memoranda, however, 
which w-ould have shown the amount of property in the treasury at the time of 
the late sheikh’s death, have disappeared. You have very properly desired the 
Resident to fedvise the Guicowar to hold Baba Nafra responsible either for the 
production of the missing accounts, or for the payment of the estimated 
defalcation. You will report to us what may be done in consequence of these 
orders. 
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Answer to Political Letter, dated 3 December (No. 92) 1861.* 

10. The note in question is either a treasonable letter written by Bhow 
Tambeykur, the Guicowar’s minister, to Appa Sahib, brother of his Highness, 
or it is a forgery, intended to discredit and ruin the imputed author. In either 
case the Guicowar is entitled to your best assistance, for the purpose of ascer- 
taining the origin of the document. 

11. From the explanations furnished by Mr. Grant, in answer to a pe- 
remptory demand by Government (he having at first withheld the name of nis 
informant), it appears that the note was given to him by an agent of Baba 
Phurkey, “ witli a view to Mr. Grant’s opinion being obtained as to the advi- 
sability' of its being made use of for his own justification by the said Vefiaick 
Moreshwur” (Baba Phurkey) “who had been charged by the alleged writer 
with the very crime which the note, if authentic, brought home to his accuser,” 

12. Mr. Grant was greatly to blame, first, in allowing himself to be consulted 
by a private individual respecting the course to be pursued for the promotion 
of that individual’s interests at Baroda; and next, in sending the paper to the 
Resident, and in making known its purport to the Guicowar’s vakeel. To this 
we must add, that he ought still less to have sent the paper to Lieutenant- 
colonel Outram unaccompanied with information respecting the source from 
which it reached him, information absolutely indispensable to any measures for 
ascertaining its origin and genuineness. We concur in the ce^.sure you have 
passed on Mr. Grant, and approve your having interdicted him not only from 
interfering directly or indirecUy in Baroda affairs, but from visiting Baroda on 
any of his future circuits. 

1 3. Lieutenant-colonel Outram afterwards took evidence respecting the paper 
in question. The evidence in support of its being written by Bhow Tam- 
beykur (independently of handwriting) consists in the testimony of Umrut Row 
Bulwunt, a discharged carcoon of that minister, who affirms that the note was 
given to him W Bhow Tambeykur to be delivered to Appa Sahib, but that he, 
for his own safety, kept the note and pretended to have mislaid it. From this 
person Baba Phurkey affirms that he himself received it. You had as yet 
passed no orders on the subject, but you will doubtless have considered it proper 
that the evidence taken by Lieutenant-colonel Outram should be communicated 
to the Guicowar. 

We are, &c. 

(signed) J. IV. Hogg. 

R. Ellke. 

London, 2 June 1862. &c. &c. 


No. 6 of 1862. — Political Department. 

To the Honourable the Court of Directors, &c. 

Honourable Sirs, 

With a letter dated the 17th November last, Lieutenant-colonel Outram, c.B., 
the late Resident at Baroda, forwarded to Government, translations of two com- 
munications which had been addressed to him on the 14th of the same month 
by his Highness the Gaekwar, complaining of the tenor of editorial articles 
published in the “ Bombay Telegraph and Courier” newspaper, of the 29th 
and 30th October last, as being, in his Highness’ opinion, calculated to degrade 
his Highness’ government. For information relative to the intimation we 
directed the Resident to make to bis Highness on this subject, we beg to refer to 
our Chief Secretary’s letter to that officer, dated the 4th ultimo. 

We have, &c. 

(signed) Falkland. 

J. Grey. 

D. A, Blane. 

Bombay Castle, 17 January 1862. A. Bell. 


* Concerning a Mahrattee note stated to be of a treasonable nature affecting the interests of his 
Highness the Guicowar, which was forwarded to Lieutenant-colonel Outram by Mr. Greeor 
Grant, Judicial Commissioner for Guzerat and the Concan. . * e 



FROM THE OFFICE OF RESIDENT AT BARODA. n 

Political Department, 17 January (No. 6) 1852. 

To the Honourable the Court of Directors, &c. 

Honourable Sirs, 

As connected with our despatch, dated the 1st December last, No. 9, report- 
ing proceedings connected with Venayek Moreshwur Phurkey, formerly em- 
ployed under the political agent in the Rewa Kanta, we have the honour here- 
with to transmit to your Honourable Court an extract from our proceedings on 
the subject of a charge of bribery preferred agiiinst that individual by Sahiba, 
widow of the late Thakoor Jellirnsingjee, of Bhaderwa. 

2. Venayek Moreshwur Phurkey is stated by the complainant and her wit- 
nesses to have received the alleged bribe as far back as the year 1840-41, and 
nearly nine years have elapsed since the accused was in the employment of 
Government, and we are of opinion that the evidence which has been adduced 
against him on the present occasion is not trustworthy, and that it is therefore 
unnecessary to take further notice of the accusation brought against him. 

We have, &,c. 

(signed) FaUdaad. 

J. Grey. 

D. A. Blane. 

Bombay Castle, 17 January 1852. A. Bell. 


Political Department, 3 February (No. 15) 1852. 

To the Honourable the Court of Directors, &c. 

Honourable Sirs, 

We have the honour to forward to your Honourable Court copies of 12 
letters from Lieutenant-colonel Outram, c.b., late Resident at Baroda, dated 
the 8th, 13th and 31st October, the 8th, llth, 21st, 23d and 27th November, 
and the 2d, 13th and 16th December last, bringing to the notice of Govern- 
ment the fact of copies of official documents, connected with cases in which the 
interests of Government were concerned, having been illicitly obtained from the 
Bombay Secretariat or other sources, by parties alleged to be in the pay of 
Bhow Tarabekur, minister of his Highness the Gaekwar, at the same time 
stating that Bhow Tambekur has also been lately endeavouring by corrupt 
means to obtain the abolition of the Guzerat irregular horse. 

2. For our sentiments on these communications, we beg to refer to the 
minutes of our Board, recorded under the dates eninnerated in the margin,* and 
also to a memorandum by our Chief Secretary, dated the 8th ultimo, indicating 
that precautions have been taken to prevent information being illicitly obtained 
in future from the Political and Secret Departments of the Secretariat. 

3. From 


• Minute by the Honourable Mr. Blane, dated 12 October 1881, concurred in by the Honour- 
able Mr. Bell; Minute by the Right honourable the Governor, without date; Minute by the 
Right honourable the Governor, dated 24 October 1861 ; Minute by the Honourable Mr. Blanc, 
dated 28 October 1851, concurred in by the Honourable Mr. Bell; further Minute by the Right 
honourable the Governor, dated 81 October 1861 ; further Minute by the Honourable Mr. Blanc, 
dated 2 November 1861, concurred in by the Honourable Mr. Bell; further Minute by the Right 
honourable the Govenior, dated 10 November 1851, concurred in by the Board ; further Minute 
by the Right honourable the Governor, dated 16 November 1861, concurred in by the Board ; 
further Nunote by the Right honourable the Governor, dated 8 December 1861 ; further Minute 
by the Honourable Mr. Blane, dated 10 December 1851, concurred in by the Honourable 
Mr. Bell ; further Minute by the Right honourable the Governor, dated 6 J anuary 1862, con- 
curred in by the Board; further Minute by the Right honourable the Governor, dated 9 Decem- 
ber 1861, conourred in by the Board; further Minute by the Right honourable the Governor, 
dated 15 January 1852; further Minute by the Honourable Mr. Blane, dated 16 January 1852, 
concurred in by the Board ; further Minute by the Rigid honourable the Governor, dated 
7 December 1661 ; fiirther Minute by the Honourable Mr. Blane, dated 7 December 1861, con- 
curred in by die Honourable Mr. Bell ; further Minute by tlie Right honourable the Governor, 
dated 16 January 1862; further Minute by the Honourable Mr. Blanc, dated 17 January 1862; 
fiirther Minute by the Honourable Mr. Bell, dated 17 January 1862, conourred in by the Right 
honourable the Governor; further Minute by the Right honourable the Governor, dated 
16 Janmiy 1862, oonourred in by the Board ; further Minute by the Right honourable the 
Governor, dated 20 January 1862, conourred in by the Board, 
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3. From the proceedings which form Collection No. 2, your Honourable 
Court will observe that, in consequence of there being strong grounds for 
believing that a junior assistant in the political and secret departments of the 
Secretariat, named Daniel Marston, has been one of the sources alluded to by 
Lieutenant-colonel Outram, through which information from the records of 
Government has been communicated to Baroda, we have ordered his dismissal 
from his situation, and declared him incapable of re-employment under 
Government. 

We have, kc. 

(signed) Falkland. 

J. Grey. 

D. A. Blane. 

Bombay Castle, 3 February 1852. A. Bell. 


Political Department, 17 February (No. 19) 1852. 

To the Honourable the Court of Directors, &c. 

Honourable Sirs, 

As connected with the 3d to 6th paragraphs of our despatch dated the 31st 
January, No. 6 of 1849, and your Honourable Court’s reply thereto, quoted in 
• &eb«low. the margin,* dated the 28th November, No. 35 of 1849, we have the honour 
herewith to submit an extract from our proceedings on the subject of various 
charges of misconduct which, subsequent to the above dates, have been preferred 
by Lieutenant-colonel Outram, c.b., late Resident at Baroda, against Nursoo 
Luxrnon, late native agent to the Baroda Residency, who, as reported in the 
11th paragraph of our political despatch, dated the 30th September, No. 83 of 
1850, vacated that situation on the 22d May preceding, consequent on his being 
appointed dufterdar of the Ahraedabad collectorate. 

2. In a letter dated the 7th September 1850, Lieutenant-colonel Outram 
forwarded to Government, for such notice as they might be deemed to deserve, 
translations of depositions on oath, which a few days previously had been made 
before him by a person named Jairam Hybutrow,t and by four other indivi- 
duals, who he had informed that officer could verify his statements, containing 
several charges against Nursoo Luxinon of fraudulent and corrupt conduct, 
alleged to have been committed by that individual during the period lie had 
held the appointment of native agent to the Resident at Baroda. For reasons 
mentioned in our Right honourable President’s minute (concurred in by the 
Board) dated the 11th October 1860, copy of which forms enclosure No. 17 to 
Collection No. 1 accompanying this despatch (and to which we beg to refer). 
Lieutenant-colonel Outram was informed that we deemed it unnecessary to 
adopt any further steps with reference to these allegations. 

3. As connected with his reportj dated the 30th July 1860, on the subject of 
the pecuniary disputes between the banking firm of Hurree Bhugtee, of Baroda, 
and Govind Rao Gaekwar, Lieutenant-colonel Outram, in a letter dated 7th 
September, remonstrated against the decision^of Government, which, during his 
absence on sick leave in Egypt, had been communicated to his locum tenens. 

Captain 


• Lieutenant-colonel Outram was of opinion that in the case (of Gorajee Pol), last adverted to, 
and also in that of Govind Rao Gaekwar, the native agent (Nursoo Luximon) had, by the suppres- 
sion of facts, justified a suspicion of culpable collusion with some of tlie parties concerned ; your 
Government, after a searching analysis of the conduct of Nursoo Punt in both these instances, 
have, we observe, unanimously and entirely acquitted him of the imputed misconduct. 

t This individual, as reported in the flth para, of our political despatch, dated 10 M^, No. 66, 
of 1847, while holding the appointment of Thanadar of Jambooghoora, in the Rewa Kanta, was, 
by order of Government on 30 April 1847, dismissed from his situation, and as reported in the 
65th para, of our further despatch dated 31 August, No. 130 of 1848, he was, on the 
33d February 1848, under tlie instructions contained in the 16th para, of your Honourable Court’s 
letter to this Government, dated 18 September, No, 34 of 1847, declared incapable of being 
re admitted to the service of Government in any capacity whatever. 

: Copy of which formed enclosure No. 6 to Collection No. 11, accompanying our political 
despatch to your Honourable Court, dated 17 September, No. 70 of 1861. 

4 Vide Collection No. 2, accompanying political despatch from the Bombay Government, dated 
31 January 1841), No. 6. 
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Captmn French, on the 4th Janaary 1849, authorizing himj for the reasons 
therein stated, and^ under certain circumstances, to give Nursoo Luxmon the 
option of withdrawing the application he had preferred on the 9th September 
1848, for permission to retire from the public service on a superannuation 
pension. In the same letter Lieutenant-colonel Outram appealed against the 
decision (contained in the Government letter of the 12th January 1849,* to the 
address of Captain French) on the allegation of corrupt conduct, which had 
been advanced by Lieutenant-colonel Outram against Nursoo Luxmon, in the 
cases of Gorajee Pol and Govind Rao Gaekwar. For our sentiments upon this 
communication, we beg to refer to the minutes recorded by our Right honourable 
President, on the 15th November (concurred in by his Excellency the late 
Commander-in-ChieO, and 24th December 1850, concurred in by the Board, and 
by the Honourable Mr. Willoughby and the Honourable Mr. Blane, dated the 
21st and 25th November 1850. 

4. On the 10th April last. Lieutenant-colonel Outram submitted to Govern- 
ment a voluminous paper intituled, “ A Statement of Facts relating to Nursoo 
Punt, late native agent of the Baroda residency, and now dufturdar at Ahme- 
dabad, illustrative of that individual’s character, and of the part taken by him 
in strengthening the popular belief in the corruptibility of high officials.” In 
this statement, and in reply to a reference made to him by Goverumeut con- 
nected therewith, Lieutenant-colonel Outram preferred various charges of frau- 
dulent and cornipt conduct against Nursoo Luxmon. 

5. Having taken this “ Statement” into our consideration, we, on tlie 16th 
May last, appointed Mr. W. E. Frere, of the Bombay civil service, who pre- 
viously had been totally unconnected with the affairs of the Baroda State, a 
Commissioner under the provisions of Act XXXVII t of 1850, to inquire into the 
truth of the charges preferred by Lieutenant-colonel Outram against Nursoo 
Luxmon. Mr. Frere opened his proceedings (at Baroda) on the 16th June last, 
in the presence of Nursoo Luxmon, and finally closed the investigation on the 
22d October last. 

6. On the most careful consideration of the evidence in support of his charges 
against Nursoo Luxmon, adduced by Lieutenant-colonel Outram before the Com- 
missioner, of the facts urged by Nursoo Luxmon in his defence, and the argu- 
ments and opinions recorded by the Commissioner in bis finding upon each 
charge, we have, for the reasons mentioned in the minutes recorded by our 
Right honourable President, and by the civil members of our Board, under the 
dates noted in the margin,^ informed the Resident at Baroda that the following 
is our decision upon each of the charges investigated by Mr. Frere. 

1st. That Nursoo Punt is acquitted on all the counts of charge No. 1, 
as worded by the prosecutor, though, from the finding of the Commissioner, 
it would appear that had the charge been made to include the misleading 
of Colonel Outram himself, his (Nursoo Punt’s) entire exoneration on this 
head might not have resulted. 

2d. That Nursoo Punt is guilty of charge II. 

3d, That Nursoo Punt is acquitted of charge III, but that his conduct 
with reference to circumstances connected with this charge is open to 
animadversion. 

4th. That the evidence is insufficient to convict Nursoo Punt upon 

charges 


* Copy of which formed enclosure No. 4 to Collection No. I , accompanying the political 
despatch from this Government, alluded to in the preceding note. 

Minute by the Right honourable the Governor, dated 10 November 1851; Minute bv the 
Honourable Mr. Blane, dated 13 November 1861 ; further Minute by the B^ht honourable the 
Governor, dated 0 December 1861 5 furtlier Minute by the Honourable Mr. Blane, dated 8 De- 
cember 1861 ; Minute bv the Honourable Mr. Bell, dated 12 December 1861 ; further Minute by 
the Eight honourable the Governor, dated 16 December 1861 ; further Minute by the Honourable 
Mr. Blane. dated 16 December 1861 ; further Minute by the Right honourable the Governor, dated 
18 December 1861, concurred in by the Honourable Mr. Blane ; further Minute by the Honourable 
Mr. Bell, dated 10 December 1851} further Minute by the Right honourable the Governor, 
dated 3D December 3851, concurred in by the Board; fiirther Mmule by me Right honoumblc 
the Governor, dated 5 January 1852, concurred in by his Excellency the Commander-m-Chiet ; 
further Minute by the Honourable Mr. Blane, dated 6 January 1863 ; further Minute by the 
Honourable Mr. Bell, dated 6 January 1883; further Minute by the Right honourable the 
Governor, dated 18 January 1868. 
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• Copy of which 
forms Enclosure 
No. 3 to Collection 
No. 3 accompany* 
ing this despatch. 


charges IV and V, but that considerable suspicion attaches to him upon 
both these charges. 

6th. That there is nothing in the proceedings to implicate the character 
of Nursoo Punt, with reference to charge VI. 

tJth. That the alleged misuse by Nursoo Punt of Mr. Reid’s name, 
embraced in charge VII, has not been established. 

h. Nursoo Punt having, by his conviction to this extent, been pronounced 
guilty of a betrayal of his o^cial trust in the instance therein specified, as the 
head native servant of the Baroda residency, we have issued orders for his 
removal from his situation of dufterdar to the Collector of Ahmedabad, at the 
same time informing that officer that Nursoo Punt will be considered ineligible 
for re-employment under Government. 

8. For our sentiments relative to the terms in which Lieutenant-colonel 
Outram, in his “ Statement of Facts” (referred to in para. 4 of this despatch), 
has alluded to Air. Reid, late member of Council at this Presidency, we beg to 
draw attention to a minute* recorded by our Right honourable President, 
under date the 14th instant, concurred in by the civil members of our Board. 

We have, &c. 

(signed) Falkland. 

D. A. Blane. 

ombay Castle, 17 February 1862. A. Bell. 


Political Department. — No. 27 of 1862. 

To the Honourable the Court of Directors, &c. 

Honourable Sirs, 

In the third paragraph of our despatch, dated the 3d ultimo. No. 16 of 1852, 
we reported the circumstances under which Mr. Daniel Marston, a junior 
assistant in the Political and Secret Departments of tlie Secretariat, had been 
dismissed from his situation, and declared incapable of re-employment under 
Government. We now beg to forward an original memorial from that individual 
to the address of your Honourable Court, appealing against this proceeding, and 
to state that we see no grounds for re-opening this case. 

We have, &c. 

(signed) Falkland. 

D. A. Blane. 

Bombay Castle, 4 March 1852. A. Bell, 


Political Department, 3 April (No. 37) 1862. 

To the Honourable the Court of Directors, kc. 

Honourable Sirs, 

1. In our despatch dated 17th February last, No. 19, wc reported to your 
Honourable Court the result of the investigation instituted by order of Govern- 
ment between the months of June and October 1861, by Mr. W. E. Frere, as 
special Commissioner, into seven charges of fraudulent and corrupt conduct 
preferred by Lieutenant-colonel Outram, c.b., late Resident at Baroda, against 
Nursoo Luxmon, alleged to have been committed by that individual during the 
period he formerly held the appointment of native agent to the Baroda 
residency. 

2. As connected with case Nt). VII. of the above charges, t we have the honour 
to forward an extract from our proceedings on the subject of certain intrigues 
iu connexion with affairs at Baroda, alleged to have been carried on in Bombay 
during the year 1848, and the early part of 1849, through the medium of 
agents employed by Baba Nafra, manager of the banking firm of Hurree 
Bhugtee, of Baroda. 

3. Amongst 

f That at various times between 12 September 1848 and 1 My i860, Nursoo Luxmon made an 
improper and unauthorized use of the name of the Honourable Mr. Beid, late member of Couuoil 
at Bombay, and encouraged the belief at Baroda that he ei\joyed the support and confidence of 
that gentleman. 
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3. Amongst our proceedings -will be found copy of a summary prepared in 
the ofl&ce of our Chief Secretary in the month of August last, whicn contains an 
outline of the facts of this case, as far as the same had been then elicited, 

4. Amongst other parties in Bombay alleged to have been implicated in, or 
cognizant of these intrigues at the time of their occurrence, the names of several 
individuals in the uncovenanted service of Government were mentioned. We 
accordingly, on the 7th January last, appointed the gentlemen mentioned in the 

margin,* a Committee to inquire into this matter. * See below. 

6. A copy of the proceedings and of the accompanying report of the Com- 
mittee of tne result of their investigation into these cases is forwarded in Collection 
No. 2, accompanying this despatch. For our sentiments on this report, we beg 
to refer to the minutes recorded thereon by our Right honourable President 
and the civil members of the Board. 

6. Your Honourable Court will observe, that these proceedings are not com- 
plete, inasmuch as we have not yet determined upon the measures which we 
should adopt on the report of the secretaries ; but as the papers contain much 
information which may be of value in considering the subject of our recent 
communications relative to affairs at Baroda, we transmit them in their present 
state without delay. 

7. We have further the honour on this occasion to forward, in Collection 
No. 3, copies of two minutes, dated the 17th ultimo, and the 1st instant, the 
former recorded by our Right honourable President, concurred in by the 
Honourable Mr. Bell, and the latter by the Honourable Mr. Warden, on the 
subject of the explanation submitted by our Chief Secretary in his memorandum 
of the 22d January last (copy of which formed Enclosure No. 2 to Collection 
No. 3, accompanying our despatch to your Honourable Court, dated the 17th 
February last, No. 19) on those portions of the accompaniment to Colonel 
Outram’s letter of the loth April, intituled, “ A Statement of Facts relating to 
Nursoo Punt, late native agent of the Baroda residency,” which have reference 
to the chief secretary’s office, or of which he possesses any personal knowledge. 

We have, &c. 

(signed) /^. Sel/. 

Bombay Castle, 3 April 1852, Jo/in IVarden. 


Political Department, 23 June (No. 19) 1852. 

Our Governor in Council at Bombay. 

Para, 1 , We now reply to your poli- Political Letters, dated 17 January (No. 6) 1862 j 17 Januaiy 
tical letters enumerated in the margin a February (No. is) isss; 17 February (No. iii) 

on Baroda subjects. 1 862 ; S March (No. 27) 1 862; 8 Aprd (No. 37) 1852. 

Answer to Political Letter, dated 17th January (No. 5) 1862.t 

2. You very properly intimated to the Guicowar that the British Government 
never takes notice of paragraphs in the newspapers commenting on its own 
measures, and that it recommends to his Highness a similar line of conduct, but 
that “ if at any time anything should appear in the newspapers, the nature of 
which will, according to British laws, admit of notice of it being takeu, the 
same aid from the law officers of Government will then be made available to 
his Highness, should he wish it, as would under similar circumstances be 
received from them by Government itself.” 

Answer 


* 1. Mr. A. Malet, Chief Secretary to Government; 2. Mr. H. E. Goldsmid,| Secretary to 
Government in the Revenue and Financial Departments ; 3. Lieutenant-colonel P. M. Melvill, 
Secretary to Government in the Military and Marine Departments; 4. Mr. A. St. John 
Richfljrdson, Deputy Secretary to Government. 

t Complaint l>y die Guicowar respecting two editorial articles published m the “Bombay Tele- 
graph and Courier” Newspaper, of 2tlth and 30th October 1861. 


t Mr. 3, Q. SwMtsry to OofsnHBWt in the Qeiwal anel Jfadkiei Dqiutmeiiis, was «t Uiis period absent 

• frottBoinlNy. 
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PAPERS ON THE REMOVAL OF COLONEL OUTRAM 




Answer to Political Letter, dated 17th January (No. 6) 1862 * 

3. This charge had from the beginning an extremely suspicious appearance 
in consequence of its not having been preferred until more than nine years 
after the date assigned to the alleged transactions, although during the greater 
part of the intervening period Baba Phurkey was not in the service of Govern- 
ment, and therefore had not the influence or protection which such employment 
might be supposed to give. An investigation was commenced by the late Major 
Brown, and completed by Captain Fulljaraes ; but the evidence for the charge, 
both oral and documentary, was worthless, and you have in consequence fully 
acquitted the accused. 

Answer to Political Letter dated 3 February (No. 15) 1852, and to Political 
Letter dated 4 March (No. 27) 1862.t 

4. Lieutenant-colonel Outram, having reason to believe tiiat the deliberations 
and intentions of your Government were made known to the Guicowar’s Durbar 
even before official information of tliem reached the British Resident, “had 
long sought in vain,” as he observed in his letter dated 13 October 1851, “ to 
ascertain the channel through which the information is conveyed to Baroda.” 
At length having had anonymous information from Bombay, implicating 
Wamunrow Dhondoo Satteh (carbarce of the late Bheemashunkur Shastrce) 
and his brother Dhajee Dondoo Satteh, at Bombay, he ordered the clerk at the 
Baroda post-office to detain all the letters brought from Bombay which were 
addressed to Wamunrow Satteh, and to certain other persons under cover, to 
whom Wamun Row was known to have received letters ; and also all letters 
sent to the post-office by Wamun Row, or by^ Narrain Row, lately a carkoon in 
the residency ofiice. Then sending for the persons to whom the packets were 
directed, and for Narrain Row, he required them to open the letters in his 
presence. 

5. It was found that the letters thus opened contained, to use the words of 
Lieutenant-colonel Outram, “not merely the purport and even transcript of 
Government despatches, but detailed accounts of the deliberations of Govern- 
ment, and even transcripts of the minutes of each member of Government.” 

6. Among the very few persons who had access to the information thus 
betrayed, was Mr. Daniel Marston, a junior clerk in the secretary’s ofiicc. Cir- 
cumstances calculated to excite suspicion having been observed with respect to 
him, he was examined, and the result of his interrogation by Mr. Malet, com- 
bined with a written paper found in his possession, appeared to ymu to afl’ord 
such evidence against hirn as induced you not only to dismiss him from his 
situation, but to prohibit his re-employment in the service of Government. 

7. The paper in question, comijined with Mr. Marston’s admissions, proved 
some connexion on his part with Dhajee Dandoo Satteh, the agent through 
whom the information w'as sent to Baroda, as well as with Bappoojee Khametkur, 
one of the writers of the intercepted letters, and with Raojee Bhaskur, a man 
formerly dismissed from the public service for malpractices, and receiving a 
pension from the Guicowar. The paper itself is a receipt for 30 rupees, paid by 
Raojee Bhaskur on account of Mr. Marston, as an instalment of a debt due to 
Bapoojee Gapal, and is signed on Bapoojee’s behalf by Dajee Dhandeo Satee. 
Mr. Marston admits an acquaintance with Raojee and Bapoojee, and a loan of 
money from the latter, but denies any acquaintance with Dajee. The case is- 
altogether one of such strong suspicion, and the misconduct of a character 
so injurious to the public interest, that we approve of your having not only 
dismissed Mr. Marston from the secretary’s office, but declared him excluded 
from the service of Government. 

8. To 


• Proceedings on a charge of bribery preferred against Venaik Moreshwur Baba Phurkey by 
Sahiba, widow of the late Thakoor J elliznsingjee, oiBhaderwa. 

+ Communications from Lieutenant-colonel Outram, bringing to the notice of Government the 
fiict that copies of offiolal documents had been illicitly obtained by persons alleged to be employed 
by Bhow Tambekur, minister of the Guicowar, and proceetUngs in consequence. ' 
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8. To return to the subject of the intercepted letters ; one of them contained 
allusions to intrigues carried on at Bombay by agents of the Guicowar’s 
minister, for the purpose of obtaining, by tlie expenditure of money, the abolition 
of the Guzerat Horse. On this subject Lieutenant-colonel Outrara questioned 
Govind Row Roria, lately vakeel of the Guicowar at Bombay, who at first gave 
no information of any value, but subsequently sent a verbal message to Lieu- 
tenant-colonel Outram, intimating “ that he will make a full disclosure, and 
furnish irrefragable proofs of the truth of what he has to disclose,'’ provided the 
Resident would give a pledge that he should “ be preserved from persecution in 
consequence thereof.” Lieutenant-colonel Outram accordingly solicited from 
your Government authority to give this assurance. That authority, however, 
was refused, on the ground that “ neither the data on which Government 
should proceed, nor tne results that would arise from its proceedings,” were 
“sufficiently apparent.” We cannot approve of your having thus arrested 
in limine an inquiry which might have furnished a clue for the detection of mal- 
practices of the existence of which there is no doubt. It would have been easy' 
to make the pledge of safety to Govind Row conditional, on its being found that 
his information was both correct and of substantial value. 

0. Lieutenant-colonel Outram afterwards sent to your Government some fur- 
ther correspondence w'hich had “ fallen into” his “ hands under circumstances 
hereafter to be reported” (but of which we can find no report), together with 
some oral evidence taken by him connected with the same intrigues ; and 
pointed out various measures to be taken at Bombay for throwing further light 
on the subject; which, however, you did not think fit to take, on account of the 
vague nature of tlje evidence. On this we must remark, that the evidence might 
not have been vague liad you received, .instead of rejecting, Govind Row’s tender 
of information. We must add, that the letters were acknowledged by the banker 
Nurbhegram, by and to whom they purported to be written, though he attempted, 
very unsuccessfully, to explain away their purport ; and they distinctly proved that, 
in behalf of the minister, he directed his nephew, Booria, at Bombay, to “ make 
a pucka arrangement” with Lieutenant-colonel Outram on his arrival from 
Egypt ; although when Booria proposed that 50,000 rupees should be paid to 
Lieutenant-colonel Outram, and 10,000 rupees to one Succaram, to be given to 
Mr. A. Malet, Nurbegram refused to pay any money until the service was 
rendered, being willing, however, to give a written promise of payment. We 
cannot agree in the opinion expressed in your President’s minute of 15 January 
1852, that these are “ obscure indications,” containing “ nothing that is tan- 
gible or susceptible of being followed out to any result.” We think that they 
w'ere amply sufficient to justify and require a further investigation. Even if no 
additional light could have been obtained, there was already sufficient ground for 
a strong representation to the Guicowar of tlie unworthiness, as well as the inu- 
tility to his interests, of such discreditable attempts to corrupt high functionaries 
of Government. This representation vvas tlie more urgently called for, as the 
Guicowar endeavoured to thwart Lieutenant-colonel Outram’s attempts to throw 
further light on the case by refusing, on frivolous pretexts, to send several per- 
sons to the residency, whom that officer, in the course of his investigations, 
desired to examine. Lieutenant-colonel Outram had an interview with the 
Guicowar on the 27th November, on which occasion his Highness disavowed all 
knowledge of the intrigues imputed to his minister, and appeared duly impressed 
by Lieutenant-colonel Outram’s remonstrances ; but intidligence having been 
received on the same day of Lieutenant-colonel Oulram’s removal from office, the 
Guicowar, instead of sending the witnesses required by that officer, addressed a 
remonstrance to Government against his proceedings. 

10. We approve your having replied to the Guicowar to the efiect that. Lieu- 
tenant-colonel Outram’s proceedings, remonstrated against by his Higlniess, 
“ appear to have been mere ly a request for the attendance of certain parties at 
the residency, for the purpose of inquiry, and that Government trusts that 
no deviation from the usual courtesy in promptly complying with such requests 
will ever be permitted by his Highness to occur.” Me wish to be informed what 
answer was made by the Guicowar, or what proceedings adopted by him, in con- 
sequence of this intimation ; and we trust that the investigation has been conti- 
nued by the present Resident, Mr. Dav ics, and that nothing on your part will be 
omitted to make it effectuai^ 
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Answer to Political Letter, dated 17 February (No. 19) 1852.* 

11. These charges, seven in number, have been investigated by Mr. W. E. 
Frere, as a special Commissioner, under Act XXXVIL of 1850, Lieutenant- 
colonel ( )utram acting as prosecutor. 

12. Nursoo Punt has been fully convicted on one of the charges, and partially 
by the Commissioner on another ; in the latter opinion, however, you did not 
agree with Mr. Frcrc. but much blame, or grave suspicion, has been declared 
by Mr. Frerc to attach to Nursoo Punt in respect to all the charges. 

13. The charge on which he has been found guilty is the second, that of 
purposely withholding important information from the Resident, in respect to 
the dispute between the firm of Hurree Bhugtee and Govind Row Guicowar. 
This, it is to be observed, was one of the two cases in which Nursoo Punt’s 
conduct had been impugned by Lieutenant-colonel Outram before his journey 
to Egypt, but in which he was at that time acquitted by Government. 

14. By the first charge, Nursoo Punt was accused of withholding correct, 
and furnishing erroneous, information, to his official superior, Captain French, 
in four important instances connected with the case of Joitabaee Seetanee. The 
Commissioner considered it proved that Nnrsoo Punt had, in one instance, 
intentionally misled his official superior, but that that official superior was 
Lieutenant-colonel Outram, and not Captain French, wherefore the deception 
practi.sed could not be made the ground of a verdict of guilty under this indict- 
ment. With respect to the other instances of tlie first charge, Nursoo Punt 
was ac(juitted because Captain French deposed that he had acted, not on Nursoo 
Punt’s communications, whatever they might have been, but on his own deli- 
berate judgment, formed after receiving information from various sources. It 
is certain that Captain French did not obtain an accurate knowledge of the facta 
of the case, and that consequently he misled the Government, and enabled the 
persecutors of Joitabaee to commit gross injustice ; and if his assumption of the 
whole responsibility could be held to adquit Nursoo Punt, it must do so by 
throwing the whole weight of blame on Captain French. It is, however, evident, 
that having only just arrived at Baroda, Captain French was in a great measure 
dependent for his information and impressions on others, and particularly on his 
native agent ; and even on the supposition that Captain French, acting on his 
own judgment, adopted a wrong view of important matters of fact, it was the 
doty of Nursoo Puut, himself perfectly acquainted with the case, to represent the 
true state of it to his superior. Instead of doing this, there is ample ground of 
moral cotiviction that he misinformed Captain French, as he has been clearly 
proved to have misinformed Lieutenant-colonel Outram. 

15. On the sixth charge, that of having advised Baba Nafra to send an agent 
to Bombay for the purpose of endeavouring to corrupt Mr. Reid, the Commis- 
sioner found Nursoo Punt guilty of having been cognizant of (thougii not proved 
to have advised) the mission of an agent of Baba Nafra to Bombay for corrupt 
purposes, but not specifically for the corrupt purpose mentioned. We agree 
with you in deeming even this degree of criminality not proved against Nursoo 
Punt, tliough very strong suspicions rest on him with regard to the mission in 
que>tion ; as well as iu regard to the third cljarge of withholding information 
in the case of Gorajce Pol, on which he was acquitted by the Commissioner, 
though considered culpable for the delay which occurred before the information 
was given. 

16. On the seventh charge, Mr. Frere considered it proved, that Nursoo 
Punt had, on more than one occasion, made an improper use of Mr. Reid’s 
naiup, hilt it is not shown that be did more than boast in general terms of the 
proteition of that gentleman, 

17. The fourth and filth are direct charges of having received bribes; and 
although the Commissioner did not consider either of them as judicially sub- 
stantiated against Nursoo Punt, he gave his opinion that the stronge.st suspicion 
rented on him in respect of both ; an opinion iu which we entirely agree. 

18. Taking 

* Proceeding on charges preferred by Lievtemnt-colone) Outram agaiaet Naraoo Luxman, 
late native agent to the Baroda residency. 
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18 . Takiug into consideration all the circumstances of the case, we approve 
your having dismissed Nursoo Punt from his office of dufterdar at Ahmedabad, 
and declared him ineligible for employment in the service of Government. 
You have, however, left him in possession of the enam village, conferred on him 
as tlie reward of former service. 

19 . We desire that you will reconsider this point, as it seems inconsistent 
that a person should be declared ineligible for the public service because he 
cannot be trusted, and yet should hold so conspicuous a mark of the favour of 
Government as an enam for three lives. 

Answer to Political Letter, dated 3 April (No. 37 ) 1852 .* 

20. In the course of Li eutOn ant-colonel Outram’s inquiries concerning tiie 
Joitabaee case, he took the evidence of Joteshw'ur, an agent sent by Baba Nafra 
to Bombay, from which it appeared that a person named Craig, at that time 
confidentially employed in tlie office of tlie Secretary in the Secret and Political 
Departments, had received from him (Joteshwur) 2,200 ru|jees for himself, and 
10,000 rnpee.s on pretence of a bribe to Mr. Reid; Ragoba Moroba, a clerk in 
the Military Pay Office, being involved as a party concerned. Captain Barr, the 
Military Paymaster, was authorized to give, a promise of impunity to Ragoba 
on condition of his making a full disclosure. No inquiry appears to have been 
made as to the assistance whicli Ragoba in the capacity of a Government clerk 
was to give to the machinations of the conspirators. His statements, however, 
implicated Mr. Cole, an assistant in the office of the military accountant, as 
having r«‘ceived valuable presents from tlie son of Baba Nafra, and on the 1st of 
November 1850 , Captain Barr was, at his own suggestion, permitted to make 
the same conditional offer of pardon to Mr. Cole, which had been made to 
Ragoba. Lieutenant-colonel Outram was not informed either by Government 
or by Captain Barr of the authority thus given to the latter officer, and Captain 
Barr made no use of the authority, but, without any intimation to Government, 
gave up the inquiry on learning (as he has since stated) that the papers con- 
nected with the case were under charge of Mr. G. Smith, an assistant in the 
office of Chief Secretary, and a brother-in-law of Mr. Craig. Captain Barr 
alleges that he had a strong suspicion that Mr. Smith was implicated in the 
illicit transactions, and was of opinion that that individual, through his know- 
ledge of the papers, would be able to frustrate any further inquiry. The reason 
thus assigned by Captain Barr for discontinuing the inquiry, ought rather to 
have been «n additional motive for pressing it with redoubled vigour. We 
consider Captain Barr to have failed in hie duty by dropping the investigation, 
and to have greatly erred, by keeping Government uninformed of his Jiaving 
done so. 

21. Your attention was not again directed to the subject until July 1861 , and 
after some further communication with Lieutenant-colonel Outram and Captain 
Barr, you, in January 1862 , appointed a commission consisting of the three 
civil secretaries to Government, and Mr. Richardson, deputy secretarjr, to inquire 
and report on these transactions. Tlie Report of the Commission is now 
before us. 

22. Mr. Craig, who, if the statements made are correct, was the principal 
culprit, left Bombay for Calcutta on leave of absence, soon after the date of his 
alleged offence, and not having returned, was struck off the establishment. He 
is stated to have been since residing at Chandernagore. Fhe testimony to his 
having received the 12,200 rupees is direct and positive; and though, as Mr. 
Acland said, he could not with any good effect be indicted for a conspiracy to 
bribe a member of Government (an offence which there is not the slightest 
proof of his having attempted), he is evidently liable to a prosecution for obtain- 
ing money on false pretences. We expect that you w'ill not neglect any means 
you may possess of bringing this individual to justice. 

28 . With respect to Mr. Smith and Mr. Cole, the evidences of R^oba before 
^ the 


ItiquMes respseting corrupt intrigues carried on at Bowbay in 1848-49, by one Joteshwur 
EidiarBin} an agent of Baba* Nafta. 
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the Commission went to exculpate them. Mr, Smith, though connected by mar- 
riage with Mr. Craig, was known to be on bad terms with him. Mr. ^mith. 
however, admitted that natives came to Mr. Craig when living in his (Mr. 
Smith’s) house, for the purpose of employing him to draw up petitions con- 
nected, as Mr. Smith believed, with Baroda affairs, and that at one time Mr. 
Craig had a considerable sura of money (“ to the best of my recollection, about 
2,000 rupees,”) which he had received for services of this description. Mr. Smith 
stated, that “ he had no reason to suppose that 2,000 rupees w'as an extravagant 
sum to pay for writing petitions on cases favourably decided; for although he 
himself has never been engaged in such matters, he had always understood that 
large sums were paid, especially when large interests were involved, and favour- 
able answers were obtained.” Mr. Smith is thus self-convicted of conniving at a 
most dangerous and improper practice, which, as observed by the Coinmis- 
•sioners, had been “interdicted in general terms by the notification of 30th Sep- 
tember 1843,” and has since been directly prohibited “ by that of 20th June 
1861.” You left it to Mr, Malet to decide whether, in such circumstances, he 
could retain Mr. Smith in his oflEice. From a subsequent minute of your Board, 
it appears that Mr, Malet “ has intimated to Mr. Smith, that he must seek 
employment in some other office.” 

24. With regard to Mr. Cole, the Commission came to the conclusion, that the 
presents which he received were “ shown to have been given as fees for service, 
in connexion with legal proceedings,” and received by him in the character of a 
“confidential clerk” to Mr. Howard; and your President, in his minute of 
17th March, subscribed by Mr. Bell, proposed, that the displeasure of Govern- 
ment should be intimated to Mr. Cole, at his having held the latter appointment 
simultaneously with his office under Government, and that he should be required 
to resign the one or the otlier. It appears to have been overlooked, both by the 
Commission, and bjr the members of your Government, that Mr. Cole, while 
alleging that he informed Baba Nafra’s agent that he would not meddle with 
political matters, qualified the statement by adding, “ except drawing out peti- 
tions and memorials for him ;” and admitted that “ petitions, &c. for the relief of 
Baba Nafra were drawn up by him” (Mr. Cole), “corrected by Mr. Howard, 
and sent in “ to Government” by the nephew of Baba Nafra ; Mr. Cole had thus 
actually done that which Mr. Smith was so deservedly reprobated for conniving 
at in Mr. Craig. 

25. Your final determination on all the cases has been postponed until Mr. 
Blane’s return. As at present informed, we are of opinion, that neither 
Mr. Smith nor Mr. Cole ought to remain in the service of Government. 

26. The malpractices which it has been our painful duty to notice among the 
subordinate functionaries in the Government offices at your Presidency, liave 
been continued through so many years, and are of a character so injurious both 
to the public interests and to the reputation of the British Government, that you 
ought not to shrink from the exercise of any severity which may be necessary for 
tlicir entire suppression. Prosecution in a criminal court should be had recourse 
to when legal evidence can he obtained ; in any case, all persons either directly 
or indirectly concerned in the corrupt receipt of money, or in divulging the 
secrets of Government, or in the clandestine communication of official docu- 
ments, or being even cognizant of such practices without bringing them to the 
notice of tlieir superiors, should be dismissed flora office, and their employment 
in any department of the public service strictly interdicted. 

27. In cases where it may not be possible to fix the breach of trust upon a par- 
ticular individual, but where it may be ascertained that it has been committed 
in some branch of a department, reluctant as we should be to inflict injury on 
any who may be innocent, we should feel it our duty to dispense with the ser- 
vices of the whole body rather than fail to reach the treacherous and corrupt 
members of it. 

28. We observe that it was stated by Ragoba to the Committee of Secretaries, 
that a report had reached the ears of Captain Barr, to the effect that Captain Mac- 
donald, of the 22d regiment, on your establishment, had received 1,400 rupees of 
the money sent to Bombay from the firm of Hurree Bhugtee, for the purpose of 
inducing liim to use his influence with Colonel Outram ; Ragoba, however, con- 
tradicted 
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tradicted the report, and said that the money received by Captain Macdonald 
was money which, though obtained from the agent of Baba Nafra, was raised by 
pledging his (Ragoba’s) jewels, and was lent to Captain Macdonald as belonging 
to Ragoba himself- You do not seem to have attached any importance to this 
rumour. But we are so solicitous concerning the character and conduct of our 
servants in India, and so jealous of every imputation that may, directly or indi- 
rectly, be cast upon them, that we think it desirable that you should call on Cap- 
tain Macdonald and on Captain Barr for further explanations ; and, if necessary, 
institute an inquiry into the facts of the case. 

29. We are compelled to add, tliat the result of these investigations, disclosing 
so much laxity in the management of a public office, and such instances of cor- 
ruption among the subordinates employed in it, has made an unfavourable 
impression upon us with respect to the general vigilance exercised by the heads 
of the department. The fidelity and honour of these gentlemen Jiave not been 
impeached, but as they are responsible not only for the careful selection of their 
uncovenanted assistants, but also for a careful superintendence of the official con- 
duct of the persons so selected, we cannot hold them blameless for the irregu- 
arities which have prevailed. 

We are, &c. 

(signed) ./. TV, Hogg. 

London, Stc. &c. 

23 June 1862. 


No. 89 of 1851. — Political Department. 

To the Honourable the Court of Directors for Affairs of the Honourable East 

India Company, London. 

Honourable Sirs, 

1. In the 8th and 9th paras, of our despatch, dated the 17th September 
last. No. (19 of 1851, we informed your Honourable Court that, for reasons 
therein explained, we had caused a circular, to the effect quoted in the margin,* 
to be issued to the heads of the several departments in the Political, Revenue and 
Judicial branches of the service ; and that we had received replies (copies of 
which we at the same time communicated to your Honourable Court), from all 
the authorities to whom this circular had been addressed, with the exception of 
Lieutenant-colonel Outram, c.n.. Resident at Baroda, and Mr. Elphinstone, the 
Collector and magistrate of Khandeish. 

2. We, at the same time, forwarded copy of a letter from Lieutenant-colonel 
•Outram, dated the 14th April last, in which that officer explained the causes 
which had operated to delay his compliance with our instructions. 

3. We now beg to report that, on the 31st October last. Lieutenant-colonel 
Outram submitted to Government a voluminous paper, entitled “ Khutput 

Report,” 


* Circular. — “ Government has been led to believe, that an impression prevails in some parts of 
the Mofussil, that by means of intrigues at the Presidency, the arrangements of the local officers 
can often be defeated or superseded, by the parties interested secretly obtaining the friendship of 
pei^sons in power, who it is expected will, irrespective of right or wrong, interest themselves for 
the party soliciting their favour, and that by these means objects are attainable, which, if left to 
be sifted, and I'cported on in a deliberate and repilar manner, could never be secured. 

“This species of intriguing is termed in the Muratha and Canarese districts, ‘making Kliutput, 
in Bombay,' and is stated to be regarded as a remedy under difficulties of whatever kind. It is 
even held to be considered as effectual in obtaining the restoration to place of official servants, 
who for incapacity or dishonesty have been discharged from the Government service, and to be 
even capable of effecting the release from gaol of a convicted, criminal. 

“ A belief in the existence of a system of this nature is calculated matly to embarrass the 
officers of Government, and to undermine the confidence of the ryots in tne justice of the system 
by which they are governed* I am accordingly directed to request that you will have the good- 
ness to report, after making any inquiries you may deem requisite, whether you have reasons for 
^JJPPpsing that any such bdief prevails generally, or amongst any particular dass of persons within 
the limits of your charge, and if so, that you will offer any suggestions that may occur to you, aa 
to the best means for emdicating the same.'' 
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Report,” whicli we shall take into consideration with those received from the 
rest of our o65cers as soon as possible, when the result of our deliberation shall 
be submitted to your Honourable Court. 

4. Tliis report was accompanied by a transmitting letter, dated Slst October 
1851, and herewith submitted, so extraordinary in its style and tenor as to call 
for immediate and serious notice. 

5. Your Honourable Court will perceive that Lieutenant-colonel Outram has 
placed liimself in a position of deBance to, and mistrust of. Government, that 
he has mistaken the nature of our relations with his Highness the Gaekwar, and 
is desirous of pursuing a course which would inevitably lead to serious embar- 
rassments with our ally, and, perhaps, to the destruction of that independence 
in regard to the management of the internal affairs of his Highness' dominions, 
whicli it is so great an object to maintain. We are, therefore, of opinion that 
Lieutonant-coloiiel Outram can no longer remain as representative of this 
Government at the court of his Highness the Gaekwar with benefit to the State. 
We have recorded in the minutes herewith forwarded, our disapprobation of 
Lieutcnaiir-eolouel Outram’s conduct, and the reasons by which that disappro- 
bation has been induced, and we have deemed it imperative on us, notwith- 
standing the strong disinclination, which, in consideration of Lieutenant-colonel 
Ourranrs former services, we entertained to such a measure, to require that 
officer to retire from the post he fills, in the manner least offensive to his own 
feelings, and least calculated to embarrass Government, or to affect injuriously 
our amicable relations with his Highness the Gaekwar. 

We have. See. 

(signed) Falkland. 

1). A. Blane. 

Bombay Castle, 29 November 18.51. A. Bell. 


No. 4 of 1852. — Political Department. 

To the Honourable the Court of Directors, See. 

Honourable Sirs, 

In continuation of the concluding paragraph of onr despatch dated the 29th 
November last. No. 89, we beg to inform your Honourable Court, that in a 
letter dated the 1st ultimo, Licutcnant-colonel Outram, c.b,, tendered his resig- 
nation of the appointment of Resident at Baruda, from the 16th January 1852, 
and that we have appointed Mr. J. M. Davies, of the Bombay Civil Service, to 
succeed him in that office from that date. 

We have, &c. 

(signed) Falkland. 

J. Grey. 

D. A. Blane. 

Bombay Castle, 17 January 1852. A. Bell. 


No. 12 of 1852. — Political Department. 

To the Honourable the Court of Directors for Affairs of the Honourable 

East India Company, London. 

Honourable Sirs, 

1. In our de^atch, dated the 29th November last, No. 89 of 1861, we 
infbnned your Honourable Court that, for the reasons therein mentioned, we 
considered that Lieutenant-colonel Outram could no longer, with benefit to the 
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State, remain as the representative of the British Government at the Court of his 
Highness the Gaekwar, and that on the grounds set forth in the minutes of our 
Board, dated as per margin,* which formed accompaniments. Nos. 2 to 5, to that 
despatch, we had deemed it our imperative dtity, notwithstanding the strong 
disinclination which, in consideration of Lieuteiiant-coloner Outram's former 
services, we entertained to such a measure, to require him to retire from the 
post of Resident at Baroda, in the manner least offensive todiis own feelings, 
and least calculated to embarrass Government, or to affect injuriously our 
amicable relations witli his Highness the Gaekwar. In our subsequent 
despatch, dated the 17th ultimo. No. 4, we informed your Honourable Court 
that Lieutenant-colonel Outram had, consequent on the above intimation, 
tendered his resignation of the appointment of Resident at Baroda, and that 
we had appointed Mr. J. M. Davies to succeed him in that office. 

2. We have now the honour to forward copy of a letter from Lieutenant- 
colonel Outram, dated the 15th December last, tendering a vindication of iiim- 
self, as that officer remarks, “ from the accusations that GoA'ernment has 
recorded against him, when intimating to him that he may no longer represent 
it at Baroda.” 

.3. For our sentinients on this communication, we beg to draw tlie atten- 
tion of your Honourable Court to the minutes of our Board, recorded 
under the dates noted in the margin. + From these minutes your Honourable 
Court will observe that we consider the arguments adduced by Lieutenant- 
colonel Outram untenable, his line of reasoning unsound, the conclusions ami 
inferences inconsequential and erroneous, and that his explanations deal for the 
most part with non-essentials, leaving untouched the grounds on which his 
removal from the office of Resident at Baroda was based. 

4. In order that your Honourable Court may be enabled with the greater 
facility to judge of the value to be placed on the reasoning which Lieutenant- 
colonel Outram has adopted in justification of his proceedings, some of which 
were animadverted upon in the Government letter addressed to him on the 27 ih 
November last, to which his present communication is a reply, we annex a 
memorandum showing the dates of our despatches, submitting the proceedings 
of Government on each case in which he has appealed against our decision sub- 
sequent to. his returnj from Egypt. We at the same time beg to draw tlie 
attention of your Honourable Court to the minutes of our Board recorded in 
each of the above cases, in order that you may at once perceive the particular 
circumstances which have led this Government to adopt the line of policy 
objected to by Lieutenant-colonel Outram. 


We have, &c. 

(signed) Falkland. 

J. Grey. 

D. A. Blane. 

Bombay Castle, 3 February 1852. A. Bell. 


* Minute by the Right honourable the Governor, dated 22 November 1851 ; Minute by the 
Honourable Mr. Blane, dated 22 November 1B51 ; Minute by the Honourable Mr, Bell, dated 
22 November 1851; further Minute by the Right honourable the Governor, dated 25 November 
1861, concurred in by tl^e Board, , 

t Minute by the Right honourable the Governor, dated 20 January 1862; Minute by tlie 
Honourable Mfr, Blane, dated 27 January' 1862; Minute by the Honourable Mr. Bell, dated 27 
January 1852; furtherjf Minute by the Right honourable the Governor, dated 28 January 1862, 
concurred in by the civil memberB of the Board. 

t Lieutenant-colonel Outram resumed charsre of his duties, as Resident at Baroda, on the 8th 
May I860. i 


Ser below 


Sfe below. 



04 


PAPERS ON THE REMOVAL OF COLONEL OUTRAM 


Memorandum of Letters received from Lieutenant-colonel Outram, subsequent to his 
resuming charge of his Duties as Resident at JBaroda (on his return from Egypt)^ on the 
8 th May 1850, in which he has appealed against the Decisions of Government in the Cases 
tliercin alluded to. 


Letter dated SOtli 
July 1850. 


Letters dated 18th 
April and 22d 
June 1850. 


Letters dated 24th 
June, 11th and 
3l8t July 1850, 
and subsequent 
correspondence. 


Letter dated 7th 
September 1850. 


Loiter dated IGth 
December 1850. 


, On the subject of the forged 
bond stated to have been substi- 
tuted by the banking firm of 
Hurree Bhugtee of Saroda, in 
support of the pecuniary claims 
of that firm against Goviud Rao 
Gaekwar. 


On the subject of acts of oppres- 
sion alleged to have been exercised 
by the Baroda Durbar against 
V enay ek Maresh wur Phurkey , and 
soliciting the revocation of ^*the 
unjust decision of Government,’* 
declining to interfere in the case. 


On the case of Joetabhacc Setanec 


In this letter Lieu tenant* colonel 
Outram, remonstrating against the 
decision of Government, which, 
during Ilia absence on sick leave 
in Egyjjt, had been communicated 
to his locum tenens Captain F rench, 
on the 4th January 1849, author- 
ising him, for the reasons therein 
stated, to give Nursoo Luxmon 
the option of withdrawing the ap- 
plication he had preferred on the 
9th September 1848, for permis- 
sion to retire Iroin the public ser- 
vice on a superannuation pension. 
Also appealing against the deci- 
sion contained in the Government 
letter of the 12th January 1849, 
to the address of Captain French, 
on the allegation of corrupt con- 
duct, which had been advanced 
by Lieutenant-colonel Outram 
against Nursoo I^nxmon, in the 
cases of’ Gorajee I’ol and Govind 
Rao Gaekwar. 

On the subject of a correspond- 
ence between Lieutenant-colonel 
Outram and the late Mr. Andrews, 
of the Bombay (vivil Service, re- 
specting an entry in some private 
papers of Baba Nafra, manager of 
the banking firm of Hurree Bhug- 
tee, of Baroclo. 


A copy of this letter was for* 
wai'ded to the Honourable the 
Court of Directors, in Collection 
No. 11, accompanying political de- 
spatch from this Government, dated 
tlie 17th September last, No. 70 of 
1851 1 and tnc Minutes of the Bight 
honourable the Governor, andr 
civil members of the Board thereon, 
formed enclosures Nos. 6 to 9 to 
that Collection. 

Copy ofHhis letter was forwavded 
to the Honourable the Court of 
Directors, with political despatch 
dated the Ist October, No. 85 of 
1850 and the copies of the Minutes 
of the Right honourable the Go- 
vernor, and of the civil members of 
Government thereon, formed enclo- 
sures Nos. 3 and 6 to 8 to that 
despatch. 

The whole of the proceedings of 
this Government on this subject 
were reported to the Honourable 
the Court of Directors in political 
despatch, dated the 3d December, 
No. 91 of 1851, and copies of the 
whole of the Minutes of Govern- 
ment in this case accompanied that 
despatch. 

Copies of this letter, and of the 
Minutes of tl^ Board thereon, will 
be foTwaxiled Xo the Honourable 
the Court of’ Directors, by the next 
overland mail (on the 17tli in- 
stant). 


These proceedings were reported 
to^ tlie Honourable the Court of 
Director, in political despatch 
dated the 2r)t]» November, No. 88 
of 1851 ; and copies of the Minutes 
recorded by tlie Right honourable 
the Governor, and the civil members 
of the Board, ;n this case formed 
accompaniments, Nos. 2 to 9, to 
that despatch. 


Letter 
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Letter dated 31st In continuation of his remon- 
March 1851. Btmnce against the Government 
decision in the case of Nursoo 
Punt, late native agent to the Ba- 
roda residency, prefers numerous 
charges of bribery and corruption 
against that individual. 


Letters dated the 
8th, 13 th, and 
31 St October ; 
8th, 11th, 21st, 
23d, and 27th 
November; and 
the 2d, 13th, and 
15th December 
1851. 


Bringing to the notice of Go- 
vernment the fact of copies of 
official documents connected with 
cases in which the interests of 
Government were concerned, hav- 
ing been illicitly obtained from the 
Bombay Secretariate and other 
sources, by parties alleged to be 
in the pay of Bhow 1 ambekur, 
minister of his Highness the Gaek- 
war ; at the same time stating that 
Bhow Tambekur has also been 
lately endeavouring, by corrupt 
means, to obtain the abolition of 
the Guzerat Irregular Horae, and 
complaining of Government not 
supporting him (Lieutenant-colo- 
nel Outran)) in his endeavours 
to put a stop to certain alleged 
intrigues therein mentioned. 


Bombay Castle, 

3 February 1852. 


Copy of this letter, and of the 
whole of the proceedings of Govern- 
ment in this case, inciusive of co- 
pies of the whole of the Minutes 
recorded thereon by the Eight 
honourable the Governor, and by the 
civil members of the Board, will be 
forwarded to the Honourable Court 
of Directors by the next overland 
mail (on tlie 17th instant). 

These proceedings, accompanied 
by copies of the whole of the Mi- 
nutes recorded by the Eight honour- 
able the Governor, and the civil mem- 
bers of Government in this case, 
arc reported to the Honourable the 
Court of Directors by the present 
overland mail, in political despatch, 
dated the 3J February, No. 15 of 
1852. 


(signed) W. Malet^ 

Chief* Secretary. 


MiNu rE by his Excellency the Cornniander-in-Chief, dated 1 February 1852. 

Although 1 sign this mcmoranduin, the records will show’ that I have not 
taken part in the proceedings to wdiicli it relates. 

(signed) J. Grey, 

1 February 1852. 


Political Department, 15 March (No. 33) 1852. 
To the Honourable the Court of Directors, &c. 


Honourable Sirs, 

1. As connected with our despatches noted in the 
margin, we beg to forward an original memorial (with 
accompaniments) to the address of your Honourable 
Court, from Lieutenant-colonel Outram, c.b., late Resi- 
dent at Baroda, appealing against the proceedings of 
this Government on tlie matters therein mentioned. 


Dated 20 Nov., No. 88, of 1851 ; 29 ! 
No. 89, of 1851 ; 1 Dec., No. 90, of ] 
3 Dec,, No. 01, of 1851 ; 3 Dec., No, I 
1851 ; 17 Jun., No. 4, of 1852 ; 31 Jan., I 
of 1852; 3 Feb., No. 12, of 1852 ; 3 
No. 15, of 1862; 17 Feb., No. 19, of ] 
28 Feb., No. 22, of 1852. 


2. Lieutenant-colonel Outram has annexed to this memorial copies of numer- 
ous documents belonging to the records of the Baroda residency, some of which 
we consider unnecessary, and others objectionable, as documents to be used 
by an officer in Lieutenant-colonel Outram ’s position ; but, for reasons men- 
tioned in our proceedings, we have resolved not to interfere with their transmis- 
sion to your Honourable Court in the form adopted by him. 

3. We have, h^Hveyer, deemed it proper to inform Lieutenant-colonel Outram 
that he will not Ife at liberty to publish or circulate these documents, or extracts 
from them, w'ilhofit having obtained the express permission of your Honourable 


560. 
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4. For our sentiments upon the various points treated on by LiouteitanUcoload 
Outram in this memorial, we beg to refer to the ‘minutes of lOur Board, dPted the 
28th and 29th ultimo. 

5. We beg to draw the attention of your Honourable Goiart to a summary, 
which, for easy reference, we Iiave caused to be prepared, noticing the cases in 
which 'Lieutenant-colonel Outram, subsequent to his return from Egypt (on the 
7 February I860) has placed himself in opposition to this Government, 

We have, &c. 

(signed) Falkland. 

A. BeU. 

John War dm. 

Bombay Castle, 16 March 1852. 


Political Department, .26 June (No. 20) 1862. 


Our Governor in Council at Bombay. 


Political Letters dated ‘JO Nov., No. 80, 
of 1861 ; 17 Jan., No. 4, of 1852 ; 3 Feb., 
No. 12, of 1862; 16 .March, No. .33, of 
1862. 


Para. 1. We have not hitherto replied to the letters enu- 
merated in the margin connected with the removal of Lieu- 
tenant-colonel Outram from the office of Resident at Baroda, 
because we were desirous, before we wrote to you on that sub- 


ject, to make ourselves fully acquainted with the proceedings of that officer as 
Britisli representative at the Guicowar’s Court, and especially to take a deliberate 
review of the investigations which occupied so large a portion of his time and 
exertions tluriiig his last year of office. 


2. This review has been completed, and it? result communicated to you in our 
political letters dated 2 June (No. 17 ), and 23 Juno 1852 (No. 19 ). 

3 . There is still one document proceeding from Lieutenant-colonel Outram 
on which our sentiments have not been expressed, namely, what is termed his 
Khutput report. This document we have not yet received from your Govern- 
ment in the regular manner, as you intended to consider it in conjunction with 
the other replies on the same subject which your circular letter to the heads of 
the several departments in the Political, Revenue, and Judicial branches of the 
service had elicited. At present we have it only from Lieutenant-colonel 
Outram, through you, as au enclosure in his memorial ; and we therefore shall 
not now enter into any examination of the substance of that report. Your Pre- 
sident, however, in his minutes of 26 January aud 28 February 1852 , " empha- 
tically” declared that among tin; motives to Lieutenant-colonel Outram’s remo- 
val “ the pi e.?entation of the Kliutput report had no place.” The ground stated 
l)y your President for the measure!, is Lieutenant-colonel Outram’s letter dated 
31 Octolwr 1851 , which accompanied the report. 

4. That letter Lord Falkland considered to be highly objectionable. In the 
first place its style aud tone appeared to display such an absence of “ respect” 
and “ confidence” towards the Government he represented, as disqualified him 
for discliarging satisfactorily tlie duties of his office. Secondly, he appeared to 
have formed a most erroneous idea of the rights and duties of his position as 
Resident at Baroda ; and thirdly, he showed that he did not possess the tact, 
('almness of mind, and discretion indispensable lo the satisfactory maintenance 
of our political relations with the Guicowar. 


6. Mr. Blane, in his minute of 28 February 1862, ado's another reason .to 
those specified by your President : “ I consider Lieutenant-colonel Outram’s re- 
moval” (he observes) “ to liave been forced upon us by his persisting in pro- 
ceedings dictated by the sentiments evinced in the letter attaidied to his Khut- 
pnt report, and not solely by the inditing of that letter.” Mr. Blane does not 
mention the jwirtieular transactions to which he alludes ; and we do not perceive in 
the papers transmitted to us any instance of Lieutenant-colonel Outram’s having 

persitted 
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persisted in proceedings which he had been instructed by Government to dis- 
continue. We must, tiieiwfoiw,, oonsiidfir. his, remo»al as resting on the reasons 
assigned by your President. 

«i The sCateroent tfcit Lieutenairti-colOnel Outram, fn an important' point, 
misconceived tlie extent of his powersias Resident is perfectly correct. We refer 
to the following passage of liis letter : “ Had I been on those terms with my own 
superiors to which.in former days 1 had the honour to be admitted,, as well by 
the; local as the supreme Governments, 1 should at a very early date of my 
intercourse with the minister, have pointed out to his Highuess the necessity, 
for the honour of liia owa Raj, of selectiug another adviser. In doing this, I 
should have done no more than any other Resident in India, in a similar posi- 
tion,, would lia.ve deemed himself justified, iu doing.” To take so grave a step 
without express authority,, would far exceed the powers of a Resident, and would 
retfuire for. its justification the probability that some great putdic evil would 
arise from the short delay necessary for a reference to Government. In the 
present case, there, was. no such emergency, and if Lieutcnant-colonol Outram 
had acted as he thought lie had power to act, he would on that ground have 
merited a severe mark of our displeasure. He mu.st have been aware that the 
right vested' by treaty in a British Resident, of oftering advice to a native 
Prince, is to be exercised by him in strict subordination to his own superiors, 
and that it is a serious breacli of duty to take any step which can have the effect 
of committing his Government to a particular course of policy, without having 
previously assured himself of their approbation. 

7. With regard to the spirit and temper exhibited by Lieutenant-colonel 
Outram, we liave no doubt thab in resorting to the strong measure .of removing 
him from office, you were influenced by the general tone of his correspondence 
for some time previous, and not exclusively by the remarks contained iu his 
letter of the 31st of October 1&61. Lord Falkland indeed states, in his minute 
of the 22d November, that that letter, “ taken in connexion with former 
correspondence,” convinced you that it would not be for the advantage of your 
Government that Lieutenant-colouel Outram should continue to represent you 
at Baroda. 

8. Lieuleuarit-colonel Omtraia appears to have laboured under an impression 
that he was not supported by Government in his exertions for the detection of 
corrupt peaetiecs, and that the supposition that Government looked with dis- 
fovour dn tliose exertions prevailed widely at Baroda, and had a tendency to 
defeat the object of his investigations, 

9. But in communicating to you tire impressions made on his mind, Lieute- 
nant-colonel Outram ought to have expressed himself with tlie defereuce due 
from a subordinate officer to the Government which he serves ; in this he failed. 
We are of ojrinion that the communications of Lieutenant colonel Outram were 
not conveyed in tenns consistent with that respect for tlie Government under 
which he was serving, which ought to be observed in all such representations ; but 
we regret that you did not take an early opportunity of reprimanding him, 
and requiring him to withdraw or modify any objectionable expressions which 
rendered him justly liiahle to your censure. 

10. In conclusion, we give to Lieutenant-colonel Outram cn^dit for the zeal, 
energy, ability, and success with which he prosecuted inquiries attended with 
great difficulty and taking this view' of the case, we express our hope that 
when Lieutenant-colonel Outram shall return to India, you will find a suitable 
opportunity of employing him where his talents and experience may prove 
useful to the public service. 

We are, &c. 

(signed) J. W. Hogg. 

R. Eilice. 

&c. &c. 


London, 26 June 1852. 
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iNo. 46 of 1862. — Political Department. 

To the Honourable the Court of Directors for Affairs of the Honourable East 

India Company, London. 

Honourable Sir?, 

Dated 3d Decern- continuation of our despatches enumerated in the margin, reporting our 

ber.No.gj of 1851, proceedings in the case of Joetabhaee Setanee, second widow of the late Bechur 
and 28th February, Samul, head of the guaranteed banking firm of Hurree Bhugtee of Baroda, we 
No. 22 of 1852. have the honour herewith to forward to your Honourable Court, copy of a 
Minute by our Right honourable President, dated the 26th ultimo, concurred in 
by the Board, in which his Lordship alludes to circumstances lately come to his 
knowledge in connexion with the (male) child to which Joetabhaee' alleges to 
have given birth subsequent to the death of her husband, and to have been his 
offspring. 

We have, &c. 

(signed) D. A, Blane> 

A. Bell. 

Bombay Castle, 3 May 1852. John Warden, 


' No. 56 of 1862. — Political Department. 

To the Honourable the Court of Directors for Affairs of the Honourable East 

India Company, London. 

Honourable Sirs, 

1. With our despatch dated the 29th November last, No. 89, we informed 
your Honoui'able Court, that under date the 31st October last. Lieutenant- 
colonel Oiitram had submitted to Government a voluminous paper, intituled, 
“ Khutput Report," and stated that we would hereafter forward a copy tliereof 
to your Honourable Court, accompanied by such other observations, as after a 
careful examination of the report might appear to us requisite. We at the same 
time submitted to your Honourable Court, a copy of the letter dated the 31st 
October last, from Lieutenant-colonel Outram to the address of our Chief Secre- 
tary, transmitting the above report, and reported the measures we had felt 
ourselves eventually called upon to adopt. 

2. We now beg to forward* to your Honourable Court a copy of the above 
report. 

3. This report has been divided by Lieutenant-colonel Outram into three 
parts, each of which has been subdivided into sections, and to the report are 
attached three appendices marked A. B. and C. 

4. For our sentiments upon this report, we beg to draw attention to the 
t See below. Minutes of our Board, dated as per margin. f 

We have, &c, 

(signed) 2). A. Blane. 

A. Bell. 

Bombay Castle, 22 May 1852. John Warden, 


* Copy of this Report was forwarded by the last overland mail, vid Southampton, to the address 
of your Hononrable Court. ' 

t Minute by the Right honourable the Governor, dated 20 April 1862 ,, concurred in by the 
Hononrable Mr. Blane, and the Honourable Mr. Bell; Minute by the Honourable Mr. Warden, 
dated 6 May 1 862 ; further Minute by the Right honourable the Governor without date, oon- 
enrred in by the Honourable Mr. Blane and the Honourable Mr. Bell; further Minute by the 
Honourable Mr. Warden without date. 
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Extracts of previous Despatches from the Court of Directors to the*Bombay 
Government, respecting corrupt practices at Baroda. 


Political Department, 10 February (No, 2) 1841. 

Our Governor in Council at Bombay. 

Para. 1 . We now reply to your political letter of 16th September (No. 38) 
1840, and to paras. 77, 78 of your political letter, dated 23d July (No. 28) 1840, 
reporting to us the progress and results of an investigation, chiefly conducted 
by the late Mr. Sutherland, concerning an extensive system of bribery which 
that gentleman had reason to believe existed in the native establishment of the 
Baroda residency, and of some of the political agencies under its control. 

2. We have seldom had occasion to notice any investigations which afforded 
more striking exemplification of the extreme difficulty of establishing charges of 
this nature by conclusive evidence. Whether it be owing to the discourage- 
ments which the Guicowar Government is stated to have thrown in the way of 
the inquiry, or to the hopes and fears which the accused parties themselves were 
able to excite, the principal witnesses in almost all the cases which were 
examined, retracted on the final investigation the most material parts of the 
statements which they had made in the preliminary inquiries ; and it may be 
accounted fortunate that of the numerous acts of criminality which were, it is to 
be feared with too much reas<m, imputed to the accused parties, any portion 
whatever was under such difficult circumstances brought home to them, so as to 
leave no room for doubt. 

3. The result has been the dismissal of the following individuals : Brijlol 
Kishenlal, the head karbarree of the residency ; Dadoo Punt, a carcoon on the 
same establishment; Dowlutrarn Muncharara, tlie karbarree of the Myhee 
Caunta; and Motee Purshotum, the carcoon in charge of the management of 
Rajpeimpla, and who, although paid by that State, appears by an irregularity 
deserving much censure, to have been virtually tlie principal native officer of 
the Rewa Caunta political agency. 

4. We do not think it necessary to enter into the details of the several inves- 
tigations. Were we to do so, we should have to express some difference of 
opiniomfrom your Government on minor points, and in particular to state that 
we think the evidence stronger against Brijlol in the second, or Lulloo MunguFs 
case, and less strong in the third, or Sechora case, than you appear to have 
considered it. On the whole, however, we are fully satisfied with the conclu- 
sions you have arrived at, and approved your having .dismissed all the four 
persons, and interdicted the future employment of two of them, Brijlol and 
Dculutram in the service of Government. 

6. The case of Motee Purshotum, the Rajpeimpla carcoon, is most extra- 
ordinary, and most instructive as to the great difficulty of prosecuting such 
charges to conviction. This individual was charged upon oath by a great 
number of the Mewassee Thakoors of the Rewa Caunta, with having received 
from each of them on numerous specified occasions, particular sums varying in 
amount from a few to several hundred rupees. When a regular investigation 
took place^ before Mr. Courtney, all these chiefs denied, on oath, the whole of 
their previous testimony on oath, and aflirined that it had been given under 
compulsion, exercised by Lieutenant Ramsay’s native establishment. Motee 
accordingly was honourably acquitted ; and your Government rather hastily, in 
our opinion, came to the conclusion that he had been the victim of a conspiracy. 
In coming however to the conclusion that the second testimony of the Thakoors 
was that to which credit slmuld be attaclied, your Governmet^t very unuccount- 
took no steps whatever to inquire into the very flagrant misconduct which 
that testimony imputed to the native servants of Lieutenant Ramsay, and for 
which no adequ^.te motive had yet been shown, a short time, however, 
^veral of the chiefs came forward a third time, and declared, still upon oath, 
hefore Mr. Sutherland, that they and the other witnesses had cornrnitted perpiry 
Rot on the first^fi)ut on the second occasion ; partly from fear of the power of tlie 
aociised Mote4 Purshotum, and partly because that individual, in order to 
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induce them to retract tlieir first statements, had paid back, the amount of the 
bribes which he had received from them. Bewildered by this mass of false 
testimony, you would not, it appears, have felt sufficient confidence in the 
evidence to dismiss Motee from his situation if there Had not been found among 
his papers a written engagement, executed by Lullbaee Pertamherdass Muj- 
moondar, to pay him a bribe of 401 rupees on the settlement of a certain busi- 
ness. And we must liere bring to your notice, that the supposed improbability 
that an act of bribery would be performed in this particular manner, was one of 
the grounds on which you attached less credit than we think is due to one of 
the charges against Brijlol. 

6. In addition to the four natives whom we have mentioned, another officer 
on the Political Commissioner’s establishment was seriously implicated in the 
disclosures which have been made, Mr. George Evans, the head clerk and 
record-keeper of the Baroda residency. Witli respect to this person, when we 
perceive the opinion which was expressed concerning Irim by Mr. Sutherland, 
both on otlier occasions and in his letter of 7th August 1838, in which, besides 
extremi negligence and unfitness for bis duty, so gross an offence as that of 
systematically communicating his office records to the Guicowar is imputed to 
him, we have some difficulty in understanding why so lenient a course was 
pursued with him as that of’ allowing him to exchange situations with an officer 
of tiie Alnnedabad Collector’s establi-shment at a small reduction of salary ; or 
wliy subseipiently, on being informed that this individual had come again to 
Baroda, and had several inter\iews with the Guicowar, you should have desired 
that, if still in the service of Government, he should be ordered to his duty, 
when, if really guilty, lie fully merited dismissal from yonr service ; and if you 
are satisfied of the truth of the facts laid to his charge, we desire that he be 
forthwith dismissed. 

We are, &c. 

(signed) W. B. Bay ley. 

G. Lyail. 

London, 10 February 1841. See. &cc. 


Extract Political Letter to Bombay, dated 1 June (No. lo) 1842. 

6, We think, however, with Mr, Boyd, that Captain Lang committed a 
serious error in the lenity with which he treated Mudhoololl, his native agent. 
Having obtained such evidence as clearly proved this man to have been guilty 
of one act of gros.s corruption, he induced him to confess his guilt, in considera- 
tion of a recommendation to Government that his punishment should be limited 
to dismissal, and interdiction from re-employment, allliougli Captain Lang was 
fully persuaded that an investigation would bring to light numerous other 
offences of the same kind committed by him. You have, although expressing 
your concurrence in Mr. Boyd’s view of the case, disposed of it in the way 
recommendcfi by Captain Lang, a.s.signing as the ground “ doubts whether 
conviction would certainly follow any other charge but Captain Lang’s letter 
of 31 October 1840, does not lead us to believe that the difficulties would have 
been greater than those generally experienced in such inciuiries. We entirely 
concur with you in thinking Captain Lang’s anxiety for the restoration of money 
paid in bribery, to those who [laid it, misplaced. 


Extract Political Letter to Bombay, dated 6 July (No. 18) 1842. 

9. The papers before us contain two investigations of charges of corruption 
prelerrcd against native servants of Government. Narrain Row, Mr. Boyd’s 
head aceouatant and treasurer, was, on an investigation by Mr. Ogilvie, one of 
the commissioner’s assistants, found guilty of having entered into an engage- 
ment of partnership with a small banking establishment which existed for a 
short time at Baroda. It was affirmed^ however, by Narrain! Row, in his depo- 
sition, that on the very next day he retracted his consent ; and although tliis 
assertion is not strictly consistent with the statement in his letter to Mr. Boyd, 
that the withdrawal took place after a few days, it was not proved that in any 
instance he received profits, or acted as a partner ; the attertipt to show that 
hoondees were given to the firm on more favourable terms tliau to other houses 

entfrely 
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eatirely failed ; and JJarrain Row affirmed that the sale of boondeea did not at 
that tiBie rest with .him, hut with another clerjc named Salvadoi’, an assertion 
which -we are auaipriaed to see, Mr. Boyd and Mr. Olgilvie neither confirm nor 
contradict. 

10. On a review of "the whole case, we agree witli you that a severe repri- 
mand, with the forfeiture of all p^ during his suspension, was a sufficient 
punishment for Narrain Row’s offence. We arc glad to observe that all 
Government hoondees disposed of at Baroda are now sold to the '.best bidder in 
open kutcherry. Yon will take care tiiat this mode is generally adopted. 

11, The other case was that of Majeelull, head carcoon of Mr. Malet, iwben 
in charge of Petland. This pa'son was accused of taking a bribe of 100 rupees ; 
and Mr. Malet, though he did not consider the charge as proved, proposed to 
dismiss the accused ; but we entirely agree with you that the •evidence was 
“perfectly insufficient to support the charge.” 


Extract Political Letter to Bombay, dated 26 January (No. 8) 1848. 


6. It does not appear from Mr. Boyd’s statement that the 
person named George Evans holds any ostensible employ- 
ment under .the Guicowar; and we are of opinion that if he 
were taken avowedly into that prince's service, you ought to 
require his dismissal from it. Our allies cannot be permitted 
to reward our servants for treachery to the interests. of their 
employers. 


Letter from, dated 16 June, No. 2! 
1642 (6 to 8). Court's remarks on th 
convictions for bribery of some person 
on tbe native establishments under th 
Baroda residency have been commu 
ideated to the proper officers. The indi 
vidua) named Geo. Evans is now residin] 
at Baroda in the employment of th 
Guicowar. 


Extract Political Letter to Bombay, dated 31 July (No. 20) 1644. 


6. This individual has, we perceive, been expelled 
from Baroda, and (as it would appear) from the Gui- 
cowar’s territories, on your requisition. 


Letter from, dated 31 March, No, 26, 184 
(7 to 16). Farther Correspondence respectin 
the Indo-Briton named George Evans, late) 
dismissed from the Baroda residency. 


Political Department, 6 May (No, 12) 1844. 
Our Governor in Council at Bombay. 


Para. 1. We now reply to your letters 
noted in the margin relating to the case of 
Dhackjee Dadajee, and to the intrigues iii 
which he was concerned for obtaining 
money from the Guicowar. 


Case of Dhackjee Dadajee : 

Letters dated 81 December (No. 60) 1842 ; 1 May (No. 26 
1848; 10 June (No. 40) 1843 ; 18 July (No. 44) 1843 
18 July (No. 46) 1848 ; 18 July (No. 46) 1848; 26 Augus 
(No. 62) 1843, para. 2 ; 26 August (No. 63) 1648 ; 2 Octobe 
(No. 64) 1848 ; 2 October (No. 66) 1848. 


2. In OUT despatch of the Slst July 1840, we distinctly refused our sanction 
to any payment being made to Dhackjee Dadajee on any other account than that 
of the enam villages. 


8. This despatch was received at Bombay on ijie 11th of September 1840. 
In consequence of it, Dhackjee Dadajee was informed that our orders precluded 
your interference, but that he was at liberty himself to prefer his claims to the 
Guicowar. This communication was made on the 28th of October 1840; hut 
it was not till the 20th June 1841 that steps were taken to appriae the Guicowar 
of our decision. 

4. The support which we had given to some of Dhackjee Dadajefe’s claims 
may have inspired the Guicowar w ith the erroneous impression that we extended 
our countenance a)ad sanction to Dhackjee’s other demands. It was due to Ins 
Highness to remov6 all cause for this opinion ; and we regret that the necessary 
communicatitm s'itfi not made to him so soon as the orders above mentioned 
were received. ' ^ 

j 60 i 6. Without 
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Letter from, dated 
31 Jan. (No. 5), 
i 84(). (3 to 6\) Mis- 
conduct imputed by 
Lieut.-col. Outram 
to Nursoo Punt, 
native agent to the 
Barada residency. 


Dispute in the fa- 
mily of the late 
Becliur Sarnuljiead 
of the guaranteed 
firm of Hurry 
Bugtee. 


Further proceed- 
ings respecting the 
claim ot thehrin of 
Hurry Bugtee, on 
Goviiul Kao 
Guicoivar. 


5 , Without reference to the numerous circumstances of a mysterious and 
very suspicious character, which the voluminous papers before us detail, and 
from which it is impossible to draw other than most unfavourable inferences 
both as to the conduct of the Guicowar and as to that of Dhackjee, the letters 
of the latter to Sir James and Lady Carnac, and the reluctant admission of the 
Guicowar that he paid the money to Dhackjee for the purpose of securing, 
through him, political advantages from the late Governor, more particularly the 
release from the maintenance of Roberts’ Horse, — in our opinion convict Dhackjee 
of having obtained the money through illegal representations, and pretences of 
undue influence. We, therefore, approve of your having removed him from the 
commission of the peace, and of your having cancelled the arrangement for 
paying to him from your treasury the rents of his enam villages. 

6. We should be sorry to come to the conclusion, except on the most unex- 
ceptionable evidence, tliat the Guicowar paid the money under a belief that any 
portion of it was intended for the late Governor ; but we must observe that his 
ti ig Imess’s belief as to the ultimate destination of the money only affects the 
degree in which we hold him culpable. The payment of money, avowedly for 
the purpose of unduly obtaining political advantages in negotiations with our 
Government, was, under any circumstances, a very grave offence on the part of 
his Highness, and deserves our marked disapprobation, which we desire you to 
convey to his Highness. 

• 7. We highly approve the motives which led you to adopt all the means in 
your power for clearing the character of your Government from imputations of 
corruption. The legality of your proceedings is questioned by Dhackjee Dadajee, 
but as he has appealed to a legal tribunal, we shall not anticipate the ultimate 
decision of that question. 

We are, &c. 

(signed) J. Shepherd. 

London, 6 May 1844. H. Willock. 

&c. Sic. 


Extract Political Letter to Bombay, dated 28 November (No. 35) 1849. 

10. Lieutenant-colonel Outram was of opinion that, in the case last adverted 
to, and also in that of Govind Rao Guicowar, the native agent had, by the 
supi)ression of facts, justified a suspicion of culpable collusion wiib some of the 
parties concerned. Your Government, after a searching analysis of the conduct 
of Nursoo Punt in both these instances, have, we observe, unanimously and 
entirely acquitted him of the imputed misconduct. You justly blamed Colonel 
Outram for having in his investigation availed himself of the services of one 
Venaik Moreshwur, who, according to the records of his department, was, in the 
opinion of the Government, “ a very unfit person to be employed in any political 
capacity.” 


Extract Political Letter to Bombay, dated 13 February (No. 4) 1850. 

2. The question in dispute in this case was, whether a son, alleged to. have 
been born to Jaitabaee, the second widow of the deceased, was genuine or sup- 
posititious. Jaitabaee having objected to the referees appointed by the Guicowar 
to investigate the case, and having refused to join in the appointment of a 
]»unc!)ayet, we approve your resolution to decline interference in her behalf. 
We observe that no doubt is entertained by Captain French of the spuriousriess 
of the alleged posthumous child. 

****## 

14. We had called your attention to the opinion of Lieutenant-colonel Outram 
that the firm of Hurry Bugtee had substituted a false bond, bearing interest, 
for 9,001 rupees, in the room of a mere acknowledgment of a balance of debt; 
an act which, if committed, would amount to a forfeiture of our Bhandarry. 
You now, after a reference to Captain French,, report that “ no proofs exist in 
support of Lieutenant-colonel Outram’s suspicions.” This is more than is 
borne out by the report of Captain French, who merely .stated that he was 
“ not aware of any grounds, beyond those reported by Colonel Oufsram, for 
supposing,” &c., having previously stated, that “no further steps have beeu 
taken to ascertain the true state of ^le case.” 


15 . The 
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Ifi. Th« ■‘grounds atidticed by Lieutenant-colonel Outram were strong, and, in 
Ms conelusive. He distinctly stated, in para. 4 Of his report of sist 

August lB48r that the sonkar bad “ substituted ibr the receipt passed in 1830 ” 
a ^ fonner bond rupees, dated 4th Febtnaty ISSiO, not endorsed by 

:d)e Beudent, and produced it as haring been condnUM by the Resident in this 
item.” The case certainly was not brought very dearly before Ooyemment in 
lieutenant-ooion^ i but we should hare expected that if his 

conclusion was not admitted, the insufficiency of hii reasons rtonld hare been 
shown, (Mr the subject refenred to him for furtW explanations. 'We desire that 
the question be taken into the deliberate consideration of your Oorernmeiit,' in 
order that, ib the event of Colonel Outram’s opinion being found to be correct, 
you may annul our Bhandarry. 


Extkact Political Letter to Bombay, dated 15 January (No. 8) 1851. 

8. Lieutenant-colonel Outram’s letter of 22d June 1850 seems to establish 
conclusively that this individual is a British subject, and Captain French, who Baba Pb'urkey, of 
led Government to believe, on most insufficient grounds, that he bad forfeited oppressive treat- 
the rights belonging to him in that character, is justly chargeable with culpable ment by ibe 
negligence. Gmeowars govern- 


9. Baba Phurkey was for a short time in the service of the Ouicowar, from 
which he was dismissed, and according to his own statement, and Lieutenant- 
colonel Outram’s, was, on a fal|e charge of conspiracy, placed in confinement, 
his house searched, and many of his papers carried off. He was subsequently 
liberated, on giving security that he should not leave Baroda for three months.* 


10. By accepting office under the Guicowar, Baba Phurkey voluntarily sub- 
.jected himself to such chances of subsequent molestation by his Highness’s 
officers as might arise from the customary practices of the Baroda State. 
Although, therefore, Lieutenant-colonel Outram expressed a strong conviction 
that the treatment to which that individual has been subjected was brought on 
him solely by the aid which he afforded to the Resident in detecting malversa- 
tion and corruption, there would have been no ground on which we could be 
called on to interfere in the matter, were it not asserted by the petitioner that 
the harsh measures were adopted in concert with the officiating Resident, 
Captain French. That officer admits that he suggested Baba Phurkey’s dis- 
missal from office. Instead, however, of referring Lieutenant-colonel Gutram's 
letter to Captain French for explanation, you gave a virtual rebuke to Lieu- 
tenant-colonel Outram for bringing forward the subject. We regret that you 
did not accept Captain French’s offer to give that full explanation which was 
due to Government in regard to his alleged part in the transaction complained 
of ; and we direct that the pfqmrtunity of giving such explanation be now 
afforded to him. 
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Collection No. 1 of No. 88, Bombay Political Depaitmeot. Letter 
from, dated 26 November 1851. 

On the Subject of n Correspondence between Lieutenant-Colonel 
Outraniy Resident at Baroda, and the late Mr. Andrews^ of the Bombay 
Civil Service. 


Mr. Andrews’ Case. 
Lieutenant-Colonel Outram’s Report. 


Extract, Bombay Secret Consultations; 26 November 1851. 

No. 273 of 1850 — Political Department. 

No. 907 A. From lieutenant-Colonel Oalram, c.b., Resident at Baroda, to Arthur Malet, Esq., 

Chief Secretary to Government, Bombay. 

Sir, 

I HAVE the honour to transmit, for the purpose of being laid before the Right 
honourable the Governor in Council, a report founded on a correspondence in 
which I have lately been engaged with Mr. Andrews, Session Judge at Surat, 
a copy of which I have furnished to that gentleman. 

2 . In that report I have fully explained the considerations which have 
influenced me in its preparation, and the public reasons for which I am desirous 
that Government should afibrd to the natives of Baroda some unequivocal 
expression of the displeasure with which Government regard the proceedings 
both of Mr. Andrews and of the officer of his court, whom that gentleman 
thought fit to depute to Baroda, without prenous communication with or autho- 
rity from me. 

3. Even with the active assistance and co-operation of every British official, 
it will, 1 fear, be long ere the spirit of corruption, and the belief in the corrupti- 
bility of Englishmen, is eradicated from the popular mind of Baroda. Without 
such active assistance and co-operation, no triumphs in this direction are to be 
looked for ; and by proceedings such as those adopted by Mr. Andrews, my 
eflbrts against corruption are not only neutralized, but actively frustrated. Had 
Mr. Andrews merely stood apart, and withheld bis aid from me, in my efforts to 
eradicate the belief that here prevails in the efficacy of “ khutput,” 1 should, as 
a servant of Government, have had good cause to complain ; and since he has 
not only withheld his aid, but exhibited himself to the very natives whose faith 
in khutput I was endeavouring to shake, as the keen, persistent, undiscri- 
minating advocate of individuals I suspected of improper practices, and that, 
too, at a time when, as he subsequently confessed, he knew nothing about the 
case, and had no more valid grounds for his conduct than his own intentions ; and 
as, in discharging the functions of a mere advocate, he has adopted measures cal- 
culated to weaken my influence, and bring my authority into contempt, I feel 
that, did I not complain, I should betray the interests which Government have 
confided to me, 

4. And unpleasant as it is to make such a representation, I deem it my duty 
to represent that no expression of the regret or displeasure of the Government 
at Mr. Andrews’ proceedings will neutralize or materially mitigate the mis- 
chievous consequences of these proceedings, unless that gentleman be called on 
to apologise to his Highness the Guicowar, as well for the disgraceful conduct 
of his sheristedar as for the doubts in his Highness’s veracity implied in the 
pereistent credence given by Mr. Andrews to the statement of the sheristedar, in 
spite of the assurances he had received that those statements were false. 

6. His Highness feels himself aggrieved by the falsehoods told by <41 inter- 
loper, whose only object appears to have been to make mischief ; he feels doubly 
aggrieved at a British judge persisting in giving credence (vide paragraph 177 

• of 
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of my report) to these lies, after their falsity has been proclaimed ; and as the 
representative of Government at this Durbar, it is my duty to request that a 
full and adequate apology be tendered to bis Highness. 

6. Individually 1 s^k no further reparation for the insults perecsutlly offered 
to myself, than contained in the emphatic condemnation by Government of the 
whole tone and style of Mr. Andrews’ communications. But as' the bead of the 
Political Department of this province, bound by the duty I owe the British 
Government to maintain the dignity and extend the influence of the ofliee I 
hold, I feel that I am imperatively called on to request that Mn Andrews be 
directed to furnish me with a written admission to the eflect, that in sending his 
sheristedar to Baroda in the manner he did, he acted irregularly and unjustifi- 
ably ; and with a written apology to me, in roy capacity of Rodent, for the 
misconduct of a man for all of whose acts he himself became personally respon- 
sible, inasmuch that he sent him hither without my sanction, and under instruc- 
tions not communicated to me. Under any circumstances would such an aimlogy 
be due and necessary, and in my own case I conceive it doubly necessary ; for 
not only have the friends of corruption circulated reports to tne effect that my 
efforts to expose and uproot the bribery system at Baroda have given offence to 
the Bombay Government, and that I have no countenance or support to expect 
from that quarter, but they have given out that as a mere soldier I am liable at 
any moment to be removed to a military command, when I shall be superseded 
by Mr. Andrews or some friend of his belonging to the civil service, when all 
that I mav in the meantime do will be upset, and when the schemes now 
hatching at Baroda and elsewhere will be )>erfected, to the ruin of those who 
have assisted me. 

7. I regret that my report is so voluminous, but as I have explained in that 
document itself, tl^e peculiar style of Mr. Andrews’ argumentative tactics has 
compelled me to have recourse to a more minute and laborious mode of treat- 
ment than I should have thought it necessary to adopt, had my opponent been 
one whose style of disputation was more consistent with my own ideas of straight- 
forward controversy. 

1 have, &c. 

(signed) J. Outram, Resident. 

Baroda Residency, 18 December 1850. • 

N.B . — The accompaniments to this Report are forwarded in separate packets. 
No. 1 containing copies of correspondence with Mr. Andrews ; No. 2, ditto, 
ditto ; Appendices, as per following list : 


List of Appendices. 


No. 

1. Answers of Sowcars, and Extract from the 
<^Owra” chopra ofPurshotam Runchore, sent 
to Mr. Andrews on 15 August. 

% Letter from Moongajee (A), Larcoba (B), Man- 
ooba (C), and Kessowrow (D). 

3. Depositions of Goomaelitas, &c. No. 1 to 12. 

4. Extract from "Owra^* of Purshotuni Hunchore, 

and Depositions of Soorujram and Shumboo- 
ram. 

5. Extract from the “Ledger'* of Purahotum 

Kunchore. 

Extract from the “ Eoamiail** of Purshotum 
Bunchore. 

Extract from the “Rozmail”of Narrain Bow 
Bunchore. 

Extract from the “ Bozmail *’ of Samul Bhug- 
tee. 

Deposition of Ooka Sonar. 

Second Deposition of Shumbooram. 

6. (A.) Statement of Baba Nafra, on 18, 30, and 

35 August, and 10 October. 

(B.) Statement of Tatia Bab. 

(C.) Statement of Baba Nafra^s ion Amra. 


No. 

7. Translation of Queries put by Mr. Andrews to 

the Surat revenue officers, and their Replies, 
with my remarks thereon. 

8. CA,) Deposition of Vunmalee Doolub, 

(B.V Anonymous letter from Surat. 

0. (A.) Yad fromH.H. dated 7 Oct with enclosure. 
( B.1 ditto dated 24 Oct, ditto. 

(C.) Report from Nurbheyram Sheristedar, 
dated 32 October. 

(D.) Yadfrom H.H. dated 31 Oci.with enclosure. 
(E.) Yad from Mr. Andrews* dated 1) November. 
(F.) Yad from H. H. dated ^ November. 

10. Report of Nurheyram, Surat Sheristedar. 

11. Dec^itton of Peetambar Moonim Gonmashta, 

of the firm of Hurry Bhugtee, and Icharam, 
the next principal Goomashta. 

12. Statament of Aoonuxam, Native Agent (A.,) 

with Accompaniments (B.) and (C.) 

18. Extracts from Htirree Bhuetee's chopras, show- 
ing sums given to Baba Nafra for marriages. 
14. Report of Mabdowlall Gungadhur to H. H. the 
Guicowar, dated 0 October, fbrwarding De- 
positions. 

(signed) /. Outram, Resident. 



36 PAPERS ON THE REMOVAL OF COLONEL OUTMM 


Report. 

Barodu, 14 December 1850. 

1. In tbe course of a correspondence in which I have been recently engaged 
with Mr. Andrews, Session Judge at Surat, that gentleman has displayed towards 
me a general discourtesy unjustified by aught that I had said, or done, or written. 
He has persisted in representing me as sanctioning assaults on his character, in 
spite of the most solemn and reiterated assurances that all my proceedings in 
reference to him were inspired by the purest friendship. He has throughout 
assumed an offensively marked tone of superiority, and, not satisfied with these 
demonstrations of unkindly feelings towards me, he has presumed to charge me 
with the grossest disingenuousness; a charge he has refused to withdraw in the 
unqualified manner I have a ri^ht to demand, and one which, when called on 
to withdraw it, he practically reiterated under the plea of qualifying. 

2. If guilty of the moral turpitude attributed to me, I am utterly unworthy 
any longer to occupy the high and honourable office I now fill. If not guilty, 
I am the object of unmerited insult and calumny, cast on me by a judicial officer 
of high standing, in consequence of acts performed by me in the conscientious 
discharge of duties devolving on me as a member of society, and as a servant 
of Government. 

3. Conscious of my innocence, and confident of my ability to demonstrate it, 
1 feel that I have an unquestionable right to claim, through the intervention of 
Government, that reparation and redress which I am precluded by considerations 
alike of moral and of official propriety from taking other steps to obtain. 

4. But, in the preparation of this report, I am not solely, or even principally, 
inffuenced by personal feelings. Moved by a sense of my obligations as a public 
officer, I deem it my duty to crave a very attentive consideration for the present 
despatch, and for the correspondence which accompanies it, painfully satisfied as 
I am that the course Mr. Andrews has pursued during the progress of that 
correspondence is calculated to give increased strength and force to the mis- 
chievous and dishonouring belief, here so prevalent, that the highest officers 
of Government, both judicial and political, are amenable toother influences 
thaq the claims of truth and the behests of justice ; and calculated moreover 
to rivet the impression that the authorities desire neither to have the popular 
belief in the efficacy of khutput eradicated, nor to witness the exposure of 
those unprincipled individuals who, for their own base and sordid purposes, 
promote and confirm it. 

6. Having premised the reasons which I consider justify me in obtruding so 
voluminous a mass of documents on the Right honourable the Governor in 
Council, I proceed to state the circumstances out of which my correspondence 
with Mr. Andrews arose, and those which have attended its progress. 

e. His Honour in Council is aware that I have recently been engaged in an 
investigation connected with the case of Setanee Joitabaee, a widow lady who 
was, through the villany of Baba Nafra, head goomashta (or manager) of the 
firm of the late Hurree Bhugtee, subjected to the most atrocious calumnies, to 
the abduction of her child, and to deprivation of her property. 

7. In the course of my inquiries it came to my knowledge that Baba Nafra 
had perpetrated his iniquities through tbe agency of unprincipled individuals, 
bribed to perjury and other crimes from out of the funds of the banking-house 
of which he was manager; in other words, from out of funds, in part, the 
property of the victim of his horrible machination. 

8. Under these circumstances, I applied to his Highnesis the Ghiicowar, as 
well for the books of the firm of Hurree Bhugtee, as for the private papers of 
Baba Nafra, which I requested might be seized by authority of me Durbar, sealed 
up and sent to the residency for formal examination, j^th sets of documents 
were necessary to enable me to trace out the Baba’s misdeed ; Ibr, as his Lord- 
ship in Oiuncil must be aware, it is not unusual for native bankers and 
merchants who have recourse to fraudulent proceedings of the nature of those 
under notice, to falsify their accounts in various ways and with much ingenuity, 
with a view to prevent them betraying the real nature of tbe transactions. 


9 . 
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9. To elicit the truth, therefore, in the inquiry which I was about to conduct, 
it became highly desirable, not only that I should have the means of collating 
the private accounts of fiaba Nafra with the books of the house which he 
managed, but that I should submit both sets of documents to the scrutiny of 
men well qualified by their experience in native book-keeping to unravel and 
expose the ingenious intricacies and artifices by which such characters as Baba 
Nafra attempt to prevent their accounts revealing the exact nature of their dis- 
reputable transactions •, and to a committee of such mert did I submit the docu- 
ments sent to me by order of his Highness. 

10. This committee was composed of an officer who attended on the part of 
the Durbar, of a carkoon in the office of Captain Fulljaimes, of my native agent, 
and of several of the goomashtas of Hurry Bhugtee’s iiouse, aided by three of the 
Residency carcoons, and the Residency Moonshee, whose duty it was to rehd 
and copy the papers. The proceedings of these individuals were conducted 
under my personal supervision. 

11. Of the general proceedings of the committee it is not necessary that I 
should here speak. My investigations in reference to Baba Naira’s nefarious 
practices in this case will soon be communicated to Government ; and his Lord- 
ship will then learn that the Baba effected bis criminal designs against the 
.reputations, property, and happiness of his master’s widow, through the suborna- 
tion of perjury, secured by the expenditure of funds in part her own, and of 
which he was the confidential custodier. 

12. It is not, however, irrelevant to observe, that had Baba Nafra’s papers 
been summarily seized, as I requested, and as the Guicowar had authorized, I 
have good reason for believing that I should have been in a position to submit 
•to Government satisfactory evidence of several other disgraceful attempts on the 
part of that individual to tamper with the fidelity of the servants ot Govern- 
ment, as well European as native, both on his own account and as the agent of 
others. Unfortunately, however, the officer despatched by his Highness to seize 
the Baba’s papers, instead of at once attaching them, and sealing them Up, left 
them undisturbed till next day ; and when, on the morrow, wondering at the 
delay which had occun’ed, I sent the native agent (with the Guicowar’s sanction, 
and accompanied by one of his Highness’s officers) to see about the matter, the 
Baba was found engaged in sorting his papers, the more important of which 
he had already destroyed or secreted, in anticipation of the seizure, of which 
unfortunately he had received warning. The arrest, however, happily took 
place before he had time to dispose of all the traces of his villany. 

13. Such papers as were found were sealed up, and brought to the residency, 
and were subjected to an examination by the committee of natives above 
enumerated. 

14. In the course of that examination, a private memorandum of Baba 
Nafra’s came to light, which seemed to occasion considerable sensation amongst 
the examiners. My attention was, at the time, directed to something requiring 
immediate disposal; but the stir amongst them caused me to look up. As 1 
did so, I heard the name of Mr. Andrews mentioned ; but observing that they 
were whispering with much energy, and looking towards me, I was led to 
believe they had discovered an entry of some extensive bribe alleged to have 
been accepted by myself. I therefore demanded what the document was which 
had produced so much excitement. 

16. The reply was to the effect, that it was a memorandum of sums of money 
riven to a prostitute and a residency clerit, and of a larger sum, supposed to 
have been given to them for Mr, Antlrews. 

16. I caused the memorandum to be read, and found that it made no allusion 
to that gentleman, referring only to a sum of money given to a woman and to 
a clerk named Larcoha,who hM been employed in the residency while Mr. 
Andrews was Acting f^dtnt, which, together with a sum of 18,000 rupees, 
was desoribdl as having been sent into camp” at the same time. 

1?^ I asked the eXammers how they came to connect Mr« Andrews’ name with 
this docutktent They replied, there could be no doubt that the wmnan referred to 
wa$^ pfoSfit^ute who had lived under the protection of Mr. Andrews, and was 
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supposed to exei*cise a great induence aver that geotleman, while Larcoba was 
not only his proteg^, but possessed much indirect power over him through his 
uncle Moongajee, who, they alleged, enjoyed Mr. Andrews’ conidence to a 
very unusual extent. 

18. I asked how they could for a moment suppose that Mr. Andrews, or any 
English gentleman, would allow his official judgment to be biassed by a prostJ- 
lute, however great his intimacy with her, by any subordinate, how'ever respect- 
able, or, in a word, by other innuences or considerations than the claims of truth 
and the promptings of justice. And I further demanded how they could con- 
sider that money “sent into camp” in June 1847, could have any reference to 
Mr. Andfew.s, w'ho had at that time resumed his judicial duties at Surat. 

19. In re()ly, it was urged by some that false dates might have been purposely 
had recourse to, with a view to conceal the nature of the transaction ; by others 
it was suggested that the date of the payment need not coincide with that on 
wliioh the money had been promised ; but the majority inclined to the belief 
that the influence sought to be exercised over Mr. Andrews' mind had reference 
to a case in which that gentleman iiad to debide in his capacity of judge at 
Surat. 

20. These volunteered opinions as to the precise object had in view, in the 
disbursement of the particular sums alluded to iu the memorandum, were of 
course only surmise.s ; they could not be otherwise, and only as surmises were 
they, at the time, given. But it must be remembered that the matter of surmi.se 
was merely as to the particular transaction referred to in the memorandum 
brought to light. As to the general character of the transaction, and its refe- 
rence to Mr. Andrews, not one of them appeared to entertain the slightest 
doubt. That Mr. Andrews was familiar witn such transactions, and that the 
agents through whom it was usual to influence him were Doolun, Larcoba, and 
Moongajee, these were points on which it was distressingly evident the views of 
those around me were clear, strong, and unanimous. They alluded to them in 
an off-hand way, which implied that they were matters generally understood, 
and matters of which they could hardly think I was ignorant. 

21. The conversation among the natives, in the course of which these senti- 
ments were indicated, was conducted in a desultory manner, which can be easily 
understood by those accustomed to deal with natives, and who are familiar with 
the way in which they all chatter together, finish each other’s sentences, and 
explain, and enlarge on each other’s meaning, and if allowed to go on, they 
would, doubtless, have entered into interminable gossiplngs in reference to 
Doolun and Moongajee, and the influence these individuals were supposed to 
exercise over Mr. Andrews’ mind. But I did not encourage them to proceed 
in this strain. Much they did say ;■ and not till thw had said much did I be- 
come thoroughly satisfied that the impression was firmly fixed in tlieir minds 
that Mr. Andrews was not above accessibility to corrupt influences, and that 
Doolun and Moongajee were the agents through whom these influences were 
brought to bear on him. 

22. When I discovered this, I put a stop to the conversation. I told them, 
with some warmth, that they little knew the English character, if they supposed 
that any British officer would listen to, or allow himself to be influenced in, 
matters affecting his public duties, by such pet^le as they alluded to. I asked 
them how they could be so foolish as for one njoment to believe that a single 
piece of the sums of money taken by intriguing scoundrels, under pretence of 
minding it over to English gentlemen, ever reached the latter. 1 added that, 
witi) the view of showing them how erroneous was the estimate they had formed 
of Mr. Andrews, and at the same time, of demonstrating to them the roguery of 
those who obtained money under pretence of turning it to *‘ khatpnt” purposes, 

I would at once, and in their presence, despatch to Mr. Andrews a copy of the 
memorandum found, and a statement of the interpretation they had put on 
it. That gentleman, I assured them, would take speedy and dfectoal steps to 
set his own character before them in its true light, and to bring to the disgrace 
and punishment they deserved the unprincipled characters through whom it had 
come to be misunderstood. 

28. That Mr. Andrews was capable of accepting a bribe, under any pretext, 
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or in any ^ape, or diat he mnilcl allow dther a dmmpd or a oadve subordi- 
nate of any ma^ to influence kis decisions, ware suppositionft ao ntonetrous that 
flbtey never ror a single second entered my mind. But, at the same time, I 
thoaght it extremely probable that Doolun and Larcdba had made a criminal 
use of his name, and that tkey had not only accepted the sams of money re- 
spectively attributed to them in the memorandum, but had participated with 
Moonga|ee in the 18,000 rupees which the goomasbtas supposea to have accom- 
panied the 3,100 rupees ** into camp,” and which 1 could see they believed to 
W^e, in reality, reached Mr. Andrews through Larcoba. And it must, I tiiink, 
be admitted, that my suspicions regarding Booiun, Larcoba and Moongajee, 
were not unreasonable. 

24. The party whose property the memorandum was had long maintained a 
disgraceful notoriety as a persistent dealer in bribery and cognate crimes. The 
memorandum was a private one, obviously designed only for his own reference 
and satisfaction ; ana it had been found in a bundle of papers which bore evident 
traces of not having been opened for some time, in one of several bundles, 
bearing similar traces which he had not had time to examine prior to the 
seizure, his attention having been principaUy directed to those papers having a 
reference to the immediate subject of my inquiries. .4 comparison of this me- 
morandum with the public chopras (account books) left no doubt on the minds 
of an intelligent body of men (peculiarly qualified to juc^ by their long 
familiarity with native accounts) that it referred to sums of money which had 
actually been received and disbursed for unlawful purposes, the precise objects 
of which the Baba wished to conceal from any one into whose hands the memo- 
randum might, by any untoward accident, happen to fall. One of the per- 
sonages supposed to be referred to in the memorandum was the concubine ; the 
other, whose name was detailed, was the proteg^ of Mr. Andrews ; both of 
them were evidently supposed by those around me to be the channels through 
whom Mr. Andrews was accessible to irregular influences ; and that the unlawful 
purpose for which the money had been given was the swaying of Mr. Andrews’ 
mind was clearly a matter on which no difference of opinion existed amongst 
the examiners. Surely these were circumstances justifying ibe suspicion that 
Doolun, Larcoba, and probably Moongajee (whose name 4iad been so unhesi- 
tatingly coupled with those of Doolun and Larcoba) had not only encouraged 
the belief that they could influence Mr. Andrews, but that, as respected the 
transaction referred to in the memorandum, they had pretended to convey the 
larger sum to Mr. Andrews, as Dhackjee Dadajee had done in reference to Sir 
James Carnac and others in 1842, and as clerk Craig had done in reference to 
Mr. Reid in 1849. If tibis suspicion was not a justifiable one, what other 
rational interpretation could be given to the chain of facts on which it rested ? 

26. And there was nothing in the characters of the individuals implicated to 
make their guilt appear to me a matter of itprhri improbability. The records 
of the Adjutant-generars and other public offices will, I believe, show that the 
supposed influence of courtezans and concubines over their paramours has fre- 
quently been had recourse to with a view to sway European officials. And there 
was no reason to believe that “ Doolun” was of purer morals, or less accessible 
to money influences, than others of her vocation. Moongajee was a man whose 
antecedents, so far as they were known to me, did not prepossess me in his 
favour, for he had been dismissed from Government employ in 1823, pro- 
claimed a rogue, and declared to be incapabie of again serving Government, a 
predicament in which be remained till the accession to Council of an early patron 
in 1838. And tbougli I knew nothing to the prejudice of Larcoba, I knew 
nothing in his favour to induce me to believe tlmt he, an obscure purvoe, must, 
in spite of the presumptive evideno^T against hiin, be incapable of practice* so 
frequent at Boroda as to appear perfectly normal to the public mind. And the 
records of this office aibrd nuroertMis painful proofs that men have, for a courst; 
of years, been guilty of the possest bribery and breach of confidence, who, far 
from being sospet^d by tJm Earopton superiors whose confideoce they were 
betraying, were regarded, and officially pronounced by the latter, to be men of 
the stricte^ probity and tlie most unjbietoished character. 

M. the sntpicioos I have above indicated, I think tlie Honour- 
able®^ course I pursued was the only one open to me, 
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whether viewed as Mr, Andrews’ friend, or as a servant of Gkjveminent, Dis- 
tressed that the name of one towards whom I bore a friendly re^rd, and for whom 
I entertained a high personal respect, should be thus disbonourably associated' 
in the minds of the people of Baroda, it was my anxious desire to have the exist- 
ing delusion regarding his real character thoroughly and for ever dissipated ; 
and this consummation, it w'as obvious, could only be elFected by instituting a 
searching inquiry into the matter, and by dcmonstratiog to the people, who 
appeared to consider him corruptible, that his name bad been foully abused by 
unprincipled individuals, for their own base and sordid ends. 'That nothing 
short of such a demonstration of Mr. Andrews’ superiority to irregular consi- 
derations could satisfy them was too painfully apparent, from the looKs and ges-* 
• tures of those present, when 1 expressed my surprise that they should, for a 
moment, couple his name with any aisbonoiirable transaction. As M r. Andrews’ 
friend, therefore, it W'as my desire that u rigorous investigation should be insti- 
tuted ; and 1 felt that, had Mr. Andrews occupied my position, and I his, I 
should have had good cause of complaint against him if, under similar circum- 
stances, he had not taken steps to enect such an investigalJon. 

# 

27. But I was not merely Mr. Andrews’ friend, I was also aaervant of Govern- 
ment, charged, in virtue of my office, with upholding the reputation of Govern- 
ment within the sphere of my jurisdiction, with vindicating to the people of this 
province the strict impartiality and stern justice of the dominant power, and of . 
those discharging functions d^elegated to them by that power; and with expos* 
ing, and bringing to the punishment they deserved, all who had, by false repre- 
sentations and oblique practices, tended to create distrust of British justice and 
impartiality.' 

28. It was therefore my desire, and I deemed it my duty, to take steps for 
promoting a strict investigation into the proceedings of those who had, by some 
means or other, come to be regarded as the channel through whom Mr. Andrews’" 
mind could be improperly influenced. 

29. But there were circumstances which rendered the initiation by me of such 
an investigation a matter of much delicacy. Mr. Andrews was occupying a 
high judicial office, and had I commenced an inquiry with which his name was 
connected without his authority, it might have appeared to those who believed 
him corrupt that I was investigating his conduct, while I was in reality seeking 
to vindicate his character; and therefore it was most desirable that I should 
appear to act entirely at his suggestion, and on his behalf. 

30. Again, one of the parties suspected had recently been Mr. Andrews’ con- 
cubine. To any one it would liave been painful to have had such a connexion 
brought prominently forward, and to Mr.Andrews I thought itwould prove doubly 
so, as 1 had always understood that he bore the reputation of being a man of 
evangelical principles. Delicacy to his feelings, therefore, would alone have 
prompted me to leave to him, not only the initiation of the inquiry, but the deter- 
mination of the mode in which it should be couducted. And as Dpolun was not 
ill the Government service, and as her conviction, therefore, was a matter of very 
secondary importance, I was not without hopes tbat Mr.Andrews, while satisfac- 
torily disabusing the people of Baroda of their erroneous views regarding him, 
might suggest some means of sparing his private feelings in mpect to his 
connexion with that woman. 

• 

31. Such were the motives which actuated me. I desired to enable Mr. An- 
il rews to demonstrate the falsity of the opinion entertained regarding him indi- 
vidually. I was anxious to prove to the natives of Baroda the absurdity of tbeir 
belief in the efficacy of “ khutput.” I hoped to be able to bring to justice those 
by whom Mr. Andrews’ name (and througli him the puri^ ^ British justice) 
had been brought into question ; and ,I was soUcitous, tkitu for Mr. Andrews’ 
sake, and for that of the more emphatic refutation of the iihactrine of "khutput,” 
that the initiative should be taken by that geUtleinan, and that I should only 
appear as his agent in unravelling the iniquities iriiirii I had i^on to believe had 
been perpetrated. 

82. Acting under the influence of these feelings, J ordered ft copy of the memo- 
randitm to be made. I directed Sumboorum, the Guiedwar ol|cer in attendant, 
to state the substance of wbat had been said by those present regarding 
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views of the memorandum in question : and I hastily penned a note to Mr, An- 
drews to accompany these documents. This note* I deemed it my duty to write, 
and (with its accompaniments, 1 and 2, the two papers referred to) to despatch, 
in presence of the committee of examination, expressing to them ray firm con- 
viction that Mr. Andrews would take immediate and effectual steps for placing his 
character in its proper light. 

33. My note was necessarily written in a hurry, and being so, it was not so 
clear or so minute as I should have made it had I not had a great moral object 
to effect by promptitude of action, and certainly not so clearly written as I sliould 
have deemed it my duty to make it, had I foreseen the spirit in which it was 
destined to be received ; but at the same time I wished it to be suggestive only, . 
not demonstrative. My object, as I have previously explained, was simply to 
stimulate Mr. Andrews into taking some decided steps for securing an investiga- 
tion ; I was most desirous not to hamper him in his decision as to the mode in 
which that investigation was to be conducted. And the same feeling of delicacy 
made me prevent Sumbooram, to whom it was confided to explain the general 
meaning attached to the memorandum, from detailing (as he was about to do) all 
the gossip that had been indulged in regarding Mr. Andrews’ intimacy with 
Doolun, Larcoba, and Moongajee. 

34 . My note w'as as follows: — 

“ My dear Andrews, “ Baroda, 31 August 1860. 

“ 1 AM sorry to have to send you the enclosed copy of a paper, found among 
Baba Nafra’s chopras, and of the explanation given by tlie goomaslitas of the 
firm, which implicates Larcoba, formerly in this office, and his uncle Moongajee, 
who is under you at Surat, and who, I am told, were proteges of yours, and 
also a woman, Doolun, in receiving a large sum of money from Hurrec Bhugtee’s 
firm, or rather I’rom Baba Nafra, a considerable portion of which is put down as 
‘ sent into camp ’ with Baba Nafra’s son, Anna, for Larcoba, who I fear must 
ha\'e made a rascally use of your name on the occasion ; although such does not 
appear on record, for this is the way in which such large sums were detained by 
these scoundrels, wlio enhanced their unlawful gains by leading the givers of 
bribes to believe that the larger sums reached the head of the office. 

“ Perhaps you may think it worth w'hile to take steps to make Larcoba explain 
why he received this money. ' 

“ Believe me, &c. 

(signed) “ J. Outram.*' 

3,5. Under no circumstances would I have voluntarily entered into details in 
a preliminary letter, simply designed to communicate to him the suspicions I 
entertained, that a foul use of his name had been made by his kept mistress and 
confidential clerks. Yet I am ready to admit that my letter uas meagre, that it 
would have been better had it been more minute. I might too have explained 
that it was a Surat not a Baroda case to which the memorandum was supposed 
to refer ; though the dates given in the memorandum, and the allusion made by 
me to Moongajee, whose name did not occur in the memorandum, might have 
led Mr. Andrews to infer that it was as the Surat Judge, not as the whilome 
Baroda Resident, that his name had been misused for the particular transaction 
referred to. But, conceding all this, surely a demand for further information 
would have been the appropriate reply. 

36. Mr. Andrews might have expressed his opinion that I had been hasty in 
my suspicions regarding his native friends. He might, in corroboration of this 
opinion, have stated the improbability of any sums of money having been re- 
ceived, under pretence of influencing him in Baroda matters, after ho had 
ceased to have any controlling influence at that place. All this he might have 
legitimately done. And all this, if placed in Mr. Andrews’ position, I raigiit 
myself have done. But the mere fact of my friend communicating to me his 
suspicions that my name had been associated with dishonourable transactions, 
would have made me fear that he had valid ground.s for entertaining such sus- 

E icions, despite the meagreness of his letter or his want of lucidity. It would 
ave impelled me to thank my informant with unfeigned fervour for apprizing 
me of misconceptions I could easily put right, and it would have induced me to 
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beg of him to sift the matter to the bottom, and with that view to apply to me 
for such assistance, suggestions and information as he might think me likely to 
be in a position to afford, and what 1 should have done myself, I feel satisfied 
an overwhelming majority of all honourable men w ould have done. 

B. 87. Instead of this, however, Mr. Andrews addressed to me tlje letter B., in 
which he neither sought further information, nor solicited explanation, nor even 
recommended me to re-investigate the matter, lestiraight have too hastily jumped 
at my conclusions. With the most unhesitating confidence he assumed that 
Iiarcoba must needs be innocent ; and with equal confidence he stated it, not as 
a shrewd surmise on his part, but as a fact to be regretted, and one about w’hich 
no doubt could exist, that I had allowed myself to be imposed on by those who 
had an interest in deceiving me. 

38. He, a Judge at Surat, took on himself at once to affirm the innocence of 
a purvoe, then residing at Broach, of a crime I had suspected the latter to have 
committed at Baroda ; a crime which, Mr. Andrews was well aware, was one of 
not unfrequent occflrrence. 

39. On the 16th of August I despatched to Mr. Andrews a second letter 

C. (marked C.), in which I apologized for the meagre nature of my first communi- 
cation, and volunteered such explanations as I thought were called for. In allu- 
sion to the opinions of the goomashtas present at the discovery of the memo- 
randum, I stated as my reason for not having taken the depositions of these 
individuals, that to have done so would have led to the “ supposition that I gave 
credence to tlie insinuation” against Mr. Andrews, and that 1 purposed insti- 
tuting proceedings in a matter which concerned him, and one that 1 concluded 
would be taken up by himself. And I expressed my deep regret that he should 
have received in an unfriendly spirit a letter which had been inspired by the 
purest feelings of friendship. 

40. This letter was accompanied by the official decision of a punchayet of the 
principal bankers of Baroda, vvho had sat in consultation on the various suspici- 
ous items recorded in Baba Nafra’s books, including the memorandum above 
referred to, and wlio bad pronounced the latter docuijjent to refer to some secret 
transaction, and to exhibit the real disbursements made by him in effecting it ; 
while they regarded the answering entries in the chopras as designed merely 
for deception ; the chopras themselves being kept in too irrt'gular and unbiinker- 
like a manner to be deemed trustworthy records. 

41. In reply to this letter on the 23d of August, Mr. Andrews addressed to 

D_ me the communication, marked D., which to myself and to those to whom I 

have submitted it, has appeared to display an animus not justified by the cir- 
cumstances of the case, and to subject me to most unwarrantable imputations. 

42. In reference to the regret I bad expressed that Mr. Andrews should not 
have received iny first communication in the friendly spirit in which it was 
written, he assured me (in the letter now under reference, that of the 23d 
August) that it was owing to the date of the memorandum indicating that the 
transaction ret'erred to a period when he had no connexion with Baroda. 

43. Whether he was justified in at once assuming that the disreputable trans- 
action referred to must necessarily be one connected with residency business, 
and could not possibly refer to Surat .1 daw hit matters, is a question I do not 
care to discuss; but as in my letter of the 15th August, I clearly told him 
that the transaction in question was supposed to have had connexion \xith a 
Surat case, 1 think I have good reason to complain of Mr. Andrews still per- 
sisting in the tone he had seen fit to adopt in reference to nay first letter. 

44. Without waiting to receive my answers to the questions he put, heat 
once unhesitatingly affirms that there was not, and could not possibly have been 
the slightest ground lor the opinions eptertained by the committee of examina- 
tion, to the effect that Doolun, Larcoba, and Moongajee, had accepted money on 
the plea of improperly influencing his mind ; with a confidence in the character 
of the suspected parties, rather unusual amongst gentlemen accustomed to deal 
with natives, and more especially amongst gentlemen whose minds have been 
long trained to judicial investigations, he takes upon him^if to proclaim the 
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opinions offered by the goomashtas as the “infamous suggestions of their authors’ 
own depraved minds.” 

45 . And not satisfied with justifying his first acquittal of Larcoba, founded on 
the argument of the dates, an argument I had shown to be untenable, by inform-^ 
ing him that the transaction was supposed to refer to a Surat matter, he termed 
the explanation offered “a new insinuation;” and he addressed me in a style 
which neither our relative positions nor gentlemanly courtesy sanctioned, accus- 
ing me of “ want of judgment and penetration,” of having outraged his feelings, 
of having sanctioned a malicious libel with my official signature, Sec. &c. 

40. Unaccountably possessed with the idea that he was the object of some 
conspiracy, and that his innocence of corrupt practices could only be established 
by demonstrating the purity of the parties I suspected of having abused his 
name, the whole of his subsequent correspondence has not only presented a series 
of elaborate but untenable pleadings, in behalf of the subjects of his defence, but a 
succession of the most unfounded insinuations that 1 have made myself the 
vehicle for the aspersion of his character. 

47. There lias been no regret expressed that an unfavourable opinion of him 
should have gone abroad amongst the natives of Baroda; but an intense degree 
of soreness has been displayed, that the fact of this opinion being entertained 
should have been brought to his notice, and thus, as he incorrectly says, “ placed 
on the records of the l esidency ; ” and labouring under this soreness, and strangely 
appearing ready to stake his character on the demoastrability of the innocence 
of Doolun, Larcoba and Moongajee, he increased in ofiensiveness of demeanour 
towards me, till at length his letter of the 18th September (M.) compelled me 
to demand apologies for the language he had employed, and to insist on our cor- 
respondence being henceforth conducted in official form. 

48. As I conceive that Mr. Andrews’ proceedings in the matter that elicited 
our correspondence are viewed in a public light, such as will ensure a perusal 
of the letters that passed between us, J forbear from entering into further details 
regarding the personal discourtesy I have received. For when the circum- 
stances which induced me originally to address him are borne in mind, when 
their due weight is given to the feelings under which I did address him, when 
the attitude he from the first assumed is considered, and when the corre- 
spondence is itself perused, I feel certain that the Right honourable the 
Governor in Council will admit, that I have displayed much forbearance under 
great provocation ; and it will, I think, be allowed, considering the nature of 
Mr. Andrews' proceedings, tliat I have exceeded the strict requirements of the 
case in affording him information for correcting his misconceptions, and in 
setting him right as to matters of fact. 

49. I now address myself to the course of procedure Mr. Andrews has seen fit 
to adopt in reference to the parties suspected by me ; for that course has, I con- 
ceive, been such as to tend to strengthen the belief in the efficacy of “ khutput,” 
here so painfully and so mischievously prevalent. 

60. I have already alluded to the fact that Mr. Andrews from the first 
assumed the perfect innocence of Doolun, Larcoba and Moongajee, and that 
from the first he persisted in a tone which implied, that to assume their guilt 
was to infer his complicity with them, and that to vindicate himself it was 
necessary to demonstrate the innocence of those whose cause he chose to make 
his own. I have now to draw attention to the fact that, apparently acting on 
thesef foregone conclusions, Mr. Andrews’ first step was singularly ill calculated 
to promote the elicitation of truth. 

61. It did not occur to that gentleman to cause a set of searching queries to 
be simultaneously and unexpectedly put to the three suspected parties ere yet 
they had learnt the nature of the evidence against them, though this could 
have been easily effected bv requesting the judges at Broach and Ahmedabad 
to summon Larcoba and Doolun before them, and examine them on a parti- 
cular day, Mr. Andrews catechising Moongajee on the same day. Had such 
a measure been adopted, any discrepancies which appeared in their statements 
would^ have suggested and have indicated the nature and direction of further 
inquiries. Had Mr. Andrews been ignorant of Doolun’s present abode, and 
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had he, after inquiries, failed to discover it ; still he was well aware of Larcoba’s 
place of residence, and could at all events have had that individual examined 
by Mr. Morgan, at the same time that he himself interrogated Moongajee. If 
my suspicions were unfounded, their insufficiency would have been rendered all 
the more apparent by the adoption of such a course ; if, on the other hand, they 
were well founded, some chance would have been afforded of the ends of justice 
being obtained. And surely such is the course which a judicial officer of Mr. 
Andrew's’ experience would naturally be supposed by me likely to adopt, in 
a case where his own official reputation, in other words, the honour of British 
justice, demanded a most truth-searching investigation. But Mr. Andrews’ 
course was very different; he at once submitted my confidential preliminary 
letter and its accompaniments to Moongajee, who was at Surat, and to Larcoba, 
who was at Broach. 

52. If, as 1 still believe, rny suspicions were well founded, it is obvious that 
such a procedure was little calculated to promote the elicitation of truth ; for it 
pul the suspected parties most effectually on their guard ere yet any formal 
inquiry had been instituted, and by showing them the nature of the evidence, 
oral and documentary, by which alone conviction was likely to be obtained, 
enabled them to compare notes and take steps for baffling any investigations I 
might have chosen to make. And not only did Mr. Andrews from the first 
take them into his counsel, and treat them as men having the same interests at 
stake as himself, but lie further associated himself, as regarded the discussion 
concerning these individuals, w ith Keshow Row, the sou of Nursoo Punt, late 
native agent at tlio residency. That is, he took into his counsels a relative of 
Baba Nafra, the man tlirough whom tlie suspected parlies were, it was believed, 
corrupted; and this relative of Baba Nafra, it must be noted, was the son of a 
man supposed to he, and as Mr. Andrews was aware, accused by me of being 
deeply implicated vvith the Haba in other traiisactions of a similar nature, and 
one, therefore, who had a direct personal interest in deCcatiug every inquiry into 
that person's rascalities. 

o3. Whether the objects of my suspicions were guilty or not, w’liat could 
those who were apparently satisfied of their guilt infer from .such a line of pro- 
cedure; and how much more pointed must have been their inferences when they 
contrasted the positive acquittal of the suspected parties, in which Mr. Andrews 
indulged, before the most distant approacii to an inquiry had been made, and 
the manner in which he expressed himself regarding them, with the wrathful 
and highly discourteous tone in which he continued to address myself, a tone 
the nature of which his native advisers took good care should be no secret at 
Baroda. The suspected parties were innocent, upright, and cruelly maligned 
men, while I was deficient in judgment and penetration, the dupe of con- 
spira'cies, and a mere tool in the hands of interested parties. There was much 
reproach cast on me for having in a confidential letter* to -a friend, and one 
written out of zeal for his honour, ventured to doubt the probity of certain sub- 
ordinates; but there was little tenderness shown to the feelings of an English 
gentleman, w'ho, if he erred in aught, w'as guilty of nothing more heinous than 
suspecting certain parties, and of confidentially communicating those suspicions 
to a brother official, w ho was, if possible, still more strictly charged than myself 
with maintaining the dignity and prestige of British justice. And not one of 
these things eseajxid notice and comment on the part of the sharp-eyed natives 
of Baroda, whose faith in the efficacy of khutput is not of yesterday, nor 
slenderly rooted, nor readily to be shaken. 

54. It will, I think, be admitted by the Right honourable the Governor ia 
Council that the adoption of such a course by Mr. Andrews was, to call it by 
the mildest term, peculiarly unfortunate. But it may possibly be alleged by 
Mr. Andrews, that the fault w'as really mine, that my suspicions were vague, 

and, 


* Mr. Andrews cannot pretend that he considered my letter an ofBcIal one, for in alluding to a 
communication of a subsequent date to Mr. Andrews, Kessow Row thus expressed fiimself: 
“ Having been inforraerl by Mr. Andrews, that in a private letter recently received by him,” &c. 
“ The hypocritical letter 1 allude to is given (with a few remarks of my own appended) in 
Appendix No. 2 D., not as having the slightest bearing on the case, but inasmuch as it was an 
enclosure of one of Mr. Andrews’ Tetters. 
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and, in so far as they seemed to that gentleman to refer exclusively to Baroda 
affairs, self-refutary, 

55. I did not think it necessary to insist again on the fact, that it was in 
Mr. Andrews’ power to call, and that I should readily have responded to any 
such demand for fuller information, more explicit statements, and more detailed 
explanations. Nor shall I dwell on the proposition, that it was that gentleman’s 
moral duty, as my brother officer, if thoroughly satisfied that my suspicions 
were erroneous, to convince me of my error in a private and confidential 
letter, like that in which these suspicions had been expressed, instead of holding 
me up to the odium and animosity of native subordinates as their libeller and 
defanier, 1 will, for argument sake, consider (though as a matter of fact I 
utterly deny) that there was sufficient excuse for Mr. Andrews* conduct in the 
first instance, owing to the mcagreness and obscurity of the letter in which 
I originally l)roached niy suspicions. But though, for argument sake, I concede 
this, I think his Lordship will consider that Mr. Andrews’ conduct ceased to 
admit of such an excuse after he was in possession of my letter of the 15th 
August (C.), in which 1 had explained to him that when I wrote my first letter 
“ I was quite aware that if the money had been taken by these people (Doolun, 

Larcoba, and Moongajee), it could not have been given with reference to any 
case pending at Baroda, neither was it supposed to have any connexion with 
the latter, but with a very important case at Surat, which was about to come 
before you, in which certain parties at Baroda were deeply interested.” 

50. In refereucetfletliat letter, Mr. Andrews, writing on the 3d October (Q), thus q. 

expressed himself, 1 t^stfre you, that when I received your second letter,* alluding • That dated ihe 
to a case at Surat, I was utterly at a loss to know what was referred to ; my first 15 th August, 
idea was that the case of .Tumnabaee (Kessowdass’ widow) and Bhanahltace was 
alluded to, as it had been referred to me by Government; but on comparing 
dates I discarded that notion, and I was again (|uite at a loss to imagine what 
case was intended. The Bukshees’ and .Jaffer Ali’s case never occurred to me, 
as I considered the parties and Surfraj Allie above such tampering, and that 
they were much too intelligent not to be aware of the folly of such an act, as 
also because their case was pending since 1842. However, your informants 
were so vague and wild in their surmises (not assertions), supposing either that 
the entries were first dated in the accounts, though the items might have been 
paid on account of the Shastrees Potdaree disputes, or perhaps on account of 
some dispute about to come before me at Surat, or perhaps on account of the 
dispute between the Bukshee and the Nawab, which was still pending, that they 
were quite worthless, and should never, 1 think, have been in the smallest 
degree recognised by you as evidence in any case, in the remotest degree even, 
affecting my character and honour.” 

57. Tlie above extract is calculated to convey such an erroneous view of tlie 
hearings of the case, that I am constrained to analyse it. 

58. In the first place no surmises volunteered to me had ever “been in the 
smallest degree recognised by me as evidence in any case, in the remotest 
degree even, affecting his character and honour.” The surmises indulged in on 
the discovery of the memorandum, taken in connexion with the looks and 
gestures of the persons volunteering them, were merely regarded by me as 
painful evidence that Mr. Andrews' name had been prostituted by wicked 
people, and had thus been brought into undeserved reproach. The belief that 
such was the case prompted me to apprize that gentleman of my views, and 
thus to enable him to do justice to his “ character and honour.” 

59. In the second place, as I have already explained in para. 20. the 
opinions volunteered to me, professed to be no more than surmises — they could 
not possibly have been more than surmises. But as I have said in the paragraph 
just referred to, the only point of surmise was “ as to the particular transaction 
referred to in the memorandum brought to light. As to the general character 
of tlie transaction, and its reference to Mr. Andrews, iiot one of them appeared 
to entertain the slightest doubt.” I had shown the goomashtns that it could not 
refer to Baroda matters ; but so strong was their conviction as to the nature of 
the transaction (founded ou the character of the document, and on" the popular 
estimation in which the several parties were held) that this did not shake their 
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confidence that money had been given. A diflerence of opinion as to the pre- 
cise object of tlie payment existed amongst them, as I have already said, but 
the decided impression of the majority evidently was that it referred to a 
Surat case. 

60. But whatever might be the character of the goomashtas’ surmises, their 
“ vagueness” or “ wildness” could not possibly have influenced Mr. Andrews’ 
mind when, on the 23d August, he replied to my letter of the 16th. seeing that 
they were not comrounicated to him till the 3l8t of that month. On the 23d 
August he begged to be “ furnished with the depositions on oath of the persons 
who gave the separate items of information referred to in Shumbooram’s state- 
ment.” These depositions were taken on the 27th, 28th, 29th of August, and 
despatched on the Slst. 

61. Thus, when Mr. Andrews received my letter of the 16th August, he 
knew nothing whatever of the “ vagueness” or “ wildness” of my informant’s sur- 
mises ; but he did know, from my iissurance to that effect, that when I first 
addressed him, 1 supposed the memorandum to refer to a Surat case, not a Baroda 
case, though one involving the interests of parties at Baroda. I did not think 
it necessary to specify the case, and thus, by calling Meer Surfraz Alli’s probity 
in question, expose myself to a repetition of the discourtesy with which I had 
already been treated, for presuming to doubt the moral purity of Larcoba; and 
there was no reason why 1 should voluntarily have incurred such a risk. 'I'he 
information given was only vouchsafed with a view to satisfy Mr. Andrews that 
he had done me injustice in assuming that I had not noticed the date of the 
memorandum ; for, as Mr. Andrews, the party most interested, had evinced no 
desire to have the matter thoroughly sifted, as he had adopted the course of all 
others least calculated to promote the elicitation of truth ; and as he had chosen 
to ftssuroe a tone as startling as it w'as distasteful to me, I had washed my hands 
of the whole affair, as will be seen from the subjoined extract from my letter: 

“ You however at once assume the innocence of the accused party, and feel 
certain that he can have no other answer to give but a denial in ioto ; and 
doubtless such will be his defence if he finds it satisfies you. I have no further 
concern in the matter. I have acted a friendly part, and done my duty, by 
bringing the circumstance to your notice ; and if you are satisfied with the 
man’s denial, I, of course, as he does not belong to ray office, leave the case to 
be dealt with according to your own judgment.” 

62. And not only was Mr. Andrews, when he received my letter of the 
16th August, ignorant of the vagueness of rny informant’s surmises, and at the 
same time aware that from the first my suspicions regarding Larcoba, &c. 
referred to a Surat case, but he was, moreover, in possession of the decision of a 
punchayet of Baroda bankers, to whom the memorandum had been referred, 
and who unmistakeably avowed themselves satisfied that the document, not the 

Appendix, chopras of the firm, gave the true account of the disbursements.* 

63. Yet in spite of these circumstances, in acknowledging my letter on the 
23d August (E.) he continued to justify the tone of his letter of the 6th idem, 
reiterating, in even stronger than his original language, the judgment he Jiad 
before intuitively arrived at, and pronouncing the opinion of the goomashtas, to 
the effect that money had been received by Larcoba, Moongajee, and Dooluu, 

“ calumnies and insinuations utterly unwarranted by the paper of account, the 
infamous suggestions of their authors’ own corrupt mind,” and “ manifestly base 
libels.” Nay, as has been seen, the very assurance I had given him, that when 
I first wrote I believed the memorandum to refer to a Surat case, he took on 
himself to pronounce a “ new insinuation.” 

64. For the fervour with which Mr, Andrews, in his second letter, dealt forth 
such strong opinions, without waiting for the additional information he solicited, 
he assigned no reason whatever as regarded Larcoba and Moongajee, notwith- 
standing that the insufficiency of the first argument adduced in their behalf had 
been pmnted out, viz., the erroneous argument founded on the date of Baba 
Nafra’s memorandum, and that his failing to assign any reason for his bold 
assumption, that Larcoba and Moongajee could not possibly be guilty, arose 
only from the circumstance that he could not possibly assign one, is sufficiently 
evident from the eagerness with which he advanced a philological plea in 

, behalf 
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behalf of the woman Doolun ; asserting (but inaccurately) that the term 

Sobagwuntee Baee” was never used in reference to a kept mistress. 

65. Thus, though he called on me to specify the Surat case to whicli the 
memorandum was supposed to have reference, and to furnish him with the 
depositions of the goomashtas as to what had been said on the discovery of that 
memorandum, yet, inasmuch as he had prejudged the case, assumed the 
innocence of the SHspected parties, and adopted a course which rendered the 
success of any inquiry highly improbable, the additional information thus called 
for was demanded under circumstances, and in a tone characteristic less of the 
impartial judge than of the advocate of Doolun, Larcoba, and Moongajee. 

66. And the circumstance of Mr. Andrews introducing into the letter in 
which he called on me to specify the Surat case to which the memorandum was 
8upposed*to refer, such au unqualified acquittal of the suspected parties, will, 
I think, appear all the more strong to the Honourable Board, when taken in 
connexion with his subsequent account (quoted in para. 66) of the state oi 
mind under which he penned that letter. 

67. When informed by me that the memorandum was supposed to refer 
to a Surat, not a Baroda case, he has since assured me (letter of the 3d October) 
that he felt “utterly at a loss to know what case was referred to;” in other 
words, that he was not in possession of the elements reqTiisite for arriving even 
at a crude provisional opinion as to the probability of the alleged transactions ; 
yet, in this state of ignorance, and notwithstanding the assurance he had 
received that he had already hazarded opinions on false premises, he, a judge, 
took on himself to j)ronounce on the merits of the case at the very time he was 
calling for the information necessary to enable him to enter on a preliminary 
irujuiry. 

68 . It may ho« ever be urged by Mr. Andrews, that though he called on me 
to specify the precise Surat case to which the memorandum was supposed to 
refer, he only did so to satisfy Government and myself of the absurdity of the 
imposition that had been practised on me ; he himself being well assured that 
no suitor of his Court would dream of making “ khutput,” or at all events that 
Doolun, Larcoba, and Moongajee had never acceded to becoming the veliicles 
of khutput. And some such argument as this seems to have been implied 
when explaining on the 3 d October his conduct on receipt of my letter of the 
15th August, he tells me that the date of the memorandum forbade his believing 
that .Turauabaee’s case was referred to, w hile for certain other reasons it never 
occurred to him to fancy it could be the case of the Nawab and Bukshee, in 
which Meer Surfraz Allie of Baroda was interested. 

69. Passing over the general peculiarities of this off-hand style of settling a 
matter deeply affecting the honour of the British Government, points on w hich 
it is not my province to enlarge, I feel it my bonnden duty to draw attention 
to the extraordinary nature of tlie reasons assigned by Mr. Andrews for not 
supposing that tlie memorandum could be held to refer to the very case to which 
it was all along held to refer. 

70. These reasons are three : first, the moral character of the parties and 
of Meer Surfraz Allie, whom he believed “to be above such tampering.” 
Secondly, their intellectual disceranient, which he assumed must make them 
“ aware of the folly of such an act.” And, thirdly, the fact that the case “ had 
been pending since 1842.” With respect to the first two of these rea.sons, it 
might be enough to observe, that the same style of argument, if deemed valid, 
■would prevent any educated man, who had in the main borne a fair reputation, 
being ever brought to trial on a specific charge, or even having an inquiry 
instituted into his conduct. Such a line of argument, if recognized, would have 
been conclusive against any inquiry being made into Dhackjie Dadajie’s 
proceedings. 

71. But even such a line of argument could not be urged in behalf df Meer 
Surfraz Allie, who had neither been too moral nor too intelligent to mingle 
iumself up with a bribery transaction (that of the Guicowar’s attempt to seduce 
■the Bcu^ay Government in 1842), compared to which the Larcoba affair 

the veriest trifle. And, as regards the third reason, my only wonder is, that it 
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should ever have been urged. For I cannot see what bearing on the question 
of bribes the prolonged litigation between the Nawab and the Bukshee could 
possibly have, unless indeed it were regarded as supplying a possible motive for 
wishing, by monied intervention, to bring it to a close ; but I do most clearly see, 
and so 1 am sure will the Right honourable the Governor in Council, that the 
period at which .Mr. Andrews* report was given in this long litigated case liad 
a material bearing on the question at issue, if, as I believe, the date ot the 
memorandum was anterior to that on which Mr. Andrews expressed, or was 
expected to e.\press, liis judicial opinion. 

72. To resume ray narrative. On the 31st of August I replied (F.) to 
Mr. Andrew’s letter of the 23d and 24th (E.), furnishing him, at his request, 
with the depositions of the gooinashtas as to what had taken place on the 
discovery of the memorandum. In reference to these depositions,.! observed 
that “ the doj)onents had purposely evaded stating much that passed among 
them respecting Moongajee riding in your carriage, the w^oman, &c., on which 
subjects I have not questioned them however, as it is evident from what you tell 
me that the ‘ riding in the carriage’ is sheer invention” ; * * * “ that circum- 
stance, which was stated as a fact, is evidently false ; and of course everything 
else reflecting in any way on you is so, I have no doubt, likewise ; and it was to 
evince my indignation, and my confidence that you would share in that indig- 
nation, at any one supposing that such people as Moongajee, Larcoba, aiid 
woman could have corrupt influence over you, that 1 directed Shumbooram to 
make a memoi'andum, for your information, of the substance of what they bad 
stated ; and I at once enclosed it to you, assuring them that you would .soon 
bring the parties to punisbment who had thus misrepresented their influence 
with you. It was to this memorandum that 1 afii.ved my signature, which you 
style ‘ sanctioning a malicious libel by my official signature.’ 1 beg to protest 
against any such meaning being attached to the circumstance. Was 1 to permit 
what had been said to pass unnoticed, and thus leave these people to suppose that 
1 could entertain for an instant the idea that there was any ground for the 
surmises which it was evident from what had transpired were entertained by 
them, as to the object with which the sums noticed in this secret memorandum 
had been paid, the course I adopted at once .sliowed them that 1 was confi- 
dent your name had been abused by the people who had taken the money ; for 
that the money had been taken by Larcoba and the woman, not a single doubt 
appeared on the mind of, or was e.xpressed l)y any one of the persons present, 
who were so well able to understand tlie real meaning of the document which 
had accidently turned up. I Iiad no reason to doubt then that such was the 
meaning of the entry, nor have I now; nor do I believe any sowcar at Baroda 
has any doubt of it ; but the proof that the money was actually given to Larcoba 
is another matter, and could only perhaps be obtained through Baba Nafra and 
liis son Anna, who are not of course likely to divulge the fact, and have here- 
tofore, I am told, refused any replies to the queries put to them by the Durbar 
on the subject.” 

73. If any doubt previously existed on Mr. Andrews’ mind as to the objects 
I had in view in originally addressing him, surely this letter of the 31st August 
ought to have removed it. The depositions of the gooinashtas, and the expla- 
nations with which, in the letter above alluded to, I accompanied those deposi- 
tions, together with the general tenor of our foregoing correspondence, and the 
assurance that if he was satisfied with the innocence of the suspected parties, 
I had no intention (as I had taken no steps) to insist on an inquiry, should surely 
have satisfied Mr. Andrews timt what 1 had subsequently communicated had 
only been communicated from a Iriendly feeling towards himself, and at his 
own request. And the forbearance I hud displayed under the discourtesy to 
which I had been so unjustifiably exposed, ought surely to have prompted that 
gentleman to greater civility for the future, if it did not induce him to apologise 
for the unwarranted tone in which he had already indulged. 

74-f But far from this, on the 6th September (G.), in answering my letter of 
the 3l8t August, he insinuated that the opinions which the goomashtas expressed 
in reference to the memorandum were those “ of probably dishonest, interested, 
and servile natives, whose disposition and character it is to flatter the prejudices 
or wishes of their superiors, without regard to truth.” Such language, if it 
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mean anything at all, clearly implied that it was to flattering prejudices, views, 
and wishes, that the goomashtas had expressed that belief m Mr. Andrews’ 
venality, the expression of which had excited my indignation, and prompted me 
to put it in Mr. Andrews’ power to demonstrate its falsity. 

78. And not satisfied with the adoption of such language, and in spite of the 
assurance I had conveyed to him in sorrow, not in anger, that since he was 
satisfied his name had not been improperly used, I washed my hands of the 
affairs, he thought fit to accompany his letter with a memorandum of queries, 
to which he demanded categorical answers. The insulting nature of these will 
be best illustrated by a few quotations. 

76. His second demand was, that I should “forward by return of post” cer- 
tain extracts from the banker’s books. His third called on me to state distinctly 
“ whether I had anything further to say in support of my belief that the money 
was received by Larcoba and the woman than what I had already said in my 
several letters, and to reserve nothing to be revealed hereafter.” In his fourth 
demand, he required me “ to forward at once, by return of post, all the proof I 
had to adduce, to bring hometlie charge against Larcoba and the woman, or, if 
I had proof of no other description than the surmises of the different persons 
that I had forwarded in writing with my second, third and fourth letters, to 
stat(! distinctly that I had no further proof to adduce. Also, what proof these 
deponents can show beyond the assertions founded on the mere conjectures that 
are contained therein and in his eighth he actually “called on me to pbtaiu from 
Sliumbooram the date which hi| concubine was said to have been dismissed by 
him for misbehaviour.” 

77. The circumstances of the case being considered, the adoption of such a 
tone would not have been justifiable even had Mr. Andrews been the profes- 
sional advocate of Doolun, Larcoba and Moongajee ; and I need hardly aay that 
its distastefulness to me was materially enhanced, when I remembered that tiie 
person displaying it was a brother official, to whom I was conscious of having 
acted as I should have wished him to act towards me, under similar circum- 
stances. 

78. Still I (lid not clioose to quarrel with Mr. Andrews ; for I believed that 
much of the discourtesy shown me was the result of strong feelings operated on 
by Moongajee and Nursoo Punt’s son, both of whom, as has been seen, Mr 
Andrews had taken into his councils. Considering that on the 15th August I 
had declared, that if he was satisfied to leave matters as they were, I should not 
deem it necessary to take any further steps, the demand made on the 6th Sep- 
tember that I should “ keep nothing in reserve to be revealed hereafter,” was a 
piece of such gratuitous insult, that I could only account ftor it on the supposi- 
tion that its real iuspirer was Keshow Row (Nursoo Punt’s son), and that suppo- 
sition rested on strong grounds of probability. Keshow Row was in unimpeded 
epistolary intercourse with his father; and his father had nearly as unimpeded 
intercourse with his relative Baba Nafra, who, though nominally in confinement, 
was allowed to do pretty much as he liked, and who thus soon became aware of 
the very emphatic manner in which, from the first, Mr. Andrews had taken the 
part of Doolun, Larcoba and Moongajee. I am therefore fully entitled to assume 
that Nursoo Punt’s son had been duly advised that the Baba would confess 
notliing, and that thus no clue to the mystery of the memorandum would be 
given beyond any 1 might already have through the possession of his papers. 
V'^ithout a confession on the part of Baba Nafra, or his sou Anna, I had already 
said (on the 31st August) that there was no probability of tlie money-giving 
being established, clearly intimating that I had, at the date of that letter, dis- 
covered no other criminatory evidence in the Baba’s papers. And I therefore 
believed, that unless Keshow Row had maliciously operated on Mr. Andrews’ 
feelings, that gentleman would not have adopted so offensively discourteous a mode 
of asking me to apprize him of what I might hhve discovered between the 6th of 
September and the date on which I might answer his of the 10th. That Keshow 
Row should have so worked on Mr. Andrews’ mind was no improbable matter, 
for not only would any quarrel in which he could involve me with Mr. Audrew-s 
be a diversion in favour of his relative Baba Nafra and his father Nursoo Punt, 
in reference to both of w'hom he knew that I was preferring serious charges, or 
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conducting criminal investigations, but he was moreover well aware that the 
more effectually he exhibit^ me as placed in antagonism to high civil servants, 
the more would he be able to deter those natives, who had it in their power to give 
me information regarding Baba Nafra and his father, from doing so. For it has 
been the policy of those who have an interest in bribery and khutput making, 
to represent me as Iiaving given umbrage to the higher civil officials by my 
crusade against corruption, and to remind the natives that I am a mere soldier, 
liable to be called away and superseded by those whose views are very different 
from my own. 

70. Be thi.<, liowever, as it may, whether under the influence of Keshow Row, 
or his own spontaneous act, Mr. Andrews did ofter me the insult, referred to — and 
that insult 1 left unnoticed simply because 1 believed it proceeded rather from 
Keshow Row than from Mr. Andrew — on the 10th September I replied (H.) 
to that gentleman’s letter of the 6th, and to the utmost of my power I com- 
plied with his several demands. In reference to his request to be informed 
(li.stinctly what sum I believed Ijarcoba to have obtained, I thus expressed 
myself: “On this and every other subject 1 have already given you all tlte in- 
formation I possess, for of course I reserved nothing to be revealed afterwards, 
neither have I anything further to say in support of my belief that money was 
received by Larcoba and the woman than what I have before said, which was 
this” (quoting from para. 4 of my letter, dated 81st August, already given in 
para. 72 j. In reply to his demand to know by whom I was informed that the 
memorandum referred to a Surat case, I again, in the clearest language I could 
employ, told him how matters stood ; and 1 then corrected what appeared to me 
his misapprehension of what I had previously stated : “ But that was the infor- 
mation given, a supposition that the money must have been given in reference to a 
very important case at Surat. I did not say that I was informed that this trans- 
lation had reference to a case that was about to come before you at Surat ; my 
words, in my letter of the 16th ultimo, were, neither was it supposed to have 
any connexion with the latter (Baroda), but with a very important case at 
Surat,” &c. 

80. Again, on the 11 th and 16th September (,1. & L.), I wrote to Mr. An- 
drews, supplying to him the points of information sought for in his letter of the 
6th, which I had been unable previously to obtain. 

81. In reply to these letters, on the 18th September (M.), Mr. Andrev?s 
addressed me in a style so insulting, that I was compelled to call on him* to 
withdraw several of his expressions, and to intimate to him that henceforth our 
correspondence must be purely official. For I could no longer submit to be 
addressed in language which would have been unjustifiable had I been a petti- 
fogging attorney, promoting a suit against Mr. Andrews himself. 

82. 1 observed with pain that Mr. Andrews' discourtesy, which had through- 
out been sufficiently marked, did not reach its climax of downright accusations 
of dishonesty till he had learned that I had no means of proving the guilt of his 
clients, and till I had expressed my belief that it could only be proved by the 
confession of Baba Nafra or his son ; a confession which his clients themselvc.3 
knew right well would never be rendered. Though he had been over and over 
assured by me that friendship for himself had inspired my first letter, though he 
knew the hasty manner in which that letter had been written, though he was fully 
aware that I was not acting the part of prosecutor, and that all my letters, save 
the first, had been merely elicited from me by his queries, his explanations, and 
his demands for further infunnation, he actually charged me with playing fast 
and loose with him. For when lie pronounced the ampler information I gave 
him on the 15tli August, to present a “painful discrepancy” with the scantier 
contents of iny first letter, he seemed clearly to imply, either that I had pur- 
fiosely withheld information in iny first communication, or that, in rny second 
letter, I had given expression to an afterthought ; and this, notwithstanding the 
full explanations he had previously received, and the circumstantial details with 
which these explanations had been accompanied ; notwithstanding that he had 
been made acquainted with the feelings of delicacy which had prevented me taking 
the deposition of the goomashtas at the moment of the discovery of the memo- 
randum ; notwithstanding that he was in receipt of these depositions, subsequently 
taken at his own request ; and notwithstanding my assurance that, in the depo- 
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sitions much was suppressed which had been previously spontaneously spoken. 
He did not rest satisfied with saying that originally there appeared a “ painful 
discrepancy” between my first and second letter, but he declared that a sense of 
this discrepancy was stiir(18tli September) actually present in his mind, a dis- 
crepancy which was “ most incomprehensible ” to him, and one which he would 
“ be glad if I could consistently clear up.” And this extraordinary state of his 
own perceptions he professed to justify on an equally extraordinary erroneous 
statement of matters of fact. He thus expressed himself : — 

“Your first note, and copie.s of the memorandum of accounts, and Sum- 
booram’s yade«^ were calculated to mislead me into the belief that the items found 
in the memorandum of account were connected with Baba Nafra’s or Hurry 
Bhugtee’s affairs. They made no alltrsiun to other supposed matters, and as the 
strange descrepancy of the dates struck you at the time, as you say, as perfectly 
irreconcileable with the charges founded thereon, and led you to make inquiries 
thereon, it is most surprising to me why that inquiry and its rtisults were not 
communicated in your note, or the yadee, which from its style appears to be a 
record of the result of what inquiries were made at the time, or that they should 
not have been in any way alluded to therein. This is most incomprehensible to 
me ; and, as the case now stands, there is, in my mind, a painful discrepancy 
between your first note, and the yadee, and your subsequent assertions regarding 
your inquiries about the dates at the time, which I shall he glad to see cleared 
up. In the second place I would observe, on the ready manner in which you 
appear to have ailopted the vague and inconsistent explanations given you to 
account for the discrepancy of the dates, so utterly contradictory and worthless as 
they were, a friend would have spurned them in disgust, at least I should have 
done, had I been acting as you profess to have acted towards me ; and, had the 
indignation been shown as well as felt, the false constructions of words, and far- 
fetched, unwarranted, and infamous conclusions drawn therefrom, would never 
have been hazarded.” 

83. In reference to this very curious paragraph, which ignores all my com- 
munications between the 13th August and the 16th September, I have only to 
observe, that it makes a positive misstatement of facts. I never was guilty of 
such an untruth as to say that the “ strange discrepancy of the dates” (i. e. the 
date of the memorandum and the date of Mr. Andrews’ departure from 
Baroda) “ struck me as perfectly irreconcileable with the charges founded 
thereon.” What I said was, that the date of the memorandum showed me 
that it could not refer to a Baroda transaction ; and that, as 1 did not then 
know that Mr. Andrews was supposed to be susceptible to irregular influences 
in his judicial capacity, I had pointed out to the goomashtas, that at the date 
referred to he had left Baroda. The charge, or rather the suspicion, 1 founded 
on the memorandum, after the goomashtas had expressed themselves was, that 
a “ blackguard use” had been made of Mr. Andrews* name by Doolun, Larcoha, 
and Moongajee, and that the particular transaction referred to in tlie memo- 
randum was one relating to a Surat case, in which they had turned to their 
advantage the belief arising from the blackguard use they had been in the habit 
of making of his name. 

84. What Mr. Andrews’ feelings or objects could have been, when he penned 
the extraordinary paragraph above quoted, is all the more incomprehensible 
from the attempt he made on the 3d of October (Q.) to explain and justify it. 
He thus wrote; “ It is most unfortunate that you failed in your first note and 
Shumbooram’s yadee, to give me even the scanty (though with reference to the 
depositions you sent to me, apparently erroneously) information contained 
in your subsequent letters regarding the supposed object of the payment in 
question, which could alone have given me any concern as regarding Moon- 
gajee, Larcoha, and the woman, as explained in my first note. Had you been 
more explicit, much of this unfortunate correspondence might have been saved, 
as I should have been more excited by your information, and you would pro- 
bably have had no cause to complain of ray lukewarmness in the matter. As 
you have bow explained your reason for that omission, though I confess I do not 
fully concur ia its snfficiency, 1 quite willingly and gladly retract the term you 
uomplain of, in so fiir as it implies anything offensive.” 

85. It was unfortunate tbai I did not give in my first note all the information 
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Bubeequently given ; but how the fact of my having written too briefly and too 
delicately at first should justify Mr. Andrews, after receiving “ the informa- 
tion contained in my subsequent letters,” in professing still to regard the diffe- 
rence between a hasty note and a more elaborate reply, a “ painful discrepancy,” 
“ most incomprehensible” to him, is a matter which I have failed to solve. And 
equally incomprehensible as it is to me how any greater amplitude of detail in 
my first letter was likely “ to excite” in any such direction as I could have 
wished, a gentleman wlio took on himself to pronounce my suspicions utterly 
unfounded, at a time when, as he confesses, he had not the means of forming 
any opinion regarding their value, and when, by his own admission, he was 
“ quite at a loss to imagine what case was referred to,” and who not only went 
on to the last pursuing a systematic course of the purest professional advocacy 
on behalf of the objects of my suspicion, but continued to assail me with the 
utmost discourtesy for expressing these suspicions, notwithstanding he was in 
possession of the information, which he says, if given in my first letter, 
would have “ excited” him, and saved me from his subsequent acts of epistolary 
rudeness. 

86. In apparent oblivion of the origin of our correspondence, unmindful of 
the fact that I had made no public accusations whatever, but had simply, in a 
private confidential letter, expressed out of regard for himself, certain suspicions 
that had distressed me; forgetful of the circumstance, that it was he himself 
who had communicated my suspicions to the suspected parties, and that too at a 
time when to do so was to render subsequent investigation almost hopeless ; 
overlooking the fact that he had made up his mind as to the innocence of these 
suspected jiarties, before he knew the nature or the amount of evidence that 
might be made available ; disregarding all these facts, Mr. Andrews assumed, 
in his letter of the 18th September, that he was the last man in the world to 
smother inquiry, but that “it was equally a characteristic of his conduct to 
shield those whom he bad long known as persons of tried integrity against 
charges as unsupported by a tittle of evidence as those brought against Moon- 
gajee and Larcoba. My experience,” he adds, “ in the service has satisfied me 
of this, that there can be few measures more injurious to Government, as being 
calculated to lower the respectability of our native service, than to accuse on 
light and insufficient grounds parties whose honour and integrity have been 
tried and proved throughout a long period of service, and which have obtained 
for them the esteeui of their superiors, men of undoubted talent and discrimina- 
tion, To accu.se such men, except on the most convincing and irrefragable 
proofs and facts, is I think a fatal error, and against such accusations, against 
such characters, I will always set my face.” 

87. Whether I was justified in entertaining the suspicions 1 did, or whether 
it was not my bounden duty to communicate them to Mr. Andrew’s, are points 
on which I with confidence appeal to the Right honourable the Governor in 
Council. I have little doubt his Lordship will consider that, while the interests 
of Government are undoubtedly injured by bringing unfounded accusations 
against native servants, they are likely to receive a vastly greater deterioration 
from the adoption by a British Judge, of the course of proceedings Mr. Andrews 
has seen fit to pursue, in the matter of my suspicions regarding Doolun, Lar- 
coba, and Moongajee, and that too whether my suspicions are correct or 
erroneous. 

88. So far was Mr. Andrews from promoting a stern truth-searching inquiry, 
in his letter of the 18th of September he complains that 1 did not spurn with 
disgust the opinions of the goomashtas (to the effect, that money had been taken 
by Doolun, Larcoba and Moongajee, under pretence of influencing that gentle- 
man). “ At least,” he adds, “ I should have done so had I been acting as you 
profess to have acted towards me; and had the indignation been shown as well as 
felt, the false construction of words, and far-fetched, unwarranted and infamous 
conclusions drawn therefrom, could never have been hazarded.” 

80, When Mr. Andrews penned this, be had been more than once assured that 
I did spurn with disgust the opinions of the goomashtas so far as these opinions 
implied his own venality; and he knew that it was because I saw that opinions 
regarding himself, which 1 spurned with disgust, were actually entertained by 
the goomashtas, that, with the view of showing tjie injustice of these opinions, 
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I communicated to him my suspicions that a “ blackguard use” had been made 
of his name, never doubting that he would write and implore me to enter on a 
minute and thoroughly searching inquiry. When, therefore, Mr. Andrews thus 
wrote on the 1 8th of September, I do not see how any candid English scholar can 
interpret his language otherwise than into an intelligible intimation that 1 should 
have pleased him more had I scowled the goomashtas into silence, telling them 
never to repeat such opinions in my presence, than by adopting the course I 
actually pursued ; the object of which was to prove to them the falsity of opi- 
nions which I saw were too strong to be removed by any expression of my own 
sentiments. Whether the memorandum in dispute was pertinent or not, is 
nothing to the point ; it might have been as illusive as I believe it to be signifi- 
cant of rascality. It was but the accident which evoked the goomashtas’ opi- 
nion, and that opinion appeared to me too painfully specific of view’s to the pre- 
judice of Mr. Andrews’ moral character. 

90 . Let this be taken into consideration, let it be borne in mind, that a long 
explanatory correspondence on my part had fully enlightened Mr. Andrews as 
to the motives which originally induced me to address him, and of the cii’cura- 
stances under which I had penned my letter. Let it be remembered that Mr. 
Andrews was an old judicial officer, who could not be ignorant that making a 
blackguard use of gentlemen’s names was far from unusual in Guzerat. Let these 
circumstances be held in recollection ; and 1 feel certain, that while no intelligent 
Englishman will attach a meaning to Mr. Andrews’ words different from that I 
have placed on them, no honest man will say that, in writing as he did, Mr. 
Andrews did not write under a most incomprehensible misconception of the real 
bearings of the case. 

91 . That misconception consisted in his, from first to last, and in spite of all I 
could write to the contrary, assuming that it was impossible I could fail to sus- 
pect him of accepting bribes. At all events, he assumes that I encouraged such 
a suspicion, and had given it the “ official sanction of my signature,” and (as 
he erroneously states) placed it on the records of the residency. How Mr. 
Andrews was led into this grievous logical error ; how he came to conclude that 
to demonstrate the guilt of Doolun, Larcoba and Moongajee of having received 
money under fiilse pretences, would be equivalent to demonstrating that they 
were innocent of having made any false pretences whatever ; and that, if they 
did receive money under the pretext of influencing him, he himself must have 
been privy to the transaction, — these are matters with which 1 have nothing to 
do. But I have undoubted right to complain that Mr. Andrews should have 
continued to the last to put forth such logical fallacies in spite of all my expo- 
sures of them ; and that under the influence of these fallacies he should have 
conducted his defence of the suspected parties as if they had one common 
interest, addressing me as if I had been their common assistant. 

92 . Yet such were his tactics; as has been seen, at a time when., as he con- 
fesses, he knew nothing whatever of the matter, without waiting to ask explana- 
tions or to seek information, he pronounced an unhesitating acquittal. His next 
step was to apprize the suspected parties of my suspicions, and the grounds on 
which they rested, thus enabling them to take steps to baffle any inquiry that 
might be instituted. And, not satisfied with taking them into his councils, he 
sought the co-operation of a relative of Baba Nafra’s, and the son of a man 
against whom I was prosecuting charges connected with the Baba. 

93 . Once taken into his councils, no amount of prevarication on the part of 
those with whom he professed to make common cause sufficed to make Mr. 
Andrews suspect he w'as iu bad company ; while no amount of assurances on my 
part could satisfy him of the purity of nty motives, or of the perfect good faith of 
my procedure. And the.se are points forming so marked a feature of Mr. An- 
drews’ conduct, that it is necessary for me to afford one or two illustrations of 
the truth of ray assertion. 

94 . In my first letter, writing on the strength of the information given to me 
by the goomashta, I told Mr. Andrews, that that information, coupled with 
Baba Nafra’s memorandum, implicated “ Larcoba, formerly in your office, and 
that his uncle Moongajee, who is under you at Surat, and who, 1 am told, were ^ 
prot^ of yours ” 
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95 . In reference to this alleged relationship, Moongajee wrote : “ Larcoba is 
not my sister’s son, nor is be related to me on the paternal or maternal side.” 
He wrote in English ; and I feel satisfied that no straightforward Englishman, 
receiving such declarations in reference to the previous employment by him of 
the word “ uncle,” could fail to conclude that Moongajee meant to convey to 
his mind the impression that no family ties united him to Larcoba. I had never 
used the expression “ sister’s son” us indicating the relation borne by Larcoba 
to Moongajtie. I simply had gathered that the one was uncle to the other ; 
I had never considered whether the word, as employed hy the goomashtas, 
corresponded with the English word “ uncle,” or with the compound word 
“uncle-in-law,” and it was quite immaterial which of the two was the connexion 
subsisting between Larcoba and Moongajee, the context of my note clearly 
showing that the connexion was only referred to incidentally. My reference to 
it could not possibly be deemed, by any disinterested man, to imply more than 
that I understood the two individuals suspected of improper collusion to be also 
bound by family ties ; and it is impossible for me to believe that it could have 
appeared otherwise to Mr. Andrews. 

06. Yet that gentleman, though lie knew right well that Moongajee’a wife was 
the aunt (father’s sister) of Larcoba, did not hesitate to send me the declaration 
of Moongajee above quoted, which was so admirably calculated to lead me into 
the belief that the asserlion of Moongajee being Larcoba ’s “ uncle” was as utterly 
devoid of truth as another assertion which bad been made to me, but which 
Mr. Andrews indignantly denied, to the effect that that gentleman had driven 
Moongajee about in his carriage. This latter assertion, Mr. Andrews’ simple 
denial of at once satisfied me must be an error in fact ; and on receiving Moon- 
gajee’s letter, which preceded Larcoba’s, I should have had as little doubt that 
the former assertion was so likewise, had I not been previously assured, on 
authority which could not be doubted, that though no “ blood” relationship sub- 
sisted between the two, they were connected by marriage in the manner I have 
described ; and never believing Mr. Andrews capable of sanctioning such u piece 
of verbal quibbling, I drew his attention to it as one ground for doubting whether 
he had not greatly over-rated Moougajec’s honesty. Mr. Andrews, however, 
took quite a different view of the matter. He expressed no regret that Moon- 
gajee’s language should have conveyed an erroneous impression to my mind ; on 
the contrary, he seemed rather to think that Moongajee had done well in 
expressing himself as he did ; for he told me, that that individual’s “ guarded 
language regarding his connexion with Larcoba was quite coiusistent with the 
most perfect truth.” And so, indeed, it was literally true, for they w'ere not 
related by blood ; but it was substantially a gross falsehood, for they were united 
by strong family ties, and that was all that my allusion to their connexion 
could, on an honest interpretation, be supposed to refer to. But though the 
“guarded language” of Moongajee found an apologist in Mr. Andrews, when I 
complained of its deceitfnlness, I did not at the time think that gentleman could 
have been as well aware as Moongajee himself of its guardeduess, at the very 
moment he transmitted it to me with a view to satisfy me of Moongajee's sensi- 
tive honour. Yet such was the case. So little, however, did I believe Mr. 
Andrews capable of such conduct, that I thought he might still have doubts as 
to the correctness of what I had written on the 16th August, as to the connexion 
between Larcoba and Moongajee; and accordingly, on the 3l8t of that month, 

I furnished proofs to satisfy him on the point. 

97 . But it was unnecessary: no such proofs were required. That Mr. Andrews, 
when he sent me those assurances of Moongajee’s, was well aware of the actual 
connexion subsisting between them, is thus admitted by himself, in his letter of 
18th September, the letter in whicli his discourtesy reached its climax, and 
which I therefore requested might be the last private one addressed to me : I 
hare been all along aware of the connexion existing between Larcoba and Moon- 
gajee ; there could not have been any sinister object, therefore, in their answering 
the charge of their relationship in the manner they did. They honestly confined 
themselves to denying the degree of relationship in which they were said to 
stand, and the manner in which they did so naturally implied that they were in 
some other way connected.” 

98 . Painful as it is to criticise a brother officer’s statements, and that bcolher 
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oSeer one holding an exalted judicial position, 1 feel (hat I should signally fail 
in my duty did 1 not expose the fallacies contained in the foregoing quotatiun. 

99. In the first place, Mr. Andrews talks of Moongajee and Larcoba being 
charged with a relationship, as if it had Ijeen imputed to them as a crime that a 
relationship subsisted between them, instead of my allusion to their connexion 
having, as Mr, Andrews well knew, been only incidentally made» when referring 
to what I believe was a positively disgraceful alliance. In the second place, it 
is not true that “ they honestly confined themselves to denying the degree of 
relationship in which they were said to stand.” I had never called Larcoba 
Moongajee’s sister’s son ; I had said that Moongajee was Lareoba’s uncle, as in 
writing to an Englishman I should still say, though apprized of the real nature 
of the connexion. And far from confining himself to denying that Larcoba was 
his sister’s son, he went out of his way to deceive me as to the actual connexion 
between them, by using language which was calculated to impiress on my mind, 
as it has impressed the minds of all to whom I have shoifru his letter, that lie 
wished me to believe that no connexion whatever of a family kind united him 
to Larcoba. Moongajee’s letter was dated the 8th of August, On the 15th, I 
despatched my letter commenting on its dishonesty ; and on the 23d of August 
Mr. Andrews sent me a letter from Larcoba, bearing date tlie 12th, in which that 
person declared he “was not ‘ bhanej ’ of Moongmee, as stated b)’^ the 
goomashtiis.” As Slmmbooram’s summary made no allusion to any supposed 
relation between Moongsyce and Larcoba, and as I had only called the former 
“ uncle ” to the latter, Larcoba’s assumption that the goomashtas must have 
used the term “ blianej ” was at least curious. And still more curious is it that 
Mr. Andrew's should, from Larcoba’s denial of a particular relationship, never 
specified by me, and from Moongajee’s declaration that he was not related to 
Larcoba, “ either on the paternal or maternal side,” draw the conclusion that 
they both meant to imply that they were connected in some way I had not 
guessed. And w'hy should the matter have been left to implication? Why 
should their language have been guarded ? And, above all, why should Mr. 
Andrews have first tolerated such “ guarded language,” and tlien have defended 
it, on the score of its being literally true, when its substantive incorrectness w'as 
complained of? I was not an Old Bailey attorney, trying to entrap them into 
an unguarded expression, to be hereafter turned against them ; I was a British 
officer, corresponding with a British judge, on a matter affecting the honour of 
British justice. And yet the British judge who adopted this tone to a British 
officer, charged like himself witli maintaining the prestige of British justice, 
does not shrink from charging that officer with “ painful discrepancy,” because, 
in correcting a Jiasty and erroneous assumption of the judge, he, in a second 
letter, apprizes him of circumstances which, partly through haste, and partly 
through delicacy, he had slurred over or omitted in Ids fii-sf. 

100. Mr. Andrews chooses to assume, that because he Jiimself knew' that 
Larcoba and Moongajee were connected, they could not (lossihly have had a 
sinister motive in withholding from me the entire tnith. What other than 
sinister could have been their motives ? Why needlessly volunteer any expla- 
nation at all ? I had asked for no explanation, yet Moongajee uninvited treated 
me to one undoubtedly calculated to mislead me ; one which occupied as much 
space as would have sufficed to convey the entire truth ; and one, moreover, not 
merely calculated to deceive me on the point to which it referred, but to make 
me believe I had been the victim of a wholesale decejition, seeing that Mr. 
Andrews had already assured me that my informants had, in one respect, said the 
thing that was not, in reference to Moongajee’s driving in that gentleman's 
carriage. 

101. I shall only trouble the Honourable Board with one other illustration of 
the gentleness with which Mr. Andrews lias continued to regard the equivoca- 
tions of those whom he from the first assumed to be innocent, and whom he has 
continued to defend on the declared ground that he and they have one common 
cause. 

102. Baba Nafra’s private memorandum so frequently referred to, indicated 
the sum of 8,100 rupees, as the sum given either to Larcoba bimself, or to him 
and the woman supposed to be Mr. Andrews’ concubine. But the figure ” ’ 
■was croafcBd oat {wus 19,100), and as other simiiar erasures occurred in the 
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mcmuraudum, the opinion of the gooniashtas was that these were designed still 
further to mystify the accounts, and to render them unintelligible to any but the 
Baba himself. Be this, however, as it may, Mr, Andrews, whether correctly or 
not matters not at present, assumed that 100 rupees were all that appeared 
against Larcoba ; and in his zeal for his client, he made the following humane 
suggestior, “ I know that shortly before I left Baroda, his (Larcoba’s) nephew, 
Mancoba, was living with him, and gained a livelihood by writing for poor 
Jermyn, Adjutant 2d Grenadiers and Natives, and perhaps these 100 rupees were 
paid on his account.” 

103. The suggestion was, as I have said, humane; it was certainly offered in 
the genuine spirit of advocacy ; for the giving in one lump the sum of 100 rupees 
as a remuneration for copying English to an Adjutant’s writer, whose monthly 
pay could not exceed 30 rupees, seemed to denote an English correspondence 
rather more extensive than a native banking-house was likely to be engaged in. 

104. The letter containing this charitable suggestion bears date August 23, 
and it is a curious coincidence that to the letter is added the following postscript, 
dated August 24 : “This morning a note was received from Larcoba, stating 
that he iiad a slifiht acquaintance with Baba Nafra’s son Anna, who wanted him 
to teach him English, which, however, he (Larcoba) declined ; Larcoba had 
allowed Mancoba to copy some papers for Anna, for which he (Mancoba) was 
paid, not being in Government service ; that he (Larcoba) did not mention this 
in his first explanation, as he did not suppose it had connexion with the sum of 
3,100 rupees he was to account for.” 

105. Had I been as ready to impute discrepancies to Mr. Andrews as he to 
me, I might allude to the fact that this curious “ note ” from Larcoba was not 
sent to me in original, as all tlie other letters seemingly exculpatory of the sus- 
pected parties had been ; one of them, indeed, with such hot haste, that Mr. 
Andrews was obliged to ask me to return it, as at the date of its despatch he had 
not even had time to take a copy. But I do not choose to lay stress on such 
matters ; it is enough that Larcoba’s note, which reached Surat on the 24th, should 
so curiously tally with the friendly hypothesis of Mr. Andrews, dated the 23d 
August ; and my wonder on receiving Mr. Andrews’ letter was, that in communi- 
cating to me the substance of Lfircoba’s note, it should not have occurred to him 
that that individual’s explanatory admission bore a trifling air of inharmonious- 
ness with his declaration of the 12th August, to the effect that “ not a single 
rupee had reached him directly or indirectly through the firm of Hurry Bhugtee.” 
This implied admission that money had been paid through him, or in his name, 
to his nephew, \\'ould, I think, to any one not imbued with an advocate’s zeal, 
have appeared to imply quibbling on the part of Larcoba, for far from saying 
that he was not cognizant of the money having been paid, he merely accounts for 
not having previously alluded to it, on the grounds that he did not think it was 
included in the 3,100 rupees supposed to have been given to Doolun and himself, 
which he somewhat adroitly hints that he individually “ had to account for and 
the suspicion that Larcoba had re-sorted to quibbling might, I think, have been 
all the more naturally present to Mr. Andrews’ mind, from the fact that while 
l.<arcoba had in his letter of the 12th August solemnly declared he “ neither had 
any per.sonal acquaintance with Baba Nafra or any other goomashtas in the 
employment of that house,” he now admitted that he had a slight acquaintance 
witli Baba Nafra’s son Anna, one of the goomashtas of the house, and an indi- 
vidual, I may mention, whom 1 had convicted of being the bearer of bribes ta 
my native agent. 

lOrt. But Mr. Andrews detected no traces of quibbling in all this ; he however 
wrote a letter to Larcoba’s nephew' on the 24th September, desiring him to tell 
“ the whole truth” regarding the transaction of the 100 rupees. In reply, 
Mancoba, on the .3d October, declared that Anna, with whom he had “ a good 
actjuaintance,” often came “ to him, and one d^ asked him to copy out in 
duplicate an English report of the arbitrators of Hurry Bhugtee, which was 
brought with him, promising him a good reward for his trouble.” Before, how- 
ever, the “ good reward” reached him, Mancoba declares he had been called 
away on duty to Surat, from which place he addressed Anna, desiring him to pay 
the promised reward to Larcoba, which he had. But proctieds Mancoba, “ I am 
not mformed by Larcoba what amount paid for my trouble, but only acquainted 
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f a letter that he deducted the amount of my trouble from the amount which I 
ve him on account of lodging me about three or four months, and bought for 
e some articles during my residence with him at Baroda.” 

107. If there was one word of truth in Mancoba’s statement, if Larcoba did 
ally receive the “ good reward” of his nephew’s services to Baba Nafra, appro- 
iating it to his own use, without even iiiforniing its legitimate owner of its 
nount, it must, I think, be obvious to the Honourable Board, that Larcoba gra- 
itously told a gross falsehood, when, on the 12th August, not satisfied with 
•nying that he knew aught of, or had any share in the 3,100 rupees referred to in 
e memorandum, went out of his way to declare that not a single rupee had ever 
ached him, directly or indirectly, from the house of Hurry Bhugtee. But so 
r from this being obvious to Mr. Andrews, that gentleman, in addressing me on 

e 12th October (T.), transmitting Mancoiia’s letter, and other documents, ex- T. 

essed his conviction that the result of a careful consideration of all these papers 
3uld convince me that my suspicions hud been groundless. 

108. Far from conveying that impression to rny mind, tliey only tended to con- 
in my susj)icions, and the letter of Mancoba oidy made me more satisfied .that 
ircoba was a dishonest man, whetlier gnilty or not of the particular act of foul 
nduct attributed to liim. For when 1 received Mancoba’s letter I ha<l already 
eu the examinations of Baba Nafra hiiiLself, taken by the Durbar. Tlie Baba being 

ked, at Baroda, on the 13th August,* 10 days before Mancoba’s name was ‘App. No. GA, 
iported into the discussion, and on the day succeeding the letter in wliich Lar- 
ba (at Baroda) bad liazarded tlie assertion that not a rupee had ever reached 
m, directly or indirectly, from the house of Huvry Bhugtee, thus deposed : — 

“ The money was paid to Larcolia on account of some English petitions sent to 
jvernment regarding the case of Gungadhur Sliastrce and Bbasker Row Wittul ; 

30 for making coj)ies thereof.” Again, on the 10th of October, when asked by 
e Durbar wl.al necessity there was for giving 100 rupees to l.arcoba, as remune- 
tion for copying some fniglish papers, seeing that for that sum he could get a 
lok written, tu; replied, “ It was not for the actual amount of writing that the 
oney was paid, hut the urgency of the case was taken into eon-^tderation ; he 
.arcoba) was notiiiy servant, and 1 was anxious to get tlie work done.” When 
ked if he would have given as much to any other Euglish writer, and if not, why so 
uch was given to Larcoba, lit^ replies, tliat “ He M'auied a translation, for which 
requires a man to he well acquainteil with the English language. I beard,” 

; proceeded, “ Larcoba, of the Residency Office, mentioned as a clever man, and 
sent my sou Anna to him, and he agreed, See. See.” He was again asked whe- 
el’, if Larcoba had not been in Government employ, he would have received so 
ncli ; and his answer was, he would not ; that in such case he would have 
ade a bargain with him ; “ hut, as it was, I paid the 100 rupees, without being 
xious to get the work done at once.” In answer to the question, whether he 
er employed Mancoba to copy or translate, he declares “ I never before hoard 
his name.” 

109. The examination from which the aliovc are extracted, together with a hir- 
er one taken by myself on the 14th October, I sent lo Mr. Andrews on the 
dh, and 1 thought it must he evident to that gentleman that if Larcoba was a 
ithful man, both Mancoba and Baba Nafra were guilty of falsehood; that if 
ancoba’s story w’as correct, those of Larcoba and the Baba were obvious 
itruths, for each of them had hazarded a statement irreconcileable with the 
itement of the other two. Yet Mr. Andrews did not sec the matter at all in 

is light ; on the contrary, writing on the 23d October (W.), he thus expressed W. 

tnself : “ Suffice it for me to remark, that Larcoha’s denial, in the first instance, 
d reference to the accusation of his having received 3,100 rupees in connexion 
th Doolun. It is a point for the higher authority to decide how far Baba 
ifra’s statements support the original charge, or prove Larcoba to be guilty of 
i^erely punishable conduct for having received the sum of 100 rupees, admitted 
himself. 

110. Of course it rests with higher authority to determine all the points 
tioted by Mr. Andrews or myself. But the immediate point at issue whicli 
r. Andrews chose to evade, was, whether it was not clear that the character lor 
racity of his^cliimt, Larooha, could only be maintained by pronouncing false 
e statements of Mancoba and the deposition of Baba Nafra. And it is not true, 
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as Mr. Andrews alleges, that Larcoba ever acknowledged receiving 1 00 rupees. He 
at first anphatically denied ever having received a rupee, directly or indirectly, 
from the firm : not till several days after it must have been known to Nursoo- 
Punt’s son, at Surat, that the Baba had acknowledged giving 100 rupees to Larcoba 
for writing English j)apers was Mancoba’s name imported into the discussion ; 
and even tlien the supposition had been charitably placed on record by Mr. An- 
drews one day prior to the receipt of Larcoba’s note confirming it. And further, 
when Larcoba did confinn Mr. Andrews’ friendly hypothesis, he clearly implied 
that the money had been received by Mancoba, and tliat it had only reached 
himself indirectly, as the relative and friend of Mancoba. And yet the very 
gentleman whose faith in tlie honesty of his clients was in nowise shaken by such 
“discrepancies,” ventured to taunt me with encouraging the most groundless 
charges against men of proven probity, while I shut my ears and steeled my mind 
against accusations against individuals of broken reputation. For, as will be seen 
from the correspondence, it was part of Mr. Andrew's’ policy, in vindicating 
Doolun, Larcoba and Moongajec, to enter into irrelevant tirades against Baba 
Turkey and my native agent. 

111. In concluding his letter of the 23d October, Mr. Andrews assured me, 
that he “ deemed it of no moment whether the latter item (100 rupees) was 
given to Larcoba or Mancoba, as it was paid for a legitimate purpose ; and on a 
reference to the papers themselves on your records, or in Bombay, it can be satis- 
factorily proved by whom they were copied.” Considering that when he com- 
municated to me Larcoba ’.s endorsement of his own hypothesis, he explained, in 
justification of Mancoha’s receiving the 100 rupees, that the latter was “ not in 
Government service,” and that, in urging Mancolia to “ tell the whole truth,” 
he encouraged him to do so by reminding him that, as he was not a Government 
servant, there was no harm in receiving the money, thereby implying that there 
would have been harm had he been in Government service ; considering all 
this, it appears to me that it was hardly immaterial which of them received the 
money ; still less immaterial was that point, when on its determination depended 
whether his client, Larcoba, was or was not a dealer in firlsehood. And as to the 
point of penmanship, which Mr. Andrews so ingeniously treats as identical with 
that of receiving the money, nothing is more likely than Larcoba should have 
employed his nephew to copy for him, living as he was with him, and in his debt. 
If Mancoba is to be believed, Baba Nafra has himself declared that he would not 
have given to any but a Government servant a sum so disproportioned to the 

* App. No. 6 C, value of the alleged services. His son, Anna, at a later date (17th October*), 
dc|)Osed, that to Larcoba alone was the work entrusted, and that to him only, 
and lor his own use, was the money given. 

112. It may appear that to a matter so unimportant as the disposal of 100 
rupees, I have devoted a greatly disproportionable space, but my prolixity and 
minuteness have not been unintentional. Should the Honourable Board peruse 
my correspondence with Mr. Andrews, they will see that that gentleman is much 
in the habit of confounding one point w ith another, and using language which 
gives an incorrect idea of the mutual bearing of points. His tendency to this 
has greatly prolonged our correspondence, inasmuch as I have often thought it 
necessary to enter at lengtii into explanations ; but no amount of explanation or 
refutation makes him change liis tactics ; and as in his comments on this letter 
it is possible that he may continue his style of argument, I have deemed it a 
solemn duty thus to enter at length into n few illustrations of his manner and 
tone of advocacy. 

113. Hitherto I have confined myself to illustrations of the temper in which 
Mr. Andrews received my first communication ; of the extraordinary conclusion 
arrived at by him, that his own character could only be upheld by proving the 
perfect innocence of those whom I had suspected of making “ a blackguard use 
of his name of the personal discourtesy with which he chose to treat me in 
consequence of my having expressed such suspicions ; and of the style of very 
keen and indiscriminating advocacy which he thought fit to adopt in addressing 
me in reference to the parties w'ho, from the first, he unhesitatingly assumed 
could not fail to be innocent. I now shall, as briefly as I can, considering the 
peculiar style of Mr. Andrews’ argumentative tactics, endeavour to explain the 
nature of his more special defence of those with whom he so gratuitously iden- 
tified his own cause. 

114. I subjoin 
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114 . I subjoin a (translated) copy of the memorandum found in Baba Nafra’s 
papers ; — 

Tbanslation of a Memorandum of the Debit and Credit from sd Jeet to 5th Asaar Sood 

(June to 17th July). 


Dr, 



“The era- 
sures in the figures 
were not shown in 
the copy of this 
memorandum iirsl 
sent to Mr. An- 
drews. 

(signed) J. O 


* In original it looks as if 24,660 had been formerly inserted, and altered to 21,000. 
t Tliis 4,000 ZB altered to 1,000, but the figure 4 is still legible. 

t Notes by Mr. Battye, on subsequent examination, after the original memorandum had been 
returned by Mr. Andrews, on the 24th August. 
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115. Before proceeding to examine the validity of the conclusion arrived at 
by the goomashtas and sowcars as to the real meaning of the niemorandum, 

I shall examine some of the pleas put forth by Mr. Andrews with a view to 
damage their testimony. Mr. Andrews, in one of his letters i^ide paras. 9 and 
10, Letter Q.,&c.), seenied to imply that the memorandum had been fraudulently 
introduced into the Haba’s papers by Sumboorara, my native agent, or some 
otlier conspirator against the reputation of Doolun, Larcoba, Moongajee, and 
himself. Sufficient refutation of such an hypothesis would he supplied in the 
account given by me (in paras. 24, 25 and 26 of Letter R.) of the circumstances • 
attendant on the attachment of Baba Nafra’s i)aper8, and of those under which 
the document in (jiiestion was brought to light; l)ut th« matter is open neither 
to conjecture nor controversy. Baba Nafra himself, to whom the original docu- 

App. No. 6A. ment was shown by the Durbar, on tlie 13th of August,* admitted the memoran- 
dum to be bis property — to be in the handwriting of his sister-in-law’s son, and 
Ditto. to have been written for “ bis own understanding of the items.” On the 20tli 
i\ugiist, when again examiued by his Highness, he declared, that several altera- 
tions (sucli as the substitution of 21,000 rupees for 24,000 rupees) had been 
made at the date of the original preparation of the memoraiulum ; and iiis testi- 
App. No. 6 B. mony was, on the 13th of August, coiifiniicd by the writer of the memorandum, f 
who acknowledged it to he in liis hand-writing, and to have been written and 
altered as the Baba dictated. 

116. These points were established long before Mr. Andrews, finding that 
his hypotliesis of a fraudulent introduction of tlie memorandum into the 
Baba’s papers was quite untenable, started a fresh argument, and assumed 
that tlie document must have been tampered with, and its figures changed by 
iny native agent, or other conspirators against the reputation of himself and his 
clients. 

117. The date on which tlie new argument was advanced was the 12th 

T, October {vide T.), and it was based in a great measure on the fact that the 

figures originally written appear to have been 23,650, and eventually to have 
been altered to 21,000, together with the fact that certain portions of the writing 
wcr& in lighter coloured ink and a smaller hand than the rest, 

118. That the original figures stood as 23,650 rupees, and were changed info 
24,000, and then into 21,000, is obvious from the entire context of the memo- 
randum, and the aritlimetical adjustments it exhibits. But, as a result of the 
alterations, the figures were so confused that, on the 26th August, six weeks 
before Mr. Andrews expressed any suspicions of the document Ijaving been 
tampered with, Mr. Battye, who had not studied the balancing of the memo- 
randum, but had merely scrutinized the figures, made a note to the effect that 
the original figures seenied to liave been 24,650. 

O. 119. On the 27th September (0.) Mr. Andrews had requested me to send 

him the original docuvneut a second time, volunteering a promise that it should 
be returned immediately, and, by way of emphasis, underlining the word “ im- 
mediately.” This request was complied with on the 30tli (P.), and on the receipt 
of the memorandum he intimated to me that he had not the slightest intention 
of fulfilling his promise, on the ground that he was unwilling the “ paper, wliich 
is th(! foundation of the charge against Larcoba and myself, should again be put 
into the hands of- your native agent, lest it should be tampered with.” 

120. Not only did Mr. Andrews seem to imply that the original document 
had been tampered with, but, as the result of his researches into that document, 
he gave it as liis conviction tliat, instead of having the original before them, 
the goomaslitas and bankers had pronounced upon a vitiated copy. Like every 
one of tlie hypotheses Mr. Andrews has put forth, which in his zeal for the 
clients with whose reputation he has chosen to identify his own, this was 
thoroughly erroneous in point of fact. But it is necessary that I should for a 
moment digre.ss, to explain the grounds on which his convictions rested. 

121. When the niemorandum was discovered, and when 1 asteertaiued the 
humiliating interpretation the goomashtas put on it, I ordered two copies of 
that document to be made, one to be sent to Mr. Andrews, and the other to be 
retained in ray office, while the original was sent to the Durbar to have the 
haudwriting identified. The two copies were simultaneously made by different 

‘ carkoons, 
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carkoons, ami one being placed before me as correct, I signed it, and, in 
jjresence of the goomashtas, enclosed it and Shumbooram’s summary in my 
private letter to Mr. Andrews. It unfortunately happened, that though strictly 
accurate, so far as it went, the copy sent to Mr. Andrews was not a fac-simile of 
the original, erasures occurring in that document having been omitted in the 
copy. But trusting to my native agent, 1 unhesitatingly authenticated it, 
thereby following the universal custom of public offices in reference to native 
papers; and not having myself examined the original, I did not perceive that 
4he copy was not its exact counterpart. 


122. The fact that the native agent had allowed the carkoon to give me for 
signature a paper not exactly tallying with that of which it professed to be a 
true copy, displayed a very reprehensible carelessness on his part, and this care- 
lessness was aggravated by the subsequent equivocation by which he endeavoured 
to conceal it; for when, on Mr. Andrews pointing out to me that a certain 
erasure referred to in Shumbooram’s summary was not shown in the copy of 
the memorandum, 1 spoke to the native agent on the subject ; he first main- 
tained that a correct copy had been sent, and this being proved to me to be a 
mis-statement, lie acknowledged that he had not compared it with the original, 
having trusted to the exactitude of the copying carkoon writing under his own 
eye. In all tliis the native agent unmistakeably was to blame. He richly 
deserved, and he did not escape, severe censure; but that he could have delibe- 
rately contemplated a fraud is an hypotliesis so widely improbable that only an 
advocate's zeal could have led Mr. Andrews to entertain it. In the first place, 
assuming that he wished evil to Mr. Andrews and Larcoba, there was nothing to 
gain by tlio fraud- I’lie very erasures which were omitted were by the 
goomashtas considered proofs of the document referring to irregular transactions, 
and being only designed for the Baba’s own enlightenment, a conclusion which, 
as the sequel will show, was consistent uith fact. In tlie second place, he 
knew that my only reason for sending Mr. Andrews a cojiy was the certainty 
resting on my mind that that gentleman would insist on an investigation ; and 
in any investigation, the native agent was well aware the original document, 
nut a copy, would be l)rouglit into Court. And, in the third place, even had he 
hceti fraudulently inclined, and even had the fraud been one calculated to pro- 
mote any conceivable object, lie knew that Sliumbooram’s summary was to 
accompany the copy, and as that summary bad been publicly read aloud, lie 
was well aware it made distinct allusion to one of the most important of the 
erasures omitted in the copy; and unless, thci'eforc, be was singularly deficient 
in common sense, lie must have seen that perusal of Sliuraboorain’s statement 
would expose the inaccuracy of his copy. 

123. But these arguments had no cogency with Mr. Andrews, who, on the 
grounds that the native agent, now 50 years old, was, at the age of 14, an 
inmate of the Kaira gaol, is thoroughly impressed with the conviction that he 
must still be a rogue. On this point it is quite unnecessary for to say any- 
thing, seeing that the “ Riglit honourable the Governor in Council does not deem 
it advisable to take notice of a fact which occurred so many years back, and 
which Sooruz Ram has since redeemed by a course of able and meritorious 
service.” 


124. Nay, as has been already said, not only did Mr. Andrews believe that 
the copy sent to himself was intentionally incorrect, but he maintained, and 
still maintains, that the other copy taken was also .spurious, and that this 
spurious copy must have been feubmitted to the bankers and goomashtas instead 
of the original. This incorrect averment be still persisted in maintaining, 
notwithstanding I hud assured him, on the 16tli October, that “two erroneous 
copies were not made ; and it was the original, not a copy, on which the 
bankers founded their opinion.” Yet, despite this assurance, and notwithstand- 
ing tliat gentleman had been previously informed by me that the goomashtas 
had been examined regarding the original paper in my presence, he did not 
shrink from reiterating the untrue assertion on the 23d October, in the lol- 
lowiug words : “ I shall merely observe, that the copies of tlie depositions (of the 
goomashtas) authenticated by you distinctly prove* that it was the copy, auu 
not the original yadee that was submitted to the goomashtas when their deposi- 
tions were taken.” 
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126. The utter absurdity of supposing that the men present at the discovery 
of the memorandum, and whose interpretation of it alone led to copies being 
taken, could have been deceived by the substitution of a copy for the original, is 
too obvious to dilate on ; suffice it to say, that it was the original that was sub- 
mitted to them, the handwriting of which was identified by Baba Nafra, and 
the writer thereof could have been withheld from these parties. It therefore 
only remains for me to state that it was the original, and not a copy, which 
was first submitted to the Baroda sowcars at their meeting of the 16th August. 
On the afternoon of that dav, after the original had been some time in their » 
hands, I told Gopal Row Myral and the other bankers, to compare it with the 
copy retained in the office, and, if the latter were found to be correct, I re- 
quested them to use it instead of the original in their future proceedings, as Mr. 
Andrews desired to sec the original, and as I intended to send it to him. The 
comparison was instituted ; the copy was approved of ; and the original having 
that evening been despatched to Surat, the copy was subsequently used for 
reference. 

« 

126. One of the internal evidences apparently which, in Mr. Andrew’s’ esti- 
mation, the depositions of the goomashtas afforded, that a copy, not the original, 
was submitted to them, consisted of the fact of their alluding to the sum of 
24,000 rupees, whicli lie avers was “nowhere to be seen” in the original, and 
in their not alluding to the circumstance of the sum appearing to have originally 
stood at 23,650 rupees. 

127. The document itself was called by the goomashtas. Durbar and sowcars, 

“ A yad of 21,000 rupees,” in allusion to the totals exhibited after sundry 
alterations had taken place. One of these alterations, namely, the substitution 
of 21,000 rupees for a larger sum, which they, like the goomashtas and sowcars, 
read as 24,000 rupees, the Durbar brought to the notice of Baba Nafra.* It 
was not only acknowledged to have been made at his dictation, but an explana- 
tion, correct or not matters notliing, was volunteered by him of the reasons that 
had led to the subtraction of the precise sum of 3,000 rupees ; that, if (as was 
the case) the figures were originally 23,650 rupees, they must have been made 
to assume their larger value prior to the erasure of the 3,000 rupees. It is 
therefore pretty obvious that Mr. Andrews’ eyes had deceived him, or that the 
paper had been tampered witli after leaving Baroda, if, as stated by Mr. 
Andrew s on the 23d October (W,), “ the figure of 24,000 was nowhere to 
be seen” in the original. But Mr. Andrews probably only indulged in a figure 
of speech, as Mr. Forbes, in the note appended to the coiiy of the original sent 
me by Mr. Andrew’s, when he refused to return the original, thus expressed 
himself: “ This item appears to have been originally 23,650. In regard to the 
figure 3 there may be some doubt. The item, as it stands at present, is 21,000.” 
Exactly so. The original item w-as 23,650. This item, by the addition of the 
smaller one of 350 rupees, would become 24,000 rupees. That additional item 
actually appears as the concluding one on the debtor side of the account; its 
introduction is remembered by the writer of the memorandum ;t only by its 
introduction could the original 23,650 rupees have assumed the value of 24,000 
rupees, pleaded by the Babaf to have originally presented the smaller numerical 
value of 23,650 rupees. Blurred and blotted and indistinct the figures were, 
owing to the alteration, so indistinct that, as has been seen, Mr. Battye, on 
examining the original before Mr. Erskine^ did so, thought they w’ere originally 
24,650 rupees — an erroneous opinion, and one arising from his not adding up the 
several items ; but an opinion placed on record long before Mr. Andrews thought 
fit to contradict me with uncourteous flatness on a matter of fact, long ere that 
gentleman, in his zeal for his clients, had hit on the tampering argument, or 
alluded to the figures ever having been 23,650. 

128. When I received Mr. Andrews’ letter of the 12th October (T.), assigning 
his reasons for not returning the original memorandum, I was of course anxious 
to have that document again submitted to Baba Nafra, that it might be identi- 
fied 


§ Hr. Battye examined the original memorandum immediately after it was returned by Mr. 
Andrews on the 21th of August. Mr. Erskine examined it after it had been sent back to 
Mr, Andrews on the 80th of September. 
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fied in iny presence, and that I might obtain his assurance that its items, as it 

now stood, were as they stood when the paper was first shown to him, and I was 

not without hopes that Mr. Andrews would still enable me to do this. In the 

meantime, however (18th October), I sent for the writer of the memorandum, 

and having ascertained from him that he still adhered to the story he had given 

to the Durbar on the 13th August, which was read over to him, I asked him 

what the original was which had eventually been changed to 21,000. His 

answer* I subjoin: — “ The yad was prepared as desired by Baba Nafra, but ‘App. No. OB. 

as I did not distinctly hear the amount the Baba told me to write, something 

more or less was entered in it, which was subsequently corrected upon Baba 

telling me. This I recollect, but I do not remember what the original amount 

was.” Of the meaning of the alterations and erasures he professed to know 

nothing, but the copy submitted to him (that sent to me by Mr. Andrews in 

lieu of the original) he pronounced to be “ like the original he detected no 

alterations in it ; its erasures he professed to have made at the Baba’s dictation, 

and he recollected introducing the item of 350 rupees, the last item entered on 

the credit side, and the sum which, as has been seen, was required to bring the 

23,660 rupees, tlie sum to all appearances originally inserted, to 24,000 rupees ; 

the figures, as undei'stood by the goomashtas and the sowcars, as well as the 

Durbar, and those which the Baba admitted to have stood till the erasure of 

3,000 rupees, caused them to assume the ultimate form of 21,000 rupees. In 

ref(;renee to the alteration in the colour of the ink, I put a question to him, the 

precise terms of which I forget, but into which the carkoon has, I see, introduced 

a portion of the deiionent’s answer suggestive that water had been mixed up 

with the ink. Mistakes of this kind (like a similarity of language in different 

deponents’ answers, when written down by the same scribe) are, 1 need not say, 

incidental to the system of taking native depositions. The mistake I did not 

perceive till the deposition, having been read over before me to the deponent, 

and been acknowledged by birn to be correct, was handed to me for signature. 

I did not think it necessary to have it rectified at that stage, for I do not suppose 
that any one will suspect mo of intentionally putting leading questions to a 
witness; and even were I liable to such a suspicion, the whole tenor of the 
evidence shows that the suspected alterations were made by the same writer at 
one and the same time, and tliat all were necessary to make the sums tally, and 
bring them into the conditions in which the Baba admitted he intended them to 
stand at the completion of the preparation of the memorandum. 

129. Mr. Andrews’ letter of the 23d October showed me that there was no 
chance of my receiving back the original, and therefore no possibility of being 
able formally to prove, by the depositions of the several parties, that the docu- 
ment, as returned by Mr. Andrew’s, was in all respects tiie same as when 
previously inspected by them. I, tlierefore, on the 28th, had the writer once 
more before me, to prevent tlie possibility of any mistakes occurring. The 
witness was asked if, in the original, as show'n to him by the Durbar, he observed 
any entries in the bandwriting of any but himself, and he distinctly deposes to 
have made all the alterations appearing on the document in question. 

130. Such are a specimen of the pleas which Mr. Andrews went out of his way 

to urge in behalf of his clients, after having been assured by me (Letter C.), C. 

that if be was satisfied of their innocence, it w'us not my business to take any 
steps against them. His mode of urging these pleas was so unwarrantably 
coarse and uncourteoiis to myself, ami involved such serious charges not only 
against myself, but against every human being whom be conceived to doubt the 
probity of Dooluii, Larcoba, and Moougajee, that I leave been compelled to 
submit Mr. Andrews’ arguments not only to the goomashtas, sowcars, and 
Durbar officers, who are thus aware of the peculiar nature of the various defences 
set up by that gentleman in behalf of his clients, and of course draw' their own 
inferences, — it rests w’ith the Honourable Board to determine whether, upder the 
circumstances of the case, these inferences can fail to be to the discredit of the 
British administration of justice. But much more remains to be told. 

131. As regards the suspected parties themselves, the truth will probably 
never now be reached, a circumstance hardly to be w ondered at, considering 
Mr, Andrews’ peculiar mode of procedure. There are, however, grounds for 
arriving at an approximative judgment. These have been obtained in no 
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attempts on my part to establish the guilt of the objects of my suspicions. They 
have been forced on my notice in my endeavours to demonstrate the injustice of 
the taunts and charges Mr. Andrews has indulged in against rayselt and ray 
establishment ; and as an intellectual imbecility which could not detect con- 
spiracies, a fanatic impetuosity against corruption which overlooked improba- 
bilities, a prejudice which refused to listen to arguments, and disingenuousness 
displaying itself throughout, liave all been charged against me in direct terms 
or by implication, I deem it my duty to state the case of Doolun, Larcoba, 
and Moongajec, as it now stands, to show that I am neither the fool, the fanatic, 
the prejudiced, nor the dishonest man represented ; and to show that, in making 
common cause with his clients, Mr. Andrews has allied himself with persons not 
above suspicion. 

132 . The general character of the memorandum, and its inharmoniousness 
with the public records of the house, left no doubt on the minds of the goo- 
inaslitas present at the di-scoveiry, that it referred to a transaction which not only 
could not be boldly detailed in the bank accounts, but which required, even 
when committed to the form of a private record, to be disguised in such a way 
as to be unintelligible to any save the owner of the record, or those admitted to 
his confidence. The names on the debtor side of the account were fictitious 
names. The sums set down as received from imaginary depositors were, by the 
goomashtas, supposed to represent the money received by the Baba from the 
parties desiring the administration of bribes, while the sums expended on the 
credit side were conceived to represent the bribery dislmrsenieuts ; and it was 
unmistakeably their opinion that the entire document referred to one transac- 
tion; that the 18,000 rupees marked down as transferred to Runchorc (the 
Baba’s son) were, along with the 3,100 rupees, “taken into camp” by Anna. 
In opposition to ttiis opinion the Baba declares that the 21,000 rupees were pri- 
vate hoardings, the savings effected on the marriages of his six children (four 
sons and two daughters) from the sums allowed him by his master for the pur- 
chase of jewels, &c., and other matters involved in the celebration of these mar- 
riages on eacli of these occasions ; avers that the late Bechtirbhaee Sainulduss 
gave him a present of never less than 10,000 or 15,000 rupees for the expenses 
of each marriage — a story very improbable, seeing that his predecessor, a man 
enjoying the esteem, friendship and confidence of Bccliur Sainuldass, only re- 
ceived as head goornaslita tlie sum of Rs. 37 , 878 . 11 . 3 .* on the occasion of 
marrying his four children (three sons and one daughter). But for a moment 
assuming the absurd story to be true, what does it amount to but that, on an ave- 
rage he defrauds each of his children of 3,.500 rupees r These dishonest savings, we 
are gravely assured, he (than whom no man living better understands the crea- 
tive power of money) locked up for inany^ years “ ii] a box,” to prevent his chil- 
dren “knowing anything about them;” fictitious accounts, showing the whole 
sums to have been expended on their several marriages being exhibited to his 
defrauded offspring. And then, to enhance the absurdity', lie tells us, that for 
the sake of interest, he placed these hoardings in the house of Purshotum Run- 
chore (one. of the defrauded children from whom he had heretofore concealed 
his money in a box), in the name of a deity, and out of his carefully preserved 
hoardings he, with a generosity' in striking contrast to his other conduct, pays a 
Government servant for work done in behalf of the house of Hurry Bhugtee. 

133 . Such and thus credible is the Baba’s own account of the mode by which 
the 21,000 rupees came on the memorandum. That it is a memorandum of 
debit and credit is a matter about which no doubt can exist ; that it was pre- 
pared under the Baba’s own eye, written and altered at his own dictation, and 
designed for his own under.standing, are matters of Tact advanced by himself; 
and that its details are not in harmony with the entries in the bank book, are 
points admitting of no controversy. 

134 . * The 21,000 rupees which in the memorandum arc credited to the deity, 
“ Vishnoo Narrain,” under six separate dates, are credited under one date in the 

office 


_ * Appendix No. 13 shows this amount, as extracted from the chopras ; also the entire eraeunt 
raven to Baba Nafra for the marriages of his six children, besides two marriages of a brother, and 
toe marriage of a niece, in all nine marriages; and also for “Junnoe," a separate religious cerem^Dy, 
the whole amounting to 58,400 rnjiees. 
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office chopras of Purshotum Runchoie, the son of Baba Nafra, and the nominal 
head of the bank of which the Baba is the principal member. Again, the 18,000 
rupees which in the memorandum appears as having been paid to Paruk Runv 
chore (another son of Baba Nafra) in two differently dated items : 

On Vud 14th 14,000 rupees. 

Assood Sood 5th - . . . 4,000 „ 

are set down in the chopras as having been paid at three different dates, viz. 

Vud 7th 12,000 rupees. 

Vud 5tli 2,000 „ 

Assoo Sood 8th - - . - . 4,000 ,, 

Not only in the words of the sowcars (Appendix, No. 7 B.) do “the chopras Appendix, No. 7 b. 
seem to be made in a confused manner,” but they add, “ in the debit and credit 
of the 2d Jest, an item of Assoo Sood 8th is written^ and this total balance taken 
out on the 1st Sood, which is contrary to the usual practice. Further, in this 
same day-book (Rozraail) four items in the credit side are entered in the month 
of Bhaderwa, and, subsequently, the words 2d Jest are entered on the top of 
the original date. Moreover, in the name of Sobaugwuntee 100 rupees is 
entered in the yad on Vud 8th. The details of this sum, however, cannot be 
ascertained. In tin's manner the entries of the yad are confusedly written in the 
chopras, and the party who made the yad admits of its having emanated from 
him, therefore more confidence should be placed on the yad than on the chopra ; 
although it is usual amongst sowcars to place greater reliance upon chopras.” 

135. That the whole thing is a piece of jugglery there can be no doubt, and 
that the goomasiitas were not without grounds for inferring that the 21,000 
rupees marked down in ti»e public chopras as being placed at interest at four 
annas per mensem is, I think, ))retty clear, from the fact that the bribe sent by 
Baba Nafra to my native agent on the 9th of July 1850 was similarly entered 
on the bunk books of Girdliur Samul “ as a loan, to be repaid within a month, with Appendix, 
interest at eight annas per cent, per month.” This mode of concealing his bri- No. j , Question 2. 
bery transactions seems to be one of the Baba’s tactics, for, as the bankers pro- 
nounced, “it appears that Baba is in the habit of debiting other persons with 
money paid as bribes, in the shape of a fictitious loan, to be recovered with 
interest.” 

1.36. But Mr. Andrews, who had from the first made up his mind that my 
suspicions were unfounded, of course takes a different view of the matter; and 
professing to disregard the memorandum, he chooses to regard as correct the 
expenditure of the 21,000 rupees, as detailed in the chopras, on the 15th and 
31st of August. I sent him the statements of the sowcars and goomasiitas of Appendixes, Nps. 
Baroda, expressive of their opinion that the memorandum was more to be ' 3- 

relied on than the chopras, and detailing what I conceived to be “ some of the 
most obvious proofs of the falsehood of the accounts prepared (in the chopra) to 
conceal the real destination of the 24,000 rupees ; but, 1 added, “ sowcars could 
point out many others which do not at present occur to me-” 

137. Though dwelling profusely on irrelevant matter in the several letters 
addressed to me between the 15th August and 12th of October, and though 
availing himself of every imaginable plea to invalidate the conclusions of 
the goomasiitas, on which I had rested my suspicions of Dooliin, Larcoba, 
and Moongajee, Mr. Andrews never attempted to refute or explain the 
proofs 1 bad furnished to him of the dishonesty of those chopras, on the 
assumed accuracy of which, he finally seemed inclined to rest the defence of 

his clients. On the latter date, however (October r2th, T.), he forwarded to T, 

me “ a paper* containing copies of questions founded on the original yadcc, • For transliitiop, 
and the explanatory depositions you sent me, and of the answ ers given thereto rvVfc Appendix, 
by the same respectable officers,” &c., and so satisfied was be with their replies, '>• 
that, in allusion to their immense value, he thus concluded his letter : “ and as 
you profess to have been actuated throughout this inquiry by a friendly i-egard 
to my character, you will, I am sure, rejoice in finding that their scandalous 
insinuations have proved utterly groundless.” 

138, When 1 read this preamble, I, of course, assumed that the questions 
which Mr. Andrews had put to these respectable revenue officers, and their 

560. I replies, 
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replies, must be such as to throw a flood of light on the intricate matter of the 
Hccouats, and if not to overturn the opinions of the Baroda bankers, at all 
events to suggest serious doubts of their correctness. But it was far otherwise ; 
so far as I or the Baroda bankers can understand the drift of Mr. Andrews' 
queries, they not only leave out all reference to the proofs I had submitted of 
the untrustworthiuess of the chopras, but avoid aught calculated to induce the 
revenue officers to enter into the merits of these proofs. That I do not use 
stronger language than the case warrants is pretty evident from tlie followrag 
remark of the Baroda bankers, in reference to the queries put to the respectable 
revenue officers : “ The paper containing the questions and answers received 
from Surat have been shown to us, and after looking at such questions, the 
questions asked us at this place do not appear to have been put to the dufterdars 
at Surat." 

]39. Whether the evidence I had previously submitted to Mr. Andrews, as 
to the untrustworthiness of the chopras, were submitted to the Surat revenue 
officers, when their opinion was asked as to whether the chopras or memorandum 
were most to be relied on, is best known to Mr. Andrews himself. If they 
were, 1 can only say, that without disparaging the “ respectability,” or “ in- 
dependence” of the referees, they did not display mxicli judgment, and, as the 
points referred to therein involved a knowledge of sowcarry practice and 
sowcarry modes of interpretation, it seems strange that Mr. Andrews slioidd 
have selected native subordinates in a revenue office, instead of adopting the 
obvious course of testing the opinions of the Baroda bankers, by collation with 
the opinions of the sowcars of Surat. So very strange does this a])pcar to 
me, that it would almost seem that there was truth in a report prevalent at 
Baroda, to the effect that Mr. Andrews did seek the ojunions of Surat bankers, 
but could elicit nothing from them in support of the views taken by the 
respectable and independent revenue officers.* 

S. 140. On the 12th October Mr. Andrews sent me the queries addressed to, 

and the replies given by these officials, and on the 1 6th I sent liim Baba Nafra’s 
exomiuatiotis, pointing out the confirmation afforded by them to the correctness 
of the opinions expressed both by the sowcars and goomashtas as to the uutrust- 
G G. worthiness of the chopras. On the 25th of October Mr. Andrews, passing over 
all my other arguments, thus fastens on an opinion I had given on tlie 16th 
September; I quote the passage not for the sake of specially commenting on it, 
but to show the style of argument adopted, and to enabh; me to state an 
explanation materially bearing on the whole case; “ As an illustration of his 
jroceedings, I may mention to you that the corresponding extracts from the 
edger of Narrain Runchore and Samul Bliugteedass, brought to me by 
[Slerbheram, distinctly prove that the following statement, in para. 6 of your letter 
of the 16th of September, is utterly erroneous, and the item of 12,000 rupees, 
attempted to be accounted for by a similar sum credited to Narrain Runchore, 
in the Avra of Sainuldass Bliugteedass, is proved to have no reference to 4he. 
item embodied in the 18,000 rupees, as it is not credited in the accounts of 
Hurry Bhugtee for 100;l;” because they (the extracts) “ show that not only is 
the sum of 12,000 rupees, but all other sums similarly debited in Narrayen 
Ruucliore’s account, throughout the year, are credited in Sarnul Bhugtee’s, and 
not Hurry Bhugtee’s account books. The imperfect extracts that had been first 
furnished to me from the Avra had not made this point so clear, and surely 
your native agent does not either understand accounts, or else he wilfully keeps 
you in ignorance.” 

141. Had Mr. Andrews said that I myself did not understand native accounts, 
he would have stated no more than was true ; but implied censure on the 
native agent was quite unmerited, when I expressed myself as above quoted in 
reference to the 21,000 rupees. I had already sent (15th and 17tli August, 
10th and 16th September) to Mr. Andrews the i^epositions of the goomashtas, 
opinions of the sowcars, extracts from the chopras, Ac.; and in the sowcars’ 
replies sent to Mr. Andrews on the second of the above dates, the following 
passage occurs : 

“On 


* As copy of this letter will be sent to Mr. Andrews, I fed that I am doing that gentlemaii no 
injustice in stating the prevalence of a report, which, if erroneous, is easily susceptible of disproof. 
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“ On examining the chopras, it appears that 18,000 rupees, debited from 

21.000, have beeu credited to Purshotum Runchore, in the choi)ra8 of Narrain 
Row, and from that sura 12,000 rupees are carried to the debit in Hurry lihug- 
tee’s name, and stated it to be the same item which has been credited to Pursho- 
tum Runchore ; this sum does not appear credited in the chopra of Hurry Bhugtee, 
but in that of Samui Bhugtee. The date of this credit agreeing with that of the 
debit of 12,000 rupees, we say that the item of 12,000 rupee** is a portion of the 

18.000. ”* From the first, I had observed a marked disinclination on the part 
of the sowcars to commit themselves any further than they possibly could help 
to any opinion unfavourable to Baba Nafra. The question to which the above 
extract was a reply, they answered (as the proceedings show), not in their own 
persons, but through their gooniashtas, who had not the same professional repu- 
tation to maintain ; and when I found these intermediate agents assuming that 
an item, debited in the chopra of Narrain Row to Hurry Bhugtee, must be iden- 
tical with another item of the same amount debji^d to Samui Bhugtee — a mon- 
strously unbankerlike proceeding ; and when I considered that they arrived at 
this conclusion simply because these two items bore the same date; aud when 
I weighed their hedging qualification, that the conclusion could not be affirmed 
“ from ihe chopras,” 1 concluded, as I still conclude, that the items were not 
identical. But, whether right or wrong, I furnislied Mr. Andrews with the 
means of forming his own judgment, and, if wrong, it only shows how utterly 
untrustworthy as guides are the chopras of the houses with which Baba Nafra is 
connected. The mere point of difl'erence itself is of no importance to the main 
question at issue ; and even were it the case that certain entries in the chopras 
corresponded with the totals given in the memorandum, or even with the indi- 
vidual sums, the sus})ici*)i)s attaching to the confessedly “cooked” memorandum 
would'iiot be removed ; for the chopra.s themselves are pronounced, both by the 
Baroda and Ahmodehad bankers, as doubtless they would be by those of Surat, 
to display irregularities which render them untrustworthy records ; am! if 
Govcniment have any doubt on this point, or hesitate as to whether tlie memo- 
randum or the chopra.s are most to be relied on as exponent of the real transac- 
tion, 1 would respectfully suggest that these matters be referred to the sowcars of 
any three towns in India, say Bombay, Calcutta and Indore. 

142. Till, however, hanking authorities equal to the sowcars of Baroda and 
Ahmedaliad do pronounce the memorandum and the chopras to be in harmony, 
and the latter to have been kept in a regular and honest manner, 1 shall still 
think it more than probable that the memorandum referred to monies recodved 
aud c.xpended by Baba Nafra, from some party desirous of bribery, and the 
grounds on which that opinion mainly rests may be thus briefly enumerated : — 

1st. It is, by Baba Nafra’s own confession, a secret memorandum, drawn up 
at his own dictation, and “ for his own understanding,” — in other words, de- 
signed to be a remembrancer of some genuine transaction. It was variously 
altered during its preparation, as the bankers and goomashtas believed, to make 
it unintelligible to any but the Baba himself. This is tacitly acknowledged by 
Baba Nafra ; and if it were not, the absurd reason assigned for the reduction of 
24,000 rupees, on both sides of the account, is demonstrative of the point, as I 
have subsequently shown in the 5th section of next para. 

2d. It has been pronounced by experienced bankers’ clerks to be not in har- 
mony with, and is more to be relied on, than the public account books, which 
these authorities (both at Baroda and Ahmedabad) pronounce to display irregu- 
larities disentitling them to be received as authentic banking records. 

8d. The story given by- Baba Nafra in explanatiop of the mode by which 
he became possessed of the money is outrageously absurd ; and as any story told 
by such a man can only be believed when possessed of inherent probability, aud 
supported by confirmatory tecttimony, his tale must, I think, by all honourable 

and sensible men, be rejected as a monstrous fiction. 

’’ 4th. The 


• Moreover, I attached the following note to the extract from Samui Bbugtee’s daily account 
in which the 13,000 rupees is debited : “ The above amount, 13,000, does not appear to have been 
credited in Hurry Bhugtee’s choj^vs.” 

560. ' I2 
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4th. The manner in which it is attempted to account for the disposal of the 
money is equally unsatisfactory, the entries to that end in the chopras of the 
Baba’s sons being evidently hctitious, and pronounced untrustworthy by 
the sowcars, « 

5th. The 100 rupees debited to “ Sobangwuntee Baee Sahib,” in the chopras of 
Purshotum Runchore, represented by Mr. Andrews’ advisers as a portion of the 
3,100 rupees’ item, has no corresponding credit in that or any other chopra, and 
BO damaging is this fact to the pleadings suggested to Mr. Andrews by his 
sheristedar, that I was urged to bring it to Mr. Andrews’ special notice, that is, 
f F. to address him a question in reference to it in my letter (F F.) dated 20th 
October, wliich question to tlie present hour he lias failed to answer, though 
replying to less important matters in the same letter. 

0th. Unless the memorandum referred to some bribery or other disgraceful 
transaction, why should a fictidn be required to explain the source whence 
the money was derived ? why should irregular practices have been had recourse 
to in stating the transaction in the public chopras ? and why should the items 
in the memorandum, written and altered for the Baba’s own understanding, 
differ in the veriest trifle from those of the chopras ? 

7th. Not only is the Baba a man addicted to bribery practices, and one 
capable (as Government are now fully aware) of almost any dcgrc(; of human 
wickedness, but it seems that even in a very recent case (that of my native 
agent) he has adopted an artifice somewhat similar to that by which it is sup- 
posed he endeavoured to disguise the bribe in the present case, marking it down 
as a loan running at interest. 

143. These circumstiinces, enforced by the general tenor of the rehictantly 
given evidence of the diaroda bankers, by the confirming testimony of those at 
Abniedabad, by the ready iiiterpretatiwi put on the memorandum iiy the mucli 
experienced goomashtas present at its discovery, confirms me in the belief that 
the mernoraudiun drawn out for Baba Nafra’s own understanding, did, as the 
goomashtas fancied, allude to the receipt and disbursement of sums of money 
sent to him by some party or parties, for the purpose of bribing another party 
or parties ; nor do I see that any cause for doubting the accuracy of this opinion 
is afforded by the verdict of the Surat revenue officers, who do not seem to have 
been aware of the professional opinions of the Baroda bankers, and who had 
queries submitted to them which not only were not exhaustive of the subject, 
but did not even touch some of its more important points and aspects. 

144. Who then were the parties for whom the bribes wei’e destined ? As has 
been seen, the gooiuiishtas immediately arrived at the conclusion that the 
larger ,sum (18,000) was intended for Mr. Andrews, the smaller one (3,100) 
to Larcoba and Doolun. The first of these conclusions 1 instantly and indig- 
nantly repelled, but 1 did think it not improbable that the whole money had 
been taken by the parties named and by Moongajee, under pretext of giving the 
larger portion to that gendernan ; and though I cannot demonstrate the point, 

1 still entertain that belief, aud for the following reasons : 

1st. The belief in the efficiency of khutput is strong at Buroda, and that 
Baba Nafra not only entertains, but acts on that belief, are facts regarding which 

Government have very recently had a striking illustration. 

* 

2dly. In attempts to make khutput, it is a matter notorious to the world that 
it is usual to seek the intervention of subordinates who are supposed to be in the 
confidence of the officials with whom khutput hg| to be made; and none are 
more frequently selected, for the purpose of such iiftervention than the concu- 
bine and more confidential underlings of these officials. 

3dly. The readiness with which, on inspection of the obviously “secret” 
memorandum, the goomashtas mentioned Mr. Andrews’ name, and assumed 
that the “ Sobangwuntee Base,” whose name appeared in connexion with that 
of Larcoba, was Mr. Andrews’ concubine Doolun, appeared to me to afford a 
presumption in favour of the belief that these people had been in the habit of 
representing themselves as eligible insfriiments for those who wished to make 
khutput with Mr. Andrews; and though the unimportant position held by 
Larcoba would seem to forbid the idea that he co^ild be supposed by the natives 

to 
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to be deep in Mr. Andrews’ confidence, yet his connexion with Moongajee, and 
the unusual intimacy which I was told subsisted between that individual and 
Mr. Andrews, seemed to me, at tlic discovery of the memorandum, not only to 
explain how Larcoba was supposed to be influential with Mr. Andrews, but to 
render it probable that Moongajee had been in alliance with Larcoba and 
Doolun, for the purpose of receiving money under pretence of sharing it with 
Mr. Andrews ; and though I have since learned that one of the illustrations 
given me at the time of Moongajee’s intimacy with Mr. Andrews was untrue, 
yet other circumstances have occurred to make me believe that Moongajee is 
regarded by the native community to possess undue influence with that gen- 
tleman. From the deposition of a respectable shopkeeper,* wfio may be taken 
as affording an average specimen of the public opinion of this place, it appears 
that Moongajee’s inffucnce with Mr. Andrews is supposed to have led to the 
turning out of a clerk from residency during that gentleman’s incumbency, and 
the substitution of Larcoba in his place, ana ^so to tlie introduction into the 
office of another relative of Moongajee, who proved quite incompetent for the 
post. Again, a letter received from Surat would seem to give some idea of the 
views regarding Moongajee’s intimacy with Mr. Andrews, entertained by at 
least a section of the Surat community. In that lettert is stated, “ In 1848, 
when Moongajee not having more convenience to wait on Mr. Andrews every 
now and then, Kessundass Muccundass, the late second clerk of tlie Surat 
Adawlut, was forced, immediately prior to and after his completing 30 years’ 
service, to retire on his pension, and Moongajee became his successor; but 
Moongajee, to impose upon and convince people the more that Mr. Andrews 
listens to what he says, made Mr. Andrews to force Cawasjee Shapoorjec, head 
clerk, to retire on his pension, though he was well able and efficient to serve for 
sevei'al years more ; but on tlie head clerk’s raising objections, many threatening 
expressions were used by Mr. Andrews, which induced the man tb go on leave 
for some period ; but when the mattec was brought to the notice of the benevo- 
lent and justifiable authorities of the Company’s Government, he was at once rein- 
stated. Not only these two persons suffered for Moongajee, but a poor man 
(Pestonjee Pallunjee), fourth writer, is thrown on a pension of SJ rupees, merely 
to make room for Larcoba, late deputy-accountant at the Baroda residency, and 
relation of Moongajee ; and several other officers of the Adawl^it have shared the 
same fate. I further beg to observe, what must be the motive of Moongajee 
(previous and subsequent to being second clerk) in making a trip every morning 
for about two or three hours to Mr. Andrews’ quarters; holding cutcherry at 
his own house, consulting w'ith the vakeels of the Court, the suitors and others 
of the Mandavie and other states, also frequenting the houses of Premqour and 
Muncha, the daughter and widow of the late Doolubhoy Hurgovindass, where 
he effected a settlement of pecuniary dispute which existed for about 70,000 rupees, 
in company with Gopal Ruttonjee, a sowcar, and Narraiu Hurree Trimbuck, late 
head accountant of the Surat collectorate. He also every now' and then holds 
consultation with Keshow Row, son of the late native agent at Baroda, Nursing 
Row Lnxmon ; and it is said that Keshow Row was in the first week in October, 
for three nights, from 7 p.m. till 3 a.m. with Mr. Andrews, in addition to his 
daily visits, which almost last for a wliole day.” 

145. The letter bears an anonymous signature, as native expressions of real 
or imaginary grievances generally do, so long as the complainant feels that to 
make an unresponded complaint is to exppse himself to persecution. But the 
mere feet of its anonymity is no proof that its allegations are untrue. At all 
events, no proof that the writer docs not implicitly believe the accuracy of the 
allegations he puts forth. Anything disparaging to the moral character of Mr. 
Andrews I of course reject, but a reference to the Adawlut and other inquiries 
might perhaps show', that without the slightest impugnment of Mr. Andrews’ 
probity and impartiality, circumstances have occurred, and do occur, to render 
it probable, in native estimation, that Moongajee does possess a vast influence 
with Mr. Andrews. In weighing the pro’oabilities of the guilt of the suspected 

parties, 


* Vunmwlee Dnlub, who was examined onMie Ist September, with a view to ascertain the de- 
gree of relnfioaship between Larcoba and Moongajee, when it appeared thej purposed to deny 
their connexion . — Vide Appendix, No. 8 A. 
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parties, the uprightness of Mr. Andrews is no element. The thing to be con- 
sidered is, not whetlter Mr. Andrews unduly favours Moongajee, but whether 
that native subordinate has got himself to be viewed as epjoying that gentle- 
man’s especial favour. That such is the belief of many both at Baroda and 
Siirat, is a matter of which 1 have not the vestige of a doubt; and this con- 
sideration, coupled with those just enumerated, appear to me to artorc! d priori 
probability to the suspicions 1 entertained regarding Moongajee, Larcoba, and 
Doolun. 

4thly. As regards the first two of these two persons the obvious, equivocations 
they so gratuitously indulged in (vide para. 95) at an early period of ray 
correspondence with Mr, Andrews, are certainly not calculated to throw dis- 
credit on my suspicions ; and as regards Larcoba individually, still less has 
aught occurred to shake my suspicions. His first absolute denial of ever having 
received a rupee directly or indirectly from the house of Hurry Bhugtee; his 
subsequent evasion under the screen of Mancoba’s name ; Mancoba's story ; Baba 
Nafra’s declaration, backed by his son Anna, that Larcoba, not Mancoha, had 
been engaged to write ; that for Larcoba, and not to Mancoba, had the money 
been paid, and that Larcoba himself would not have received the 100 rupees as 
a reward for his slender services, had he not been a (Joverninent servant. All 
these features of his case appear to me so unsatisfactory, as to divest my sus- 
picions against him of auglit approaching to inherent improbability. 

5thly. As regards Doolun, the readiness with which the goomashtas identified 
her as the “ Sobagw'untce,” written in connexion with Larcoba, and thence in- 
ferred that the memorandum made allusion to an attempt on Mr. Andrews’ 
honesty, affords, 1 think, something like a probability that she was looked on 
as one through whom khutput might be made with that gentleman. That she 
was the identical person alluded to in the memorandum is, of course, not now 
susceptible of direct proof, and but for Mr. Andrews’ discourtesy and over- 
bearing tone, and his fierce, and indiscriminating style of advocy,* 1 should have 
accepted, without hesitation, his assertion, that “ So!)agwuntee Baee” must refer 
to a respectable married woman, for it was far from my wish to do aught 
that, by bringing his liaison to notice, was calculated to hurt Mr. Andrews’ 
feelings. But the inquiries made have resulted in demonstrating that Mr. 
Andrews was completely wrong whatever classical usage or Molesworth’s 
dictionary may say to the matter; the term is used at Baroda to designate a 
kept mistress as well as married woman, though in the latter case the term 
“ Sahib” is appended ; and if it was not Doolun, what woman was it that could 
be thus entered in connexion with Larcoba, for she was so entered in the memo- 
randum written for Baba Nafra’s “own understanding,” the entries and erasures 
being all alike made lor his special understanding at one and the same lime. 
“Baba Nafra’s” story about the rupees originally designed for his wife, 

and cut down to 100 rupees, as the wdfedid not I’equire it, is too preposterous to 
be thought of for a moment. In the first place, we are informed by his son, 
that in making an entry referring to his wife, neither would the Baba in dictat- 
ing, nor (he clerk in entering, omit the term “Sahib.” In the .second place, 
the memorandum was “written at once,” and a memorandum of sums that had 
been paid was not very likely to enumerate sums that had not been paid, and 
only had been intended to be paid ; and, thirdly, if it did so, the non-dis- 
bursement of 3,000 rupees would not diminish the sums that had been pre- 
viously received, yet ine 24,000 Rupees, actually received from the Hindoo 
deities, that appear on the debtor side of the memorandum, are cut down to 
21,000 rupees, according to the Baba’s construction of it, for no other reason 
than that his wife did not require a particular JijOOO rupees; and not only 
did this change in the pecuniary wants of his wife cause a mysterious dis- 
appearance of 3,000 rupees, from an already realized godsend, but in de- 
scribing that gold annihilating change in her wants, the designation of a 
wife loo much esteemed to be committed to writing without the addition of 
“Sahib” is uuceremoniously lumped (without that affix) with the name of an 
obscure purvoe. And this lumping up, be it recollected, according to his own 
and his confidential writer’s version, took place, not at different dates, but at 
one and the same time. Nor would the fact, of sums of money professing to be 
portions of the 3,1 OO rupees, being entered in a day-book or ledger, in the name 
of “Solagwuntee Baee Sahib,” at all diminish ipy suspicions in reference to a 
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niemoratidum itself so obviously cooked, seeing that the unanimous testimony of 
the Baroda and Ahmedabad bankers is emphatically to the effect that on ^the 
bank bodes no reliance can be placed. And yet it would seem from his latter 
communications, that upon some such argument does Mr. Andrews intend to 
found pleas in favour of Doolun. How the Baba came to indulge in so lame 
and self-refutatory a story is (like the meaning of the various entries and 
erasures in the memorandum) best known to himself; but I think it is a sur- 
mise far from improbable that the tale was hatched up after he had been apprized 
of the philological argument as to the application of the term “ Sobagwuntee,” 
on which so much stress was laid by Mr. Andrews. In his letter of the 15th 
August, that gentleman assured me that one of his reasons for at once assuming, 
on the 5th of that month, the innocence of the suspected jKirties, was, that the 
term Soobagwuutee could only refer to a married woman. The Baba’s story 
was told on the 14th of August, and there was ample time between the 5th and 
14th for the Baba’s relative and Mr. Andrews’ counsellor, Keshow Row, to 
communicate Mr Andrews’ strong opinions on the subject; and considering 
Keshow’s relation, not only to the Baba, but to my former native agent, and 
considering further, that he was not only in Mr. Andrews’ counsel, but the 
friend and associate of Moongajee, there is no reason for supposing he would fail 
to communicate a view of the matter affording a means of mystification. Be this 
as it may, such and so absurd is the Baba’s statement in reference to the 
Soobagwuntee Baee. 

146. From the considerations just detailed, I am still of opinion that the 

su.spicions entertained by me are not without strong grounds of plausibility and 
probability; and had Mr. Andrews adopted the procedure I myseW should have 
adopted under similar oireiimstances, and such a.s 1 believe most other public 
officers would have adopted, 1 have little doubt the guilt of the parties would 
ere this have been satisfactorily established, hud one blow at least dealt at the 
prevalent faith in kliutput. But Mr. Andrews’ procedure most efiectually tended 
to render any investigation hopeless ; and as Baba Nafra is not likely ever to 
reveal the secret bearing of the several items and erasures in tlie memorandum 
prepared “for bis own understanding,” there is no probability, of the truth ever 
being reached. s- 

147. Blit whether my suispicions against Doolun, Larcoba, and Moongajee 
were well or ill founded, is a matter of comparatively little importance. These 
.suspicions were forced on my mind in the course of my official duties, and they 
were communicated to Mr. Andrews from the purest motives, and with friendly 
haste. The fact and objects of their coniniunication were proclaimed by me in 
the presence of a large body of gooniashtas, who of course repeated every thing 
to their acquaintances ; and thus the native community of Baroda have been led 
to watcli and reason upon Mr. Andrews’ proceedings from his first intuitive 
perception of the innocence of the suspected parties through all the unsatisfactory, 
and in some cases contradictory pleas he had urged in their favour. '1 hey have 
seen him assail, with the rudest discourtesy, the officer who, suspecting that his 
name had been abused, hastened to apprize him of these suspicions, and thus to 
enable him to vindicate himself; they have seen him not only instantly assume 
the innocence of those parties, but take them into ins counsels; and, by apprizing 
them of the amount and nature of the evidence against them, enable them to 
defeat any inquiry that might be instiluU'd, and thus pervert justice ; they 
have seen him persist in his unwavering support of the suspected parties, in spite 
of equivocations which ought to have .somewhat shaken his confidence in their 
probity ; they have seen him totally abnegate the functions of judge, and 
assume those oi the eager professional advocate. And they have seen and 
reasoned on the fact, that, totally ignoring the real nature of my suspicions, 
and utterly disregarding all my assertions, he has to the last stood forth as an 
aecnsed party, devoting alibis person^ energies, and applying the machinery 
of his court, not simply to prove that no blackguard use hail been made of his 
name, but that be himself had made no improper use of his high position. For 
to die last he has persisted in mixing himself up with Doolun, Moongajee, and 
Larcoba, and assuming tliat to prove them recipients of money would be to 
establish his guilt as their patftoer. 

’ 148 . I have said he has used the machinery of his court in his earnest defence 
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of the suspected parties. It is so i and the visit of his sheristedar to Baroda forms' 
an ’episode in the history of our correspondence, to withhold which would be to 
give the Right honourable the Governor in Council a very imperfect idea of the 
mischief Mr. Andrews’ proceedings are calculated to generate. 

149. On the 28th of September the sherishtedar of the Surat Adawlut delivered 
to me a letter from Mr. Andrews, dated the 21st of that month, which thus 
announced the object of his mission : “ The extracts from the accounts you sent 
me are not all which I require ; and as I cannot obtain the accounts for personal 
inspection, and it is impossible without a full examination of those which bear 
on the items referred lo in the memorandum you first sent me satisfactorily to 
clear up the doubts you have thrown on them, and the suspicion I entertain 
regarding them, I send with this the sherishtedar of my court, Nerbheram 
Kissowdass, to examine them according to the instructions I have given him, in 
presence of a committee of sirdars and other principal officers of the Durbar, and 
to make extracts, from them (according to those instructions) which should be 
authenticated by the committee. As a matter of simple justice to myself and 
others, I request that you will obtain from his Highness the permission and 
assistance necessary to the speedy execution and furtherance of Nerbheram’s 
commission." 

150. By thus deputing an officer of his court to Baroda, to institute a scrutin}' 
into matters in which (the integrity of my subordinates being questioned) I was 
interested, without my authority, and without communicating to me the instruc- 
tions given to his agent, Mr. Aiidrews adopted so unwarranted and so irregular 
a procedure, that 1 should have been perfectly justified had I ordered the man 
about his business, and intimated a request to the Durbar that no civility should 
be shown to him. But 1 did nothing’ of the kind. Finding that the Dui bar 
vukeel was not likely to be at the*’ residency that day, I directed the native 
agent to furnish the sherishtedar with a note to that official. The note was 
written, and approved liy the sherishtedar. Its translation 1 subjoin : 

“ I am directed by Colonel Outram to write you privately, and introduce you 
to the bearer, Mr. Andrews’ sherishtedar from Surat, by name Nerblicram 
Kissondass, and to request that you will allow him to examine the chopras of 
the firm of Hurry Bhugtee, and that established in the name of Baba Nafra’s 
son, as also those of Baba Nafra's private firm, as many as he pleases, before a 
committee of respectable and influential jiersons, who should be requested to 
attach their signatures to any extracts which he may make, after comparing them 
with the chopras.” 

151. In providing the sheristedar with such a letter, it will, I think, be 
admitted, I showed no little forbearance under somewhat insulting provocation. 
For apart from the alu upt and unauthorized mission of that officer to Baroda, an 
additional slight to my authority was ofl’ered by the request that the shefistedar 
should hold an independent committee in the city. If the sole aim of that 
individual was to examine the sowcar’s books ; and if it had been an object vvitit 
Mr. Andrews to consult the legitimate dignity of my office, he would have 
asked me to assemble the committee of sirdars at the residency, Mr. Andrews 
can hardly jdead in behalf of this additional discourtesy, so calculated to become 
the theme of native inference, tliat he feared that my mind was biassed, and that 
its bias would communicate itself to the proceedings of the committee. For in 
the first place, he has since assured me that he “ believes I meant honestly by 
him and, in the second place, it was utterly impossible that any prejudice or 
mental bias on my part could in the remotest degree influence a mere scrutiny 
of accounts to which bis agent had free access, and from which he was to be 
permitted to take as copious extracts as he chose. 

152. But I did not allow these considerations to infllucnce me. The letter 
was given, and the sheristedar, accompanied by the native agent on my behalf, 
proceeded to the city, where he was met by Shumbooram (a relative of nis own) 
deputed by the Durbar to render every assistance. Various delays prevented 
their being ready for business before 6 p.m. ; and as the sheristedar complained 
of fatigue, further proceedings were adjourned till next day, when business was. 
proceeded with. My note had caused a summons to be issued to five of the 
principal sowcars and sirdars, but on its being tinnounced to the sheristedar that 
these persons would speedily make their appeartnee to sit in committee, he 
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declared he did not require them, as the native agent to represent the Resident, yijg Appendix 

and Shumbooram to represent the Durbar, were all he required ; of course no No. 9. 

one dreamt of forcing a committee on him, and his scrutiny commenced, and 

extended over four days. It was soon reported to me, that instead of confining 

himself to an examination of the items in the chopras strictly relating to the 

Larcoba afi'air, the sheristedar was scrutinizing the accounts of several years, 

evidently with a view to make himself acquainted with the other transactions in 

which Baba Nafra and Nursoo Punt were implicated. But far from putting a 

stop to his erratic researches, I gave explicit orders that he should be allowed 

to examine every document he wished, and extract all he desired, for as 

Mr. Andrews had not chosen to apprize me of the instructions given to bis agent, 

and as experience had shown me that that gentleman was not very particular as 

to his arguments, I was determined to do nothing whicli could be represented 

as frustrating or limiting the sheristedar’s inquiry. The native agent, however, 

on his own responsibility, with judicious foresight, directed that all extracts 

taken should be sealed up at the close of each day’s proceedings, and placed for 

security in my hands. This was done in order that a copy of all the extracts 

taken should be displayed for my information, before the sheristedar departed, 

and of course in Ids presence ; and the judiciousness of the precaution was soon 

rendered evident, for the sheristedar having taken memoranda in English 

(a language unknown to those around him) in reference to cases in which 

Kcshowrow’s father, Nursoo Punt, was interested, having no connexion whatever 

witli the Larcoba affair, and having been requested to deposit them along with 

the rest of the day’s extracts, rather than do so, he tore them up, assigning as 

his reason for destroying them, in preference to allowing me to see them, that 

they were of no importance. 

153. When the sheristedar came to take leave of me, preparatory to his 
return to Surat, I asked him, in the presence of the native agent, (I think) an 
attendant of his own, why he had refused the committee. His reply was, that 
he did not think it necessary. I asked him if he had received every assistance 
he wished, and enjoyed free access to every document he desired ; whether he 
had found all the extracts sent to Surat correct, and whether all had been sent 
that related to the Larcoba case. He not only answered in the affirmative to 
each of these queries, but dealt forth a considerable amount of verbiage, in the 
shape of expressions of gratitude to the native agent for his cordial assistance, &c. 

These queries were not put unadvisedly, nor were the replies heedlessly listened 
to ; for what I had heard of the sheristedar’s proceedings led me to believe 
I had a thoroughly unprincipled man to deal with. Had he, at a preliminary 
examination, discovered any errors or omissions in the extracts sent to Surat, a 
committee would have been instantly called for, and its testimony eagerly made 
use of. But otherwise, the committee’s decision would only prove a formal and 
authoritative certificate of the fulness and fidelity of documents he would fain 
have proved defective or incorrect. His discursive scrutiny of the chopras in 
reference to matters having no relation to the Larcoba affair, made me anxious 
to know whetlier he pretended to have found documents bearing on that point 
which had not been brought to my notice, and been by mo transmitted to Surat, 
and he unequivocally assured me that none such had been found. 

154. On leaving me, the sheristedar proceeded to say farewell to Mr. Battye, 
who thus records the substance of their conversation : “ Mr. Andrews’ sheris- 
tedar, Nurbheram, came to see me in the office the day before he returned to 
Surat, and he most certainly assured me that all the items had been furnished to 
Mr. Andrews from hence which related to the Larcoba case ; moreover, that he 
had found the extracts wliifch were sent to Surat correct. He mentioned that he 
had taken some more e.xtracts from the chopras, as they would probably be use- 
ful; but I did not ask him to what they referred. On my inquiring if the 
Durbar and Soorujram had given him ever^' assistance, he replied in the affirma- 
tive, saying that he had got all he wanted. ’ 

155. Yet this man, on returning to Surat, had the audacity to complain that 

his inquiry was frustrated, and to trump up a series of the vilest falsehoods, cun- 
ningly enough interspersed with a mass of trifling and irrelevant circumstantial 'U? 
details, possessed of truth. And not onl)^ did Mr. Andrews give ready credence pp » • • 

to those falsehoods at first, but he persists in extending his credence to them 
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stilli in «pite of the assurances and proofs he has received as to their utter 
untruthfuiness. As essentially bearing on the case, and as in part elucidatory 
of Hie character of the man who came before the natives of Baroda as Mr. 
Andrews’ agent, professedly acting on Mr. Audio's’ instructions, avowedly 
labouring in Mr. Andrews’ behalf, and practically, in their estimation, an em- 
bodiment of the Adawlut system, I deem it my duty to notice some of his leading 
misrepresentations, and in doing so I shall, for convenience sake, take as my text 
Mr, Andrews’ remarks, founded on the sheristedar’s misstatements. 

156. On the loth of October Mr. Andrews wrote: “By whomsoever you are 
informed that Nerblicyram voluntarily declined to assemble a punchayet, he has 
(by Nerbheyrain’s account) been guilty of a gross falsehood ; and I cannot be- 
lieve that Nerbiieyrani would willingly have neglected to obey one of my posi- 
tive instructions, particularly as he could not have had any motive for his dis- 
obedience ; and the assembling of a committee did not rest with him at all. It 
appears most strange also that the books should have been examined in Hurry 
Bliugtee’s shop instead of the Durbar.” 

157. In reply to this it is sufficient to observe, that the Durbar actually issued 
summonses to five sowcars and sirdars to sit on couiniittee, a matter of recorded 
fact, about which no doubt whatever can exist, that the committee was declined 
by the sheristedar, in the presence of the native agent and a carkoon of the 
residency, Shumboorara Kotoal, and a carkoon of the Durbar, and several 
gwmashtas of Hurry Bbugtee’s firm. That liis Highness the (Juicowar, having 
subsequently asked him why he declined it, was answered that it was unneces- 
sary ; and that oti my putting the question to him, a similar reply was volun- 
teered. What Mr. Andrews’ instructions to his sheristedar were, is a matter 
best known to himself ; and what that gentleman can or cannot believe is a 
point of no earthly importance in such a case. 1 state facts, to tlie correctness 
of which I pledge my honour, and 1 presume tlicy are entitled to quite as much 
importance as Mr. Andrews’ intuitions. As regards the complaint about the 
books being examined at the bank instead of at the Durbar, I have only to say, 
that Mr. Andrews had never requested, or even hinted a wisli, that tlie com- 
mittee should be assembled at tlie latter place, and that had he done so I should 
not have thought it my duty to comply with his request, for to have done so 
would have been uuw'arrantably to trespass on the Guicowar’s good nature. 

168. Mr. Andrews in the same letter also wrote, “you will observe from his 
report how Nerbbeyram was frustrated in caiTying into effect my instructions, 
to have a committee to examine and autljenticate his extracts, and how he was 
disappointed when the sowcars at last refused to comply with his Highness’s 
order to do so, an act of disobedience to their despotic sovereign unheard of, I 
should think, in the annals of Baroda, and would never have been ventured on 
if it had not been fully understood that the order was not sincere.” 

1 59. In reference to this, it would be enough to refer to his Highness’s yad 
of the 7th of October and its accompaniments. But I think it ray duty to ob- 
serve, that while his Highness could have no conceivable object in preventing 
the sowcars attesting tlie papers, there were pretty obvious reasons for the latter 
declining to do so. They had out of regard to their professional reputation, 
w'hich was of course at stake, been obliged, against their inclination, to tender 
opinions unfavourable to the views of the chopras taken by Mr. Andrews, tlie 
Surat revenue officers, and Mr. Andrews’ sheristedar. They had been menaced 
by the .sheristedar of Mr. Andrews’ Court with being dr^ged before tlie Courts 
of Surat and Bombay ; and though I do not know that such is tire case, I think 
it not improbable they may have been as doubtful of the slieristedar’s honesty 
as myself, and have been influenced by a feeling not unlike that which prompted 
me, as some guarantee against a fresh charge of “tampering” directed tipon 
my establishment, to retain the extracts the sheristedar had taken, and give him 
in exchange the copies made in my office, after he had compared them with his 
own, and admitted them to be correct copies. But whatever were the sowcaFs 
motives for refusing to* authenticate the extracts, no legitimate object of the 
sberiktedar could have been defeated, and no pwsible inconvenience could have 
been experienced by Mr. Andrews in consequence of that refusal, as I myself 
attested the extracts, as “pledged by my native agent, to be correct cdpiles.” 
Awd here I deem it my duty to point out one of t|»e contemptible devices of the 
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sberistedar, as displayed in his cunningly constructed statement. In describing 
his first interview with me he says : “ The Resident remarked that all respect- 
able people win not attest their. signatures. 1 replied that not all, but a few 
would do 80 .” This is simply a falsehood. No such remark was made by me, 
no such reply given by the sheristedar. At our first interview I was impressed* 
with the belief that the man was about to assemble a committee, and it never 
for an instant occurred to me that there would, or could, be any difficulty about 
attesting the extracts. When subsequently, on taking leave of me prior to his 
departure from Baroda, he complained of the sowcar’s refusing to sign the 
extracts, I made some remarks, the precise terms of which I forget, to the 
effect that, sowcars might very likely have objection to.. sign fresh extracts pur- 
porting to relate to a particular transaction, having, as they say, already fur- 
nished attested copies of every extract directly relating to the case, unless he 
could point out any error in the extracts they formerly gave, or any other 
extracts they had omitted to furnish ; but, I added, it will not now signify, as I 
shall attest your papers. This may seem a trifling matter to argue on. In ap- 
pearance it is so, in reality it is of importance. The speech attributed to me at 
our first interview is cleverly introduced, with a view of (casually, as it were,) 
showing that from the first 1 expected the sowcars would withhold their signa- 
ture ; thus inferentially implying that the refusal of the sowcars, if not deriving 
its inspiration from the residency, had at least been given under the belief that 
it would be gratilying to the Resident. It is one of those cunning little sugges- 
tions, like the hint thrown out about the sleepy-hcadedness of my native agent, 
with which this slxarp Adawlut sheristedar’s statement is replete. 

160. In the letter last referred to Mr. Andre wa. wrote, “I beg to observe, 
that you must have misunderstood Nurbheram regarding his admission, that 
all the items had been furnished by you which directly related to the Larcoba 
case.” 

161. I beg to say, that 1 did not misunderstand Nurbheyram : I took 
special care that he should not misunderstand my question, nor I his reply, 
and this, simply because I had reason to suspect»l had a rogue to deal with. 
My question was, whether or not he had found Riat I had omitted to send to 
Surat any document directly bearing on the Larcoba affair, and his reply was. 
No; that 1 had sent everything; but that he had taken other extracts which 
he thought would be useful, and after leaving me, he enunciated himself to the 
same effect, if not in identical terms, to Mr. Battye. That he took the addi- 
tional extracts is undoubted ; but I am assured tliat these extracts did not throw 
light on the Larcoba affair, and could have been taken for uo other purpose 
than to afford the means of further mystifying matters by what sowcars term 
“ Adawlut Turkut,” and what we should call “ attorney quibbling.” And that 
I am right in assuming that the extracts taken by the sheristedar throw no real 
light on the case I have not a vestige of a doubt ; for though I have called on 
Mr. Andrews to specify a single extract bearing directly on the Larcoba case, 
taken by his sheristedar, and not previously sent by me, he has never thought 
fit to give me a candid answer, and, as this is a point of material importance, 1 
would crave the attention of the Honourable Board to the following points : 

Before the sheristedar was despatched, Mr. Andrews was in possession of the 
documents declared by the sowcars to be the only ones directly relating to the 
case: viz., extracts from the “ Rozmail” (daily account books) of Purshotum 
Runchore; the “Owra” (monthly account) of the same firm; the “Khata” 
(ledger), together with the “ Owra” details of the same ; the “ Rozmail ” (daily 
account) of Narrain Runchore ; the “ Rozmail ” (daily account) of Satnul 
Bhogtee. 

162. Mr. Andrews asks me to send the banker’s books to Surat, a request 

which he must have been well aware could not be complied with, and then, on 
the strength of a refus^ he could not have failed to anticipate, without asking 
permission, ot giving me a hint of his intentions, he sends his sheristedar witli 
a letter, stating that the extracts from the accounts were not all he required, 
bat not specif^ng wherein they were deficient, nor what class of accounts were 
reqiuhrad to render them complete and satisifactory. His sheristedar, after 
Tambling over, studying, and taking fktglish notes of accounts, having no 
ear&ly with ^ ostensible sutdect of his researches, carries off' divers 

560. ’ K 2 extracts 



EE. 
F F. 


76 PAPERS ON THE REMOVAL OF (X)LONEL OUTRAM 

extracts from ledgers, which the spectators of his proceedings conceive to be 
simply designed for “ Adawlut Turkut,” or attorney pleadings ; and in oral 
intercourse with two gentlemen, he admits that these extracts “ may be useful,” 
those already sent being not only correct, but embracing everything directly 
bearing on the case in dispute. 

163. His sheristedar’s avowal of the accuracy and completeness of the docu- 
ments is communicated to Mr. Andrews ; in otner words, a gentlemanly hint is 
given that the irregular mission of the sheristedar was also unnecessary. By 
way of answer, he assures me that I must have mistaken the sheristedar, and, 
by way of giving logical force to that assurance, he thus interrogates me 
regarding the previotisly sent extracts, which the sheristedar had declared to 
embrace all directly relating to the Larcoba case ; “ If they had been, why should 
I have despatched him to Baroda? and’’ he adds, “he has brought away many 
that 1 had not seen, especially extracts from the Khata (ledger) for several years 
of Sobagwuntee Baee Sahib, which were the most essential of all.” 

1 64. Why, under any circumstances, Mr. Andrews should have adopted the 

ejctraordinary proceeding of detaching an officer to Baroda without my sanction 
previously obtained, is a matter best known to himself; and how extracts for 
several years of “ Sobagwuntee Baee Sahib” can elucidate, or be said to relate to 
the Larcoba memorandum, I can only hope to understand when, by being 
favoured (as I trust I shall be) with Mr. Andrews’ reply to this memoir, 1 
am put in possession dT^the new form his philological argument will be made 
to assume, now that he learns that the term “ Sobagwuntee Baee,” not 
“ Sobagwuntee Baee Sahi^,^’ is applied to concubines as well as to married 
women. # 

165. The letter from which the above quotation is made, bears date tiie 16th 
of October ;-and on the 20th, I deenoed it my duty to make the demands con- 
tained in the following passage : “You state that your sheristedar has brought 
aw'ay with him ‘many (extracts) that I had not seen, especially extracts from 
the khatas for several years of Sobagwuntee Baee Sahib, which are the most 
essential of all,’ having reflrencc to my assertion, that your sheristedar had 
admitted before me, that all the items had been furnished by me which directly 
related to the Larcoba case ; I therefore require of you to specify every item 
extracted W your sheristedar, not furnished by me, which relates directly to the 
Larcoba affair. I do not care about his extracts of items credited or debited to 
Sobagwuntee Baee Sahib; but if be has any item clearly relating to a banker’s 
wife, in which the word ‘ Sahib ’ is omitted after Sobagwuntee Baee, I shall 
thank you to conmumicate it to me. And if he has succeeded in finding any 
item in which the name of a banker’s wife, or any term designating a banker’s 
wife, is mixed up with that of a male of a different caste, and necessarily uncon- 
nected either by marriage or consanguinity, such items also I shall feel obliged 
by your communicating to me.” * • * “ Your sheristedar further states, mat 
‘in the name of Sobagwuntee Baee Sahib was debited 100 rupees in the item 
of 3,1 00 rupees ; this I saw written in the rozmail of Purshotum Runchore ;’ and 
as he at the same time declares that the chopras are correctly drawn up according 
to sowcaree custom, I therefore require him to inform me where he found any 
corresponding credit for these 3,100 nipees recorded.” 

166. To these queries not a shadow of a reply was offered, beyond an inti- 
matiop that the extracts taken by the sheristedar from the ledger-books of 
Narrain Runchore and Samul Bhugtee distinctly proved I was wrong in stating 
that the sum of 1 2,000 rupees, “ attempted to be accounted for by a similar 
credit with Narrain Runchore in the ‘ owra’ of Samul Bhugtee, is proved to have 
no reference to the item embodied in the 18,000 rupees item, as it is not credited 
in the accounts of Hurry Bhugtee for Sumvut, 1903.” This he told me was 
wrong; “because they (the extracts) show, that not only is this sum of 12,000 
rupees, but all other sums similarly debited in Narrain Runchor’s account, 
throughout the year, are credited in Samul Bhugtee, and not Hurry Dhugtee’s 
account books. The imperfect extracts that had been first furnished to me 
from the ‘ owra’ had not made this point so clear.” As regards the sum alluded 
to, I have only to refer to paras. 140 and 141, wherein I have fully discussed 
the matter. But here I must be permitted to observe, that if the “ owra” with 
which Mr. Andrews had been provided did npt make the matter so clear as 
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the ledgers, the fault must have been in the perceptive powers of those who 
examined it, for the ledger is made up from the “owra,” which is the more 
ample rroord of the two ; and where the ledger differs from either “ owra” or 
“ rozmail,” the latter documents are more to be depended on than the former 
as will be seen on reference to the note hereunto appended,* in which I have 
given certain queries adduced by me to the bankers, and their replies ; and 1 
t^l very certain that the Surat bankers, and the bankers of any city in India, 
would determine, that in persuading Mr. Andrews that the ledger books threw 
more light on the subject than the “ owra,” or afforded any evidence or infor- 
mation not previously communicated by means of the “ owra,” the sheristedar 
was simply indulging in the worst kind of “ Adawlut l^rkut.” 

167. I had requested Mr. Andrews to specify a single item relating directly 

to the Larcoba affair, contained in his sheristedar’s extracts, which f had not 
previously sent : in reply, he tells me to find out for myself. His words I give : 
“ As you have copies of the extracts brought by Nerbherara, as well as transla- 
tions, if not copies of the extracts furnished to me by you direct, you can easily 
find out what new extracts have been brought by him. Those ibr which I had 
written to you were required from the ledger-books, instead of w'hich, with the 
exception ofVishuoo Narrain’s account, all the other extracts furnished were 
from ‘owra,’ or monthly cash-books. Hut Nurbheram brought extracts from 
the ledger- books.” ^ 

168. Considering the circum'ltances of the case, i|ji|vill, I think, be allowed 
that Mr. Andrews’ uncommunicativeness was hardly justifiable. I should have 
looked for it from his sheristedar, who, if he knewaught of native book-keeping, 
must have been aware that the ledger is held b^ the sowcars of no value in 
tracing the details of transactions ; but from Mr. Andrews Ifdid not expect it. 
I looked either for a candid avowal that I had omitted to send him notliing of 
any importance, or for a clear explanation of the items I had oiftitted to send ; 
and I certainly did not look for what it requires great forbearance to abstain 
from designating a mggcstio falsi, such as is contained in' the last part of this 
passage. Mr. Andrews had never once alluded,, to the ledgers; yet the obvious 
meaning of his words is, that he had applied f^l' them, and that, evading, the 
spirit as well as the letter of his request, I had sent him quite another set of 
documents, — an artifice which had necessitated the mission of his sheristedar. 


169. To enter one by one into all the insinuations indulged in by the sheris- 
tedar, in his report to Mr. Andrews, would be an unnecessary waste of time, as 
they are all substantially answered in the statement of the native agent (with its 
accompaniments, Appendix 12), the truth of which I have no doubt, for the facts 
were reported to me daily, as they occurred, by the native agent and others; 
and these statements were confirmed by corroborative circumstances which came 
to my knowledge through other sources ; and it will be seen, on reference to 
Appendix 9, that the sheristedar’s statements regarding what passed before the 
Durbar, are proved to be as utterly false us his representations of what passed at 
the residency have been shown to be. But one of his artifices demands expo- 
sure in the body of this report. In his first statement that individual had 
charged my native agent with being in confederacy with the Guicowar minister, 
to damage his character, and this charge he preferred on the ground that he had 
been so informed. In reference to that, report I thus addressed Mr. Andrews, on 
the 20th October : “ I call upon your sheristedar to state how, when, and where 
he heard this, and from whom he received his information?” In reply to this 

demand 


Appendix, No. 12 . 


* Questions put to the Baroda sowcars, and their rejplies - 

1. Are the month books “owra*’ made up from the day books “ rozmail”?— Jwswsr. They 
are made up from the “ rozmail” and “hoondve* (Register of Hooudees). 

2. Is the ledger “khata” made up from the month “owra” books Yes. 

3. If the ledger and day books disagree, which is to be depended on ?— The day book. 

4. If the ledger and month books disagree, which is to be depended on In that case the 

monthly account should be depended on, but as it is framed from the day books and “ hooudve, 
more reliance is to be placed on the two latter accounts. , . 1 1 . 1 a 

6. Prom what" khurda^^ is the monthly account prepared ?— Among sowcars the " khurda is 
framed from the daily account, but where there is no “ owra,” the lad^r is made from the daily 
account and “ kburi^” ^ 

560. ' 
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demand Mr. Andrews forwarded a second statement from his sljeristedar, which 
I subjoin : “ In obedience to the above order 1 beg to represent, that on thC 
3d Octol)er, at about 10 o’clock, as Soormrani came to the citjr in his gharry, 
with his men, I sent word to ask whether I should accompany him, or go direct 
to the residency ? he replied, that I should go to the resideney ; but the evea* 
ing previous, after 1 had left the Durbar, Soorujrara remained for a long time with 
the Msharaj, and spoke in such a way about me as to make the Maharaj take a 
dislike to me ; this I was informed by a person in Baroda, whose name I cannot 
mention. The next day (3d), Soorujram having gone to the city, it became 
necessary for me to find out where he was going ; I accordingly sent my man 
after him, and learnt that he was sitting in the house of Bhow Tambeykur, where 
Shumboorani and the gjbomaslitas of Hurry Bhugtee also were ; on hearing this, 
I went tlie same night to Shumbooram’s house, who also told me that Soorujram 
had come to Bhow Tarabeykur’s house, and was talking a good deal, but Bhow 
Sahib, after being shaved, got up in disgust and went away. From this I 
believed what my man had informed me, and I was convinced in my mind what 
I had heard, of his having spoken against me the night previous, to the Maharaj, 
that they were concocting something against me. As regards your question 
from whom, and where I heard that matters were being concocted to bring 
blame on me, I beg to state that I cannot give up my authority, because the 
information was given through friendship. It was at midnight, of the 3d Oc- 
tober, that I was informed by the person alludtil to, that something was being 
concocted against me, and that I should leave Baroda quickly, because it was the 
intention of evil-disposed persons to attack iny character, from which it would be 
difficult for me to escape. This, and what 1 have stated above, agrees, and for 
this I believed it to be true. ^ After m^ return from Baroda I heard it reported 
in the bazaar, that matters were being got up some way or another, and evi- 
dence taken. This circumstance has convinced me, more and more, that what 1 
was informed that night was the truth, and such is going on ; I am fully 
convinced the truth will be established w^n inquiry is instituted.” 

170. In reference to this document, I have first to observe the extreme impro- 
bability of any conspiracy being got up against any well-believed man, who had 
strictly limited himself to the very humble functions apparently assigned to the 
sheristedar by Mr. Andrew's, that of obtaining extracts from bank records. There 
was no earthly object to be gained by such a conspiracy. His character could 
not aflect the value of the attested documents ; no misconduct on his part would 
diminish their acceptability as evidence. He had no legitimate connexion with 
Baroda, and he could not legitimately be influential in its affairs; and though, in 
one of his letters, Mr. Andrews assumes that the result of ihe sheristedar’s legiti- 
mate labours being unfavourable to my suspicions had procured him ill-will at 
Baroda, tlie assumption is transparently absurd. My inquiries had from the first 
been distasteful to the sowcars and leading men at Baroda ; and, as has been 
seen, the sowcars themselves are far from attaching any value to the sheristedar’s 
new extracts, or, considering that they in any way refuted their opinions, that the 
bank books were untrustworthy ; that, in other words, they can only regard these 
extracts as having been taken simply for the purpose of mystification and 
“ Adawlut Turkut and it is worthy of notice, that though in his first statement 
he artfully suggests that the “ conspiracy” was directed against himself “ and the 
saliib” (Mr. Andrews), he takes care not similarly to compromise himself in bis 
second declaration. 

171. In the second place, the Maharaj denies that the native agent spoke 
about the sheristedar as he has been represented to have done, and that denial 
is adhered to by the native agent and all who were present. If, therefore, the 
sheristedar was really so informed, there can be little doubt that his informant 
told a falsehood ; but it is extremely improbable that he was so informed. I have 
already distinctly proved that the man is capable of telling deliberate falsehoods ; 
and the fact of his persisting, notwithstanding my own demands and those of 
the Durbar, on refusing to give up the name of his informant, does not, I 
think, tend to confirm his credibility on this point. 

172. In the third place, the espionage kept by him on the movements of ray 
native agent, who had gone to the Minister to confer on a matter connected with 
the widows of the late Hurry Bhugtee, is itself suggestive of the unea^ess of 
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a man cobscmmii of having overstepped the very iiombie conunksion on which 
^ had professediy come to Baroda. 

178. In the fonrth place, Shurnbooram positively denies that any siteh con- 
versation occnrred between him and the sheristedar, as is reported to have taken 
place on the night of the 3d October, and Shumbooram’s word one would think 
was neariy as trustworthy as that of a man who must be considered a deliberate 
liar, if any reliance is to be placed on the word of Mr. Battye and myself. Mr, 

Andrews says otherw'ise. Shumbooram, he declares, “ has lately been found 
out telling so many lies, that if he took 100 oaths no trust could be placed on 
his word, unless accompanied by strong proofs.” Thi.s sweeping condemnation 
of tlie Baroda fouzdar is founded on the fact, that wh^ I assured Mr. Andrews 
that his own assurance to that effect was quite enough tb satisfy me that the story 
of Moongajee driving in his oarriage was a mere figment, 1 added, that I had, 
at the time of its being told, given to it the readier credence from the gooinashtas 
who uttered it being supported by Shumbooram, an officer of the Durbar, who 
was in the habit of coming to the residency. By not contradicting it, he at all 
events indirectly supported it ; and my impression was, and is, that Shumbooram 
had himself repeated it. Afterwards, howevfer, he denied that he had done so. 

If my impression be correct, tlien Shumbooram ’s subsequent denial, it is clear, 
contained an untruth ; but though I sliould be the last person to defend or pal- 
liate tlie most trivial departure from truth, yet this particular lie (if lie it was) 
to screen himself from Mr. Andrews’ indignation, was such as I believe few 
natives would have hesitated to tell, and one, I think, «of dye less deep than the 
deliberate inventions of which 1 have convicted tlie sheristedar. But the com- 
parative credibility of the sheristedar and Shumbooram is not a point to which 
I attach any impOTtance, and for that m^ter I would readily give Mr. Andrews 
tlie benefit of all be can draw from assuming the superior trustworthiness of the 
former. In doing so, however, I feel it but due to the cause of truth to observe, 
that that gentleman has displayed much ingenuity in bestow ing a vast amount 
of indignation on that particular story. From the “ disgust” he expresses at 
being made “ the victim of lies, &c.,” when alluding to the simple afl'air of 
Moongajee and the carriage, one not conversant with the real state of matters 
would imagine that it formed the basis of some lieavy charge, instead of h«ying 
been simply given in a gossiping conversation of goomashtas, as one illustration 
of the very extraordinary intimacy supposed to subsist between Moongajee and 
Mr. Andrews. But it was a false illustration, and this circumstance Mr. Andrews 
has turned to much advantage, as a strong argument not only of the falsehood of 
everything else, but, seemingly, as a valid plea for rejecting documentary 
evidence. 

3 74. But be Sliumbooram’s moral turpitude what it may, that of the Surat 
sheristedar is beyond cavil ; and it has been a source of no small offence and 
humiliation to his Highness the Guicowar, to find a British officer in Mr. 

Andrews’ position giving credence to a convicted liar, in preference to one occu- 
pying his Highness’ position, — an offence and humiliation for which I feel con- 
fident Government will deem reparation due. 

175. Long before the sheristedar’s statement reached Baroda, I received 
a yad from the Durbar (Appendix, No. 9 A.), enclosing two depositions, App. No. jA. 
which latter, for the reasons specified in para. , 1 deem it prudent to 
withhold for the present. It is enough to say that those depositions were to 
the efifect that tiie sheristedar had endeavoured co suborn false evidence against 
his U ighness’ minister, the native agent, and myself, on charges of bribery; 
and his Highness called on me, in virtue of the friendship subsisting between 
his own and the British Government, to take steps for putting a stop to so 
grievous an injury as -that inflicted by'^ “servants of the British Government, 
who not only behave disresjrectfully, but speak ill of the kamdars of this Govern- 
ment in the presence of its own subjects.” Arvd when it is borne in mind that 
the sheristedar had {vide Appendix, No. 11), in the presence of the Baroda Appendir., No, ii. 
hankers, done all in his power to bring his Highness' authority into contempt, 
by rtdicaling the deference paid to him, and contrasting my respectful de- 
meanour to the Baroda prince with the contemptuous eonduct attributed 
(felsely I am sure) to Mr. Rogers; wh<«i this is borne in mind, it cannot, 
think, he a matter of surprise rtiat his Highness should have been muen mr , 
and highly offaided. 

5§d, ’ K4 



8o 


PAPERS ON THE REMOVAL OF COLONEL OUTRAM 


176. Wlieu the sheristedar’s mendacious statement arrived,^ finding that it 
implicated the conduct of the Durbar as well as of myself, I, of course, forwarded* 
it to his Highness. At this Mr. Andrews exjpresses astonishment, as if I had 
not warned him on the 3d October, that henceforth “ all his communications 
should be conducted in a strictly ofl5cial manner, and on the express under- 
standing that they are to be submitted to official scrutiny and application.” 
And as if I, whose duty it is to consult the interests, dignity, and honour of the 
Baroda chief, while maintaining those of my own Government, could, without 
gross dereliction of duty, have suflFered a subordinate of the British Adawlut 
who had intruded himself within my jurisdiction, and insulted both myself and 
the native power to which I am delegated, to misrepresent the proceedings of 
both, without adopting the most obvious and regular means of vindicating the 
object of his mendacious libel. 

177. To the sheristedar’s statement, the Guicowar offered a remonstrance. 

Appendix, N0.9B. (Appendix, No. 9 B.) flatly contradicting his allegation, that he wished, but had 

been denied a committee, and intimating, by way of disproving the falsehood, 
that th#sheristedar had confessed in the Durbar that a committee was offered 
to, but declined by him as unnecessary. In reference to the espionage, the 
sheristedar admitted to have practised on the movements of my native agent, 
his Highness observed, “ This seems very strange, because there is no objection, 
on the score of friendship, for the Sirkaree kamdars to visit each other on public 
business. Such being the case, what suspicion Nerbheram entertained on the 
subject which induced him to send a man to obtain such information, and whose 
autliority he had for so doing, this Government cannot understand. This 
matter is a source of regret to this Government, because these circumstances 
have been introduced into this report in order to bring doubt into the minds of 
the two Sirkars against their respective kamdars. As this Government deems it 
necessary that the matter should be cleared up, it is requested that the Govern- 
ment agent, Mr. Andrews, be written to on this subject, so that the doubt 
entertained by this Government may be removed.” 

178. In the meantime I had received from Mr. Andrews a second statement 
by the sheri.stedar, in which he implicated Shumbooram as one of his in- 

Appendix, N 0 . 9 U. formants, attributing to him the statement alluded to in para. 168. This 
statement, dated 22d October, was of course submitted to the Durbar, who 
replied to it on the 31st of that month. In reference to the as.sertion of the 
sheristedar, that he had been informed by some one that my native agent had 
been speaking against him to the Guicowar, his Highness declared that no such 
conversation as was alleged ever took place. ” Such being the case,” observed 
his Highness, “it is necessary to mention what person has thrown these doubts 
on his mind, and this he sliould not hesitate to do, because that person has mis- 
represented matters to him.” l ire story about Shumbooram was flatly contra- 
dicted on the authority of that person, who declared that what conversation did 
take place was precisely the reverse of that described by the sheristedar, and 
that it passed in the presence of several individuals, all of whom could testify to 
the matter. 

179. As his Highness had assured Mr. Andrews that the story which his 
sheristedar professed to have heard about my native agent reviling him to the 
Guicowar, was a gross falsehood, and as I have distinctly proved that the same 
man had lied in other respects, it was surely due to the cause of truth and to 
the assailed dignity ofliis Highness, to insist on the sheristedar revealing the 
name of his informant, under the penalty of being himself regarded as the 
originator of the untruth. But Mr. Andrews, instead of pursuing such a 

Appcnt)ix,No qE. course, addressed to me a Maratta letter, dated 9th November, the contents of 
w liich he asked me to communicate to the Durbar. In this letter he clearly 
implied his belief that the sheristedar had not refused the aid of a committee ; 
jiotw'ithstanding he had been a.ssured both by the Prince and myself, not only 
that the committee had been refused, but that the sheristedar had, both at the 
Durbar and at the residency, admitted having refused it, and assigned his 
reasons for so doing. He defended the sheristedar’s espionage on the move- 
ments of my native agent, aud after professing that be never entertained, nor 
would entertain, doubts of his Highness’ veracity, went on to impugn it. The 
Guicowar had assured him that if any one had told the sheristedar that my 

• native 
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native agent had been speaking against him to him, he had simply told a false- 
hood ; and in reTerence to this assurance Mr. 'Andrews wrote, “ how ‘far the 
information falsely given to the dieristedar by his informant is true or other- 
kvise, will be best known at the time when an inquiry is instituted.” Whether 
that “ inquiry” referred to the Baroda commission threatened by the sheris- 
tedar, 1 know not, but the language employed by Mr. Andrews would seem 
dearly to imply, that his Highness’ assurance required confirmation to entitle it 
:o full credence. He then proceeded to justify the sheristedar in withholding 
ihe name of the person alleged by him to liave been his informant, that is, the 
lerson who was declared by the Guicowar a malicious libeller of his sovereigu. 

180. In reply to this, the Durbar, on the 2flth November, made another ap- App. No. gF. 
peal. The only reply given by Mr. Andrews up to the present day is that con- 

ained in the subjoined letter, dated the 7th December, and received by me on T. L. 

;he 9th. 

“ I received your letter of the 22d ultimo, with its enclosure, some days ago, 
but could not answer it immediately in consequence of Nerbherarn’s absence, 
who has not yet returned from Bomba 3 ^ I,, however, think it not only un- 
necessary, but also unbecoming, to carry on a discussion with the Durbar on 
such points ; and I therefore beg you will do me the favour to communicate 
the same to his Highness, wdth an assurance from me that I never doubted his 
sincerity and good-will towards nae. Should his Highness not be satisfied with 
this, you can adopt whatever steps you may deem necessary, just and fit in the 
matter, communicating the same, however, to me, if you see no objection.” 

181. Whether, under these circumstances, his Highness has not heavy cause 
of complaint against the Surat sheristedar, and the Judge who sent him hither, 
find whether ample apology is not due to his Highness from both these ser- 
vants of Government, are matters I respectfully submit to the consideration 
of the Honourable Board. If the discussion with the Durbar was unbecoming, 

I think tlie Honourable Boiu'd will admit that the unpleasant feature consisted 
in a British Judge coutiriuiiig to uphold, iii opposition to the assurances of his 
Highness, the statements of a man who had been convicted of deliberate false- 
hood, and who had, under the plea that he was executing the commission of that 
judge, spoken slightingly of his Highness in his own capital, and endeavoured 
to intimidate his Highness’ subjects. 

182. I have already said that there could have been no earthly object for a 

conspiracy against any well-behaved person in the position of the sheristedar of 
the Surat Adawlut, and confining himself to the ostensible duties wliich alone he 
was avowedly deputed to Baroda to perform, and I have now to urge that the 
mere fact of his pretending that any such conspiracy existed, or that he be- 
lieved in the existence of such a conspiracy, is at least presumptive of his 
having engaged in improper practices. It would seem to imply that he was 
anxious to guard against accusations founded on these by an anticipatory pro- 
test against the fidelity of the witnesses against Iniii, aware, as he had been 
made by my letter to Mr. Andrews of the 8th October, that I had already q 

obtained an inkling of some irregularity in his proceedings, and had solicited 
information regarding his movements, the mere applying for which denoted 

that I was engaged in an inquiry having himself for its object, and if conscious 
that in his excessive zeal for Mr. Andrews’ interests, and those of Keshow’s 
father, Nursoo Punt, he gave out that a commission of Mr. Andrews’ friends 
would be sent to Baroda to report on the misunderstanding between that gentle- 
man and myself, and if conscious, furtlier, that he had been concocting a conspi- 
racy against the native agent and myself, to be made available when the predicted 
(and by him, doubtless, earnestly desired, as affording sdope for further in- 
trigue) commission met, if conscious of all this; and aware that I was on his 
track, the artifice of the fictitious conspiracy becomes easily intelligible. That 
he was engaged in concocting such nefarious schemes, and that individuals 
at Barcida as well as in my own establishment had been suborned to aid him in 
his endeavours, is a matter of which I have no doubt. At one time I thought 
I should have no difficulty in establishing these facts by clear and sufficient 
legal evidence, to tlje satisfaction of Government, but I have hitherto been 
disappointed. In this respect the sheristedar’s mission has not been without 
fruit. The disrespectful language used in reference to myself, by one represent- 
560. • li 
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ing hiflpself as the right-hand man of a high and influential official ; the disre- 
spectful terms in which he spoke of his Highness, in the presence of the 
gDomashtas, and the intimidating tone he assumed towards those who had 
assisted me in ray inquiries, and enunciated views diflPerent from those of himself, 
Mr. Andrews, and the Surat revenue officers, were well calculated to deter 
witnesses. Who its authors were, I am not in a position at this moment satis- 
factorily to prove, but a report has been for months prevalent in this place, that 
my efforts to cnish the corruption which for years has rendered Baroda infamous, 
far from meeting with the approbation of the Bombay Government, have been 
eminently distasteful to that body, and that any inquiries of mine are sure to 
have a disastrous issue ; and as an example of how circunistantiall}' matters have 
been detailed, I may mention that months ago it was reported in the bazar that 
I had been officially reprynanded for the measures I had takeu in reference to 
tlie bribe offered to my native agent. With such reports in existence, supported 
by the open speeches of the Surat Adawlut sheristedar. it cannot be a matter 
of surprise that I have some difficulty in obtaining tlie full legal evidence 
I could wish. To detail at present the object of my suspicions, and the nature 
and amount of evidence against them, would be to follow the mischievous 
example set by Mr. Andrews in reference to his clients Doolum, Larcoba, and 
Moougajee. By putting the suspected parties on their guard while yet my 
information is incomplete, and the evidence at my command considerably short 
of strict legal sufficiency, it would, in all probability, enable them to frustrate 
inquiry ; at all events it would put it in their power to diminish the amount of 
legally acceptable evidence, which I have reason to hope will ooze out in due 
time ; and as it cannot be the wish of Government that I should do so, I shall, 
in this report, make no further aUusion to my suspicions regarding the 
sherisicdar’s cabals against myself, beyond pledging the honour of a British 
officer to the effect, that I have reason to believe in their existence, and binding 
myself, when the proper time arrives, to prove that I had grounds for believing 
in them. This I. do, and having done so, I appeal to the Right honourable 
the Governor in Council, whether it is more probable that I, who make tiiis 
pledge, should tie a reputation of 32 years’ honest service to a fiction ; or that 
an Adawlut sheristedar, already convicted of divers falsehoods, sliould, failing 
in nefarious schemes, and aware that I had obtained a clue to liis villany, try 
to intimidate and damage tlie testimony of those to be brought in evidence 
against him, by trumping an improbable and unsubstantiated story of a con- 
spiracy against himself, a conspiracy for which there could he no object. 

1 83. While the sheristedar was still at Baroda, I was informed that lie had 
arrived at this place two days before he presented himself at the residency, 
having, during that period, been secreted in the garden-house of the party 
through wliom it was suspected the money referred to in the raernoraadum had 
been paid into Baba Nafra’s hands for the purposes of bribery ; circumstances 
detailed at the time (embracing the information subsequently deposed to, and 
.Appendix, Mo. 14. in Appendix, No. 14), rendered the story probable ; and it appeared to 

me to derive additional probability from the fact, that the letter from Mr. Andrews 
which the sheristedar presented to me on the 28th of September, was dated the 
21st of that month. Seven days, even daring the rainy season, was a length 
of time enormously in excess of that consumed by natives making the journey 
from Surat to Baroda, more especially travelling, as he did, on horseback, and 
nuencumbered with baggage ; and as Mr. Andrews was at that time pleading 
“ press of business,” as an excuse for the irregularity of his correspondence, 

I took for granted that, in detaching the most important officer of his court on 
an advocatoi'ial, not a judicial, mission, he must have told him to effect his 
movements with tbe utmost attainable celerity ; when, therefore, I had made 
sure that the man (represented to me as having lurked about after taking leave 
of me) was really off, and not likely to return to sow the seeds of more mischief 
e C. at Baroda, requested (8th October) Mr. Andrews “ to take his sheristedar’s depo- 
sitions on oath, and send it to me with as little delay as possible, on the following 
points : first, the day and hour of his arrival at Baroda, specifying the places where 
he stopped on the road, and the time he delayed at each place ; secondly, the same 
information with respect to his departure from Baroda and arrival at Surat.” 

E E, la his reply, on the 15tli October, .to my letter of the 8th, containing the above 
request, and begging that the information might Jie sent to me with as little delay 

aa 
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ae posaible, Mr. Andrew's thus expressed biniself : “ I have to inform you that 
Nurbheram, on the third day aRer hisTeturn, on Monday last, was seized with 
fever, and 1 have not seen hiii dnce,; but if I cwild do so, 1 should not feel 

i 'ustified in taking his deposition on oath on the points yon require, without 
snowing the reasons for which you require it, and the use to be made of it. 
This is a step which may be consistent, perhaps, with your notions of political 
expediency, but is quite at variance with my notions of'justice.” 

184. The “ Monday last” was Monday the 7th October ; the “ third day after 
his return, on Monday last,” would seem to indicate Thursday, the 10th, as the 
day on which the fever attacked him ; and as 1 think there can be little doubt 
that my letter of the 8th was in Mr. Andrews’ hands on the 9th, or early in the 
morning of the 1 0th, if Mr. Andrews meant to tell me that he had not seen the 
sheristedar subsequent to the receipt of rny letter, a more explicit declaration to 
that effect might have been given. The mystified slatement, I must confess, 
suggested doubts of its real meaning to my mind, as it has been confidently 
reported in Baroda that for some days after the sheristedar’s return to Surat, 
he had been daily closeted with Mr. Andrews till a late hour. What possible 
objection the sheristedar could have had to ^ve, or Mr. Andrews to call for, 
and communicate to me, the fullest information regarding his movements, if all 
his proceedings had been open and above-board, it is difficult to conceive ; still 
more difficult is it for me to understand how Mr. Andrews, who had got me to 
put my native agent on his oath as to his connexion with Moreshwer Fudkey, 
“ without knowing the reasons for which ho required it, and the use to be made of 
it,” should have deemed iny request “ a step which may be consistent with your 
(my) notions of political expediency, but is quite at variance with my (his) notion 
of justice.” And not less surprising does it appear to me, that if Mr. Andrews 
had not seen the sheristedar since the receipt of my letter, he should have felt him- 
self entitled not merely to express an opinion, but unhesitatingly to “ assure” me 
that the individual in question had “ nothing to conceal” regarding his journey. 

185. Another strange feature iu the case is this : wishing to have the sheris- 
tedar’s deposition taken before he had time to communicate with Broach or 
Baroila, I had on the 8th October, begged of Mr. Andrews to send it to me, 
“vvitli as little delay as possible;” he declined to comply with my request, but 
on the 16th of that month, sends me a Marratta statement* (which also I had 
called for), professing to iiave been prepared on the 9th, and not only does this 
statement which a couple of hours would have sufficed for his cavkoons to copy, 
remain undespatebed till the IStli, but when it comes, it displays unmistakeable 
internal evidence, that if at the period of its compilation, the writer was not 
aware of the request 1 had preferred to Mr. Andrews, he at least anticipated that 
his movements and proceedings generally would be the subject of inquiry ; 
he is ingeniously minute in details of no earthly importance, and cunningly 
introduces a host of facts and fictions, intended to form pegs whereon to hang 
justificatory pleas when his conduct should come under investigation ; but 
though adducing the rain as explanatory of the usual time taken on the journey, 
he assigns no reason for only starting from Surat on the 23d of September, 
though the bearer of a letter dated ‘21st, apparently given to him at the moment 
of his departure ; a letter in which Mr. Andrews says, “ I send with this the 
sheristedar of iny court;” and though Mr. Andrews, in transmitting it without 
comment, seemed to vouch for the truth of the slieristedar’s assertion, that he 
did not leave Surat till the 23d, he withholds all explanation of the cause of the 
delay, though aware from ray letter that the sheristedar’s movements were 
deemed by me of importance, and though a minute’s reflection must have made 
it apparent tliat the delivery at Baroda on the 28th, of a letter professing to be 
despatched from Surat on tlie 21st, bad itself a curious app«:arance, when taken 
in connexion with the peculiar character of the mission of which the letter was 
the first and only announcement vouchsafed to me. 

186. Not doubting that Mr. Andrews would send me the sheristedar’s deposi- 
tion as solicited, I took no steps to obtain information from Broach regarding 
that man’s movements till the leth, by which date of course the sheristedar 
had ample time to communicate with his friends tberft, and the information 
Mr. Morgan communicated on the 17th was so far in harmony with the dates 
given bjr^he sheristedar ; it was to the effect, tl»at he “ came to Broach from Surat 
oh the aiBt of September, started from Baroda on the following day, and, on his 
way back, he came to Broach on the 5th, and left on the following day in the 
560. 1 2 ' evening. 


* Sberistedar*8 
port, App.^No, 
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evening.” One thing is, at all events, certain ; he held a nocturnal consultation 
at Baroda on the night of the 3d, and did not profess to leave till the morning 
of the 4th ; and assuming that he reached Broach on the 6th, it certainly shows 
that he took matters far more leisurely in approaching than in departing from 
Baroda. Starting from Broach on the 25tli, he only reached Baroda (accord- 
ing to his own account) on the night of the 27th, But I have reason to believe 
that Mr. Morgan's informant had been misled by Lafcoba and the occupants of the 
sheristedar’s house at Broach, who, by the time inquiry was made, had doubtless 
obtained their cue. My belief is, that the sheristedar arrived at Broach from 
Surat earlier than the date specified, probably the 22d, certainly not later than 
the 23d ; and that he arrived at Baroda not later than the 25th. Moreover, I 
have reason to believe that he lurked at Baroda several hours beyond his osten- 
sible departure, for reasons best known to himself. 

187. These details are simply given to illustrate the generally questionable 
and suspicious character of the sheristedar’s proceedings ; by tliemselves they 
are unimportant, but taken in connexion w'ith the intimidation he practised 
towards the goonuishtas; the falsehoods about the committee, &c., above recited; 
his insinuations against his Highness the (juicowar ; the hints he threw out that 
of H mere soldier was liable at any moment to be removed, my place being filled 
'7 by Mr, Andrews, or some civil friend of his; his further hints about the forth- 
coming Baroda Commission ; the reports, which could only have emanated from 
himself, that I had in a measure attempted to bribe Jiim from his allegiance to 
Mr. .Andrews, by offering him the situation of my native agent,* and what I 
have already pledged my honour to, in reference to the secret cabals against 
myself ; taken in connexion with all these things, the doubts as to the sheristedar’s 
movements, it will be seen are neither unimportant nor devoid of probability ; and 
viewed as a whole, it will, I think, be conceded by the liononrablo Board that 
the advent to Baroda of the sheristedar of the Surat Adawlut is a matter deeply 
to be deplored, and one which, being little calculated to enhance the popular 
estimation of the British ivd ministration of justice, has tended to aggravate the 
dirticulties of my position as a British officer, struggling to uproot the dis- 
honouring belief hero so prevalent, that British officials arc not above bein<>- 
tampered with, ° 

188. Before bringing this memoir to a close, it is necessary that 1 should offer 
one or two exfilanaiions in justification of the length to which it has extended, 
and the voluininousncss of its accompaniments. 

189. In one of .his letters (Appendix Q,.) Mr. Andrews alludes to the len<nli 
of our correspondence, as being a proof that he, at least, was not averse to a 
rigorous investigation of the I^arcoba afiair. In reply 1 felt it my duty to 
observe, “ You adduce the length of this correspondence as a proof of your 
anxiety to have a searching inquiry into the conduct of the suspected parties. I 
regard it only as a proof of your zeal as an advocate in belialf of those parties, 
and- of your determination to leave no stone unturned for bringing them tlirouoh 
iiiiconvictcd ; and I am ready on tins point to abide by the arbitration of any 
honest and impartial man, be he lawyer or layman.” 

190. In 


* In reference to this, 1 deem it my duty to notice, and to entreat tlio attention of tlie Honour- 
able Board to one of the cunning tricks of this artful Adawlut servant, designed not only to trive 
him a peg whereon to liang a falsehood promotive of his schemes at Baroda, but to afford a loop- 
hole through which to escape when afterwards charged with that falsehood. He writes “ I men- 
tioned the report made to Government by the late Mr. Sutherland in favour of my brother Unoo- 
pram, who was native agent under him, with a view that, by mentioning his uprin-ht conduct 
1 could stand a chance ot getting a high berth under the Resident.’' All that really passed was 
this ; the sheristedar mentioned that he was brother to Unoopram, and asked mo If I was fully 
acquainted with that jicrson’s merits ; I replied that I bad always understood he bore a hio-h 
eharacier, and possessed Mr. Sutherland’s confidence. On this the sheristedar assured me that 
Mr. Sutherland had written a very strong report in his brother's eulogy, which he trusted was on 
the residency records, and which he hoped I would call for; I said I would do so, and ordered it 
to be searched out; adding that I would have no objection to furnish him with any testimonv to 
the merits of Ids brother that might be found, in the supposition that this was the sheristedar’s 
object ; and this was all tlmt passed. It is now obvious that he wished inc to have the paners 
ferreted out, that he might adduce the unquestionable fact that it had been called for in substan 
tiation of his story while at Baroda; and equally obvious is it that he introducedthe above auoted* 
paragraph into bts statement, that in the event of his being taxed with disseminating the storv he 
might reproduce it as a volunteered acknowledgment of a wish expressed, solemnly averrimr' that 
ite had never done more than express a wish. The whole ftatement is replete with these cunning 
Adawlut artifices. * 
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190. In his letter of 26th October (GG.) he again expressed hiniself as 
follows: “and while on the one hand I rejoice at your submitting the case to 
Government, as at once putting a stop to such grievous discussions, I am 
extremely sorry on the other hand that unnecessary trouble should be caused to 
that authority in arbitrating a case in itself so utterly groundless. I fear that 
our discussion of it to such a length will reflect no great credit on either of us, 
but I trust that Government muU excuse me when they see how I have been 
unavoidably driven to it/’ 

191. In refdy to this I have to observe, and the letters which passed between 
us will show it, that the bulkiness of our correspondence was entirely due to a 
series of erroneous assumptions by Mr. Andrews, the fallacy of which it became 
my duty to expose; to irrelevant attacks by him on the characters of the people 
having no connexion with the matter, and whom it was ii^y duty to vindicate ; 
to a fierce and undiscriminatiiig advocacy on his part, which seized eagerly at 
any kind of argument, and put forth fallacious pleas in a manner so offensive as 
to render reply and refutation necessary; and to a strange, [)ersistent mis- 
conception, and misrepresentation of tlie real questions at issue, which neces- 
sitated my reiterated corrective explanation.* 

192. That such were the real cause of the bulkiuess of our correspondence, 
must be self-evidence to any impartial reader; and when 1 find Mr. Anflrews 
ignoring this fact, and professing to have been “driven"’ to the volurniuous- 
ness lie now deplores; when 1 recollect the peculiar argumentative tactics 
he lias Irom first to last displayed, and his tendency to reiterate erroneous 
statements, the errors of which have been over and over indicated to him, 
1 confess I do not choose that his version of ^ the circumstances attendant 
on our correspondence should go before Government, unaccompanied by a 
statement of my own, in some degree exhaustive of the arguments he has 
adopted. I complain of his proceedings, and deeming it my duty to establish 
the justice of that complaint, 1 have felt it necessary, for my own protection, to 
enter into details wdth a minuteness I should not have dreamt of, had I had an 
ordinary opponent to deal with, one whose tactics were more consistent witli iny 
own ideas of fair and straightforward discussion. 

193. There now remains but one other topic demanding notice. Mr. Andrew's, 
not I, was the first to suggest bringing our correspondence to the notice of 
Government. Tliis he did in the form of a warning on the 23d August (E.), 
and again on the (ith September (G.) but it was not till the 21st September (NT.), 
that 1 felt it my duty, whatever might be Mr. Andrews" present wishes, that tlie 
matter should lie brought under the review of our common superiors. The moral 
effects of Mr. Andrews’ proceedings were, in my opinion, most melancholy ; and, 
as entertaining this opinion, it seemed imperative on me to introduce a narrative 
of them into a report, illustrative of the causes that have tended to sliow and 
strengthen the belief in “ khutput,” which I arn preparing, and which will, I 
presume, be sent home to the Honourable Court of Directors. I thought it my 
duty to apprize that gentleman of my intentions. This warning, given lest he 
might hereafter accuse me of taking him unawares, Mr. Andrews lias been 
pleased to call a threat. 

(signed) J. Outram, Resident. 

♦ As an illustration of the irrelevancy of Mr. Andrews’ argumentation, complained of by me as 
the correspondence w^os in progress, I may allude to his attacks on the unfortunate Morcsliwer 
Fudkey. assumed by him to be at the bottom of the “cony)iracy,"’ which at one tinse ho alleged 
to have been gut up against him ; and as an illustration of Mr. Andrews’ peculiar style of argument, 
which consists in refuting a statement never made, and parading the result as a refutation of 
another statement actually made, I may quote one of his letters in reference to the same indivi- 
dual. In defending Moreshwer Fudkey, I said tliat the various stories to the prejudice of that 
man which had reaclied Mr, Andrews, Captain Frencli and myself, had emanated from the father 
of Mr. Andrews’ counsellor, Ke&how Row% In reply, he devotes a loim paragrapli to satisfy me 
that Nursoo Punt had never said a word to him against Moreshwer Fudkey. and does so in a 
tone which complacently assumes that this is a refutation of what I had advanced. Now I had 
all along been aware, and had officiallv reported to Government, that Kurso Punt was too clever to 
speak himself a»minst those he wished to damage, or to sneak well of those whose interests he 
'Sought to promote. I had shown that (in Captain Frenclrs case) he adopted the ingenious plan 
of Meeting hostility to his friend Baba Nafra, whose interests he was forwarding, leaving tnnt 
worthy to poison the acting Resident’s ears against Moreshwer Fudkey. No, he was too well used 
to intrigue to be the vehicle for communicating the stories that emanated from himself. 
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Translated Extract from the Chopra Avra” Monthly Account of PurshotumRunchore, 
for Suiiivut 1003, A. p. 1847, forwarded to Mr. Andrews with Letter dated 15th August 
1050. 


Dr. 

1 

1 . 

Cr. 


Received from 
Paruk Vish- 
noo Narrain, i 
on 2d Jestsood 
13lh (2oJune) 


Paid Narrain Runebore oo 2d Jest - - - 

On 2d Jestvud 7th (5 July)" - - - 12,000 
Ditto •* ditto 5th (Sd July) - - 2,000 

Paid Sobagwuniee Baee Sahib on 2d Jestvud 11th, 

14,000 

throvigh Baba 
Sahib, at four 
annas percent. 

1 

1 (tt Jnly) in pan of 3,001 rupees • . . 

1 Paid oh account of Hurree Bhoye Bhugteedass, 
on 2d Jestvud 13th (10 July) to Anna Sahib, 

100 

interest, for 
which a note 

i 

i 

for payment lo Larcoba - . - . 

Paid Narrainrow Runchore on Assar Sood Bth 

100 

is passed 

21,000 

(20 July), through Goomasta Runchore, in 
part payment of 18,000 rupees - - - 

Paid Soonee Nuthooram (without making his ac- 
count) through Soonee Ookaon, 2d Jestsood 

1 13th (10 July) 

On account of house expenses - - - - 

4,000 

500 

2,400 


1 

21,000 j 

i 


21,000 


Translation of Questions put to Sowcars, and of their Answers, relative to a Yad con- 
taining Bribes to the amount of 21,000 Rupees, found in Baba Nafra’s Dufter, in the 
case o( .loiteebae’s Sou, dated 15 August 1860. 

Question 1, In Purshotuiu Runchore^s chopras lor Sumvut 1903, a.p. 1847, 21,000 
rupees have been credited in the name of Vishnoo Narrain ; state who is Vishnoo Narrain, 
at Baroda 1~ Answer. Gopalrow Myral answers that there is nobody in Baroda of the name 
o( V islino.) Narrain, and tiiat he knows not such man. 

Mootcolall Sauiuldass - - - ditto . - - - ditto 

Baniudurdass Kessowdas - ditto - - . ditto. 

Cnooneelall Lulloobliaee - - ditto - - _ ditto. 

Hurreevuliowdas Rnttenjee - ditto - - . ditto. 

2. Baba Nafrn liaving sent by Motee lleeraclmnd of Atersoomba, 16,000 rupees as a 
lesidency native agent, from the firm of Girdhur SamnI, through a person 
ofLallbhae Gulalls,aud caused it to be debited to Mootee Heerachutid, as a Joan, ^lo be 
repaid within a month, with interest, at eight annas per cent, per month ; it appears that it 
has been customary with Baba to cause money thus paid in bribe to be debited to other 
person s names as a loan ; state, therefore, alter examining Lallbhae’s chopras, whether or 
not Baba could have paid that 2i,000 rupees nominally to Vishnoo Narrain in bribery and 
fictitiously adjusted u by crediting the same to Vishnoo Narrain, and debiting to Narrain 
Runchore, &c. .—Gopallrow Myral states, that from the deposition of Nuthoo Lallbhae iust 
read, and froni his cliopra, in which the said 15,000 rapes are adjusted, it appears Uiat 
Baba is in the habit of debiting o^ei persons with money paid as bribes, in theXoe of a 
fictitious lo£ui, to be recovered w^itb interest. * 

The other four sowcars answer as above. 

Bated 15 August 1850. 


3. Pifty*«ix 
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WICE OF EESl|>ENT AT BARODA. 

3. FiftyHsix of Baba Nafra'sclufters have been pirodated, some of which were found by 
Govindrow, Soorujilinj, native ageot^ and Sumboommi in planes where they had evidently 
been put for concealment ; in^ examining them, a yad was ibund containing an item of 
21,000 rupees, credited in the name of Yishnoo Nairain ; this yad has been , admitted by 
Baba Nafra, in presence of his Highness ; moreover, Baba Nafra's sister-in-law's son, Tatiaba, 
confesses to having penned the document. The yad and chopra are now before you, state 
therefore whether you consider the yad, or the entry in the public chopim relating to the 
same transaction is most tob^^elied on? — Sowcars’ reply.] The yad (private memorandum) 
does not tally with the choprro; and as the genuineness of the former is admitted by both 
Baba Nafra, and his sister-in-law's son (the writer) ; we are of opinion that more dependence 
should be placed on the yad (memorandum), than on the chopras, the entries in which are 
mostly written in a very irregular manner. 

Signed, ar, above. 


Translation of Questions put to Sowcars, and of their Answers rbiative to a Yad, con- 
laining Bribes lo the amount of 21,000 rupees, found in Baba Nafra's Dufier, in the 
case of Joiteebaee's Son, dated 17 August 1850. 


Question 4. In the chojira of Narrainrow Runchore, 18,000 of 21,000 rupees have been 
credited in three items in the name of Purshotum Runchore, and out of that sum, 12,000 
rupees have been debited to Hurry Bhiigtee, with other iUms, which does not appear 
credited in Hurry Bhugiee's chopras, but in those of Saniul Bliugtee, in ihe name of 
Narrainrow^ Runchore, on the same date; examine the chopra, and state whether from the 
mere fact of the dates having agreed, could it be said that this sum (12,000) is a portion 
of 18,000 credited from 21,000 ? — Answer of Gopolrow Myral's goomasia, by name 
Purshotum Kandass.] That on examining the chopras, it appears 18,000 rupee* debited from 
21,000, have been crediu?d to Puraliotuin Runchore in the chopra of Narrainrow, and from 
that sum 12,000 rupees are carried to ihe debit in Hiirree Bhiigtce's name, and stated it to 
be the same item which has been credited to Purshotum Runchore; this sum does not 
appear credited in the chopra of Hurree Bhugtee, but in that of Samul Bhugtee. The date 
of this credit agreeing with that of the debit of 12,000, I say that the item of 12,000 rupees 
is a portion of the 18,000, but I cannot say this from the chopra. 

The gooraasta of Moteelall Samuldass concurs in the above answer. 


The goomasta of Damo^lur Kesson - - - ditto. 

The goomasta uf Cliooiieliill Lulloobhaee - ditto. 

The goomasta of Hurreevullowdaj'S Ruttanjee ditto. 
Dated 17 August 1850. 


5. From the date of the item of 12,000 rupees agreeing with that of 18,000 rupees, you 
suppose that the fornu-r is a portion of the latter; hut as money transactions were carried 
on between Hurree Bhugtee and Narrainrow Runcljore, the dates of suclt items might agree, 
though it may not In* positively assumed that the former items is a portion of that sum, you 
will therefore examine the chopras properly, and after satisfying yourselves on this point, give 
your opinion accordingly ? — Goomasta of Gopalrow Myral.] That as the transactions 
were passing, according to the sowcary cuj.tom, the dales might agree, but as in the entry 
of 12,000 debited to Hurree Bhugtee in the chopra of Narrainrow, it is w ritten as Pursho- 
tum ilunchore's credit/’ and as the dates agree, it appears to me that 12,000 mpees is a 
portion of the 18,000. 

The goomasta of Meieelall Samuldass concurs in the above answer. 


The goomasta of Damodhur Kesson - - ditto. 

The goomasta of Ghoowelall Lulloobhaee - ditto. 

The goomasta of Hurreevullow Ruttenjee - ditto. 

Dated 17 August 1850. 


0. In the chopra of Purshotum Runchore, 18,000 rupees have been debited to Narrainrow, 
which sum is credited in tire chopra of Narrainrow. If you decide that 12,000, which is 
credited in Samul Bhugtee’s chopra, Jbrms u portion of the item of 18,000 rupees, what 
has become uf the remuinder, 0,000, and to what head is it carried ; after examining the 
chopra, give your opinion on it? — Purshotum Kundass goomasia of Gopailrow Myral.] 
That on examining the chopras of Narrainrow, I find that this sum (6,000) has been credited 
in them, but to w hat head it has been carried, or what has become of it, I cannot under- 
stand from the chopra. 

The goomasta of the other four sowcars concurs in the above answer. 


7. In the chopra of Purshotum Runchore, 21,000 rupees have been credited to the name of 
Vishnoo Narrain at interest of four annas per cent., but from your previous answer it appears 
that there is no such person as Vishnoo Narruin in Baroda. Can this sum, therefore, be 
considered as Itaving been placed at interest according to sowcary custom? — Gopalrow 
Myral] That he has examined the chopra of Purslnytum Runchore for 1CK)3, a.d. 1847. 
If this sum was placed at interest, according to sowcary custom, it should 
560. L 4 ^ ^ 
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balanced every year, according to sowcaree custom ; but as this does not appear to have 
been done, I cannot say that the sum has been invested by others according to sowcaree 
custom. 

The other four so wears concur in the above answer. 

Dated 17 August 1860. 

(True iranslation.) 

(signed) Assistant Resident. 


Appendix, No. 2 A, 

To W, C. Anfii^ews, Esq., late Acting Resident of Baroda, Surat. 

Honoured Sir, Surat, 8 August 1860. 

It is a matier of deep regret that Colonel Outram should, without the shade of a shadow 
of evidence, implicate me in his note to )’Our address. It appears to me that Colonel 
Outram has not been so kind as lo take tlie trouble of making himself acquainted with the 
statement given by the gcomasta, in which he makes no implicatory mention of me beyond 
the simple fact of my going to Baroda, and staying there for the alleged period of two 
months, and of my being related to Ladcoba. 

From an examination of tlie yadee, 1 hnd that ilie transaction therein alluded to took 
place in 1B47, while I proceeded to tlie pilgrimage of Dakore in 1840. It is a gross and 
malicious falsehood that 1 staid at Baroda for two months. I obtained from Mr, Felly, 
the late acting Collector of Surat, leave for a period of one month only, for the purpose 
aforesaid. On ray way to Dakore I stopped at ikroda for about 10 days only. Ladcoba 
is not my sister's son, nor is he related to me, either on the paternal or maternal side. 
The most important point to be borne in mind is, that I went to the pilgrimage in 1846, 
while the transaction took place in 1847. 1 have not seen Baba Nafra or his goomasta; 

I do not know anything about them; I have no dealings, no connexion, no acquaintance 
with the Baroda shroffs, or people. The goomasta does not implicate me, nor is my name 
to be found in the yadee. While there is not a particle of evidence against me, it is quite 
strange that a gentleman of Colonel Ontram's station and rank in society should have, 
w ithout allowing me an opportunity of affording explanation, used coarse, unbecoming, and 
abusive language, by calling me a scoundrel. Such language is truly painful to iiiy 
fccliruj-si. 

On taking ilie above explanation into consideration, you will, I humbly trust, be satis- 
fied that the whole of the statement given by the goomasta is a tissue of gross false- 
iioods. 

If ilie Colonel had been kind enough to take a little trouble to understand the matter 
well, he would not have credited a statement bearing on its very face marks of palpable 
and gross falsehoods, and would have spared the necessity of using foul language tow^ards 
me. 

Though Colonel Outram has been for so many years in Baroda, he seems not to have 
known the character of the Baroda people, who are proverbially blackguards of the basest 
character, and who would not for a moment fear to stain the fair reputation of an innocent 
and upright man. 1 beg humbly to request that, if you deem it proper, you will be good 
enough to send this explanation to Colonel Outram, with a request that he may favour me 
with an answer. 

I remain, &c. 

(signed) Moongajee Dinanathjee, 


Appendix, No. 2 B. 

To W. C. A7id7'ews, Esq. late Acting Resident at Baroda, Surat. 

Sir, 

i 

t. Copy rsf a piiper or mcmoramlura I have the honour to acknowledge the receipt of your letter dated 
found amongst Baba Nafra's chopras. the 6th instant, forwarding copy of a note from Colonel Outram, with 
i2. Diit(», of explanation given by accompaniments as noted in the margin, and requiring my explauatioii ou 

the Goomastas of ‘he firmof Hurrec the subject. 

Bhugtee, dated 31 July 1850. 

2. In reply I beg respectfully, but most distinctly to declare, that I know nothing about 
the sums of money in Baba Nafra^s memorandum, nor has a single rupee reached me 
directly or indirectly, from the firm of Hurree Bhugtee. In fact, I had nothing to do w ith 
that firm or its affairs, neither had I any personal acquaintance with Baba Nafra or any 
other goomasta in the employ of that house. All that 1 knew of Baba Nafra when I was 
at Baroda was, that he was said to be the head moonim of Hurree Bhugtee, and that he 
was one of the five or six individuals who had been declared by the British Government 
as bad characters, and as such prohtbited from being jidmitted into the council of his 

Highness- 
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Highnees the Guicowsr. Again, holdti^, as I was, quite an insignificant and lower graded 
appointment in the Account Department of the residency, there was scarcely anything 
in my power with which 1 could be of atiy service to the firm of Hurree fihugtee, or their 
moonim Baba Nafra. v Moreover you will yourself recollect if I ever had occasion to inter- 
fere in any matter depending in the lesidency connected with that house. 

3. the paper found with Baba Nafra is headed '^Memorandum of 
receipts and disbursements fron\ the month of 2d Jest up to 5th Ashad 
Sood/' and as 1 shall have frequently to refer to it, I beg to transcribe 
on the margin its debit side. It is supposed that I must have made use 
of your name in obtaining the large sums of money entered in this paper, 
but I humbly submit that such a supposition is quite gratuitous, for 
you were not at Baroda at ihe time these disbursements are stated to 
nave been made. I believe you made over charge of the Baroda resi- 
dency on the 27th May 1847, so that it was quite impossible for me, 
had 1 ever had such a criminal intention of enriching myself at the 
sacrifice of your reputation, to persuade any person possessing com- 
mon sense to make over to me a present ol’ a large sum of money 
for an officer whose power of doing him or his master any service had 
ceased, and who had left Baroda. 

4. I cannot gather, from the papers forwarded by Colonel Outram, what was the nature 
ol the setvit CH 1)1- advantage expecled or derived from me, m consideration of which the 
bribe oi bribei' were given to me, or else I should have been better able to prove that this 
is a downrigbi rognei y of Baba Nafra, practised to defraud his masters of their cash. 

5. Notwithstanding ilie iniperlect nature of the information sent tome, I shall endeavour 
to show by the two native papers themselves, that it is Baba Nafra, and he alone, who has 
profited by nmking entries, obviously fraudulent in the books of liis principals. Colonel 
Outram thinks that the explanutioii given by the goomastas of Hurree Bhugtee implicates me 
Moongajee, and a woman named Doolun, in receiving a large snm of money from the firm, 
ot rathf r Baba Nafra, 1 would, however, respectfully observe, tliat on attentive and careful 
peiusal of that paper, I do not find any implication therein cast on me; lor alter announcing 
the most imponant fact, a fact most fortunate to me, that there is no such firm as Parukh 
Visnoo N.iirain,’^ from whit h the sum of 21,000 rupees is stated in Bahaas memorandum 
to have been received, it merely explains who 1 was, and where I was employed, and how I 
w as I elated to Moongnjee, and then adds that the sum of 21,000 rupees is credited and 
debited in the books oi ilie firm tor Sumbut 1008 (A. i>. 1847), in the same manner as is 
done in Baba’s memorandum. Now, if there is njj^ such firm as “ Parukh Visnoo N ar- 
min’' in existence, ii follows as a matter of course that no such sum as 21,000 rupees 
credited uncier tliui head was actually borrowed by the then moonim for the use of the hank 
of Hurree Bhugtee, and when no such money was brought, the disbursements were not 
made in very deed. 

0. There are two very imporlani omissions in the explanation of the goomastas; viz., * 

it does not show whether ornot there is any such personas " Parukh Narrainrow Runsord,” 
to whom 18,000 rupees are debited in Baba’s memorandum, and whether the sura of 21,000 
rupees, credited in their book ol Sumbut 1903, as received from “ Parukh Vishnoo Nar- 
rain,” (for giving the supposed bribes) still continues to stand as a balance in favour of the 
said fictitious firm ; if not, when, and in what way it is afterwards debited to that head. 

Had these points been cleared up, Colonel Outram would most probably have been able to 
see that it is the moonim or manager of the firm of that time, who has applied to his own 
use the money by an ingenious invention. 

7. I am not Bhanej* of Moogajee, as stated in the explanation given by the goomastas, ♦ Sister^s son. 
but I cannot refrain from stating an important truth, that he had proceeded on a pilgrimage 

to Dakore in May 1848. accompanied with other pilgrims, and in his way to Dakore staid 
for about nine or ten days at Baroda; this took place 1! or 12 months before the time the 
disbursements in Baba’s memorandum are dated ; and as for Doolun, I was acquainted 
with no female so named, and have, therefore, nothing to say about her. 

8. Wiih all the fictitiousness of the memorandum of Baba Nafra beyond the vague and 

indefinite mention of my name in one of its items as described in the margin, it nowhere 3,100 by Sobagwu- 
shovvs that any sum of money was paid direct to me, and even with respect to this item of tee Rae, dated 8 

3,100 rupees there is a very curious anomaly, nay an unaccountable thing, that on the date Vud, taken into 

this sum is inserted as paid, Baba had in his hands only 2,000 rupees, as will be found by camp by Anna, on 
an examination of the different dates on which the fund is credited to the mysterious firm account of Ln • 

of *' Parukh Vishnoo Narrain.” Again, viewing the memorandum as a whole, Baba has, 
according to its own contents, achieved an impossibility, he has disbursed 24,000 rupees, 

(twenty-fonr thousand), out of a sum of twenty-one (21,000). His addition of the first three 
principal items on the debit side is incorrect, instead^ of 18,600 it should correctly be 
21,600; and whentoihis is added the last item of "house expense,'' 2,400 rupees, the total 
expenditure amounts to 24,000 rupees, not 21,000. 


Nf. 

18,000 

R». 

By Parukh Narraiurow 

3.100 

14.000 

4.000 

18.000 

Rumord, vU. : 

dated the 4th Vud (or 2d 
July 1847.) 

dated the 5th Ashadiood (or 
17 July 1847.) 

By Sewbbagwutee Baee, 
dated 8 Vud (or 5th July 
1847) taken Into camp by 
Anna, on account of 
luarcoba. 

By Oodeya Sonar, 

500 


18.600 

2,400 

(21,600) 

For house expenHe. 

21.000 

(24,000) 



560. 


M 


9. Having 



90 


PAPERS ON TH® RfiSK)VAL OF COliOim OUTRAM 


9i Havmg thus fer^xplaincd'to'the best of my means the utter impossibility of any pre* 
sent of money having been given to me either for the use of myself or others, and pointed 
out primA facie evidence of the commission of a fraud by Baba Naira, which he was 
evidently enabled to practise by leading his credulous masters to believe that the whole or 
the greater part of the money was paid to official persons, whom, perhaps, they have new 
seen, I venture respectfully and earnestly to appeal to your justice to testify from your own 
jiersonal knowledge of ray private and public character aud circumstances whether you con- 
sider me capable of doing such mischiefs as attributed to me by Colonel Outram* 

10. In conclusion, I have to express my feelings of deep regret at the harsh language 
which Colonel Out ram has applied to me in his note to your address, and at the same time 
my anxious hope that the foregoing explanation will prove satisfactory to you. 

I have, &c. 

(signed) Ladcoba Atmaram, 

Late Deputy Accountant in the Baroda Residency. 

Broach, 12 August 1850. 


Appendix, No. 2 C. 

Mancoba, Surat, 24 September 1860. 

Whek you were in Baroda, did you copy any English papers for any sowcar, and if 
so, what is the name of that sowcar; what did you write for him ; what was paid to you for 
the trouble, and through whom did you receive the same ? 

Give an answer to the above inquiries, and state nothing but the truth, and the whole 
truth. In doing so you will not get any one or yourself into difficulty, as you were not 
then a Government servant. 

Yours, &c. 

(signed) W. C, Andrews , 

Late Acting Resident at Baroda. 

Mancoba Moroba, Dhoolia, Khandeish. 

(True copy.) 

(signed) W. C. Andrews, 


To W, C. Andrews f Esq., late Acting Resident at Baroda. 

Sir, 

I HAVE the honour to acknowledge the receipt of your honour’s letter, dated the 24th 
ultimo, regarding the query. In reply to it, I beg most respectfully to state, that I have 
hud good acquaintance with a respectable young man, whose name IJnna, son of Baba, the 
head karbharee of the Hurree Bhugtee’s firm, who often came to me ; one day he desired 
me to copy out in duplicate an English report of the Arbitrators of the Hurry Bhugtee, 
which was brought with him and gave it to me ; and at the same time he promised to pay to 
me a good reward fot my trouble, which work I have done with carefully. But after few days, 
I obliged to proceed to Surat without receiving my trouble, as your honour receive a letter 
from the magistrate of Surat, requesting your honour to send me soon there to testify what 
had happened in the Court of Kotwal. From thence I wrote a letter to the above stated 
man to pay my labour according to promise to my brother Ladcoba, which he did, but I 
am not informed by Ladcoba what amount paid for my trouble, but only acquainted by a 
letter that he deducted the amount of my trouble from the amount which I owe to him, on 
account ofywdging me about a three or four months, and brought for me some articles, 
during my residence with him at Baroda. 

1 do not know more than what 1 have above scribe. 

I regret also to state that 1 have been prevented by ill health during the last three or four 
clays from getting this answer ready as soon as I should otherwise have done. 


Dhoolia, 3 October 1850. 


I remain, 8cc, 

(signed) Mancoba Moroba* 


Appendix, No. 2 D. 

Sir, 

Having been informed by Mr. Andrews that in a private letter recently received by him, 
you have expressed that it is supposed that have instigated a Bhaderwa* chieftainess to 
bring 

* Noie by Lieutenant -colonH Here is internal evidence that Keshoo How was cognioant 

of the charge made against Baba-Ftirkia, otherwise how did he thus at once jump at the conckssioii 
that a ** Bhaderwa” chieftainess was referred to ? I bad made no mention of a Bhadorwa ohfo£tuii«fti 
in the private letter referred to (that dated ii September J), My words were, brought against 
him by 0 chieftain of the Eewa Kanta;”-and the Rewa Kanta contains many chiefshfps beiidU 
Bhaderira. * 
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bring some charges aj^insr Baba Biiri^a« I fed it nacessavy for the sake of my oharacter 
to tafce the liberty of declariog to you that this supposition is entirely groundless and 
false. 

I have never seen Bhaderwa, nor do I know any of the ladies there ; in fact while i was 
native agent in the Rewa Kama, I held no communication with any of ibe Rewa 
Kanta thakores, or rajas, or their men, any further than the duties of my office required ; and 
during the period of nearly two years and a half since I left that part of the country, I 
have had no intercourse of any kind with anjj|of them save Chotta Oodeypoor, the rajah of 
which being related with the Bansda Raja by marriage, they are in the habit of conimuni* 
eating with one another, and it would be loo unpolite in me not to write a complimentary 
reply to that rajah once or twice in a year/ after being honoured three or four times by 
similar letters from him during that period. 

In the absence then of any intercourse with them, how could I instigate any Bhaderwa 
people to accuse Baba Furkia, and wh^at obligations do they owe me that for my sake they 
shoiild lake it upon themselves to run the risk of accusing him, for they must know well 
th#t should thetr accusation be false they must suffer the consequences, because the 
British Government is too just to allow an)" man to be falsely accused by such people with 
impunity. 

Further, were I so mean as to do such a thing,. and could effect it so easily as you seem 
to iinugine, what (I beg* most respectfiiUy to observe) had prevented my making the attempt 
when 1 was in the Rewa Kanta, or at least in September ^1848, when Baba Furkia was 
gratifying his vindictive designs against my father; whai influence can I ntjw have in that 
province, and what motives can I have in acting so basely on the present occasion? 

Besides, if nothing else, the fear of the interception of my letters in such times 
alone wonld have been sufficient to prevent me from putting myself into communication 
with any parties in the Rewa Kanta on such subject. 

In short, I could say much in my defence, but as under the present circumstances I can 
hardly expect to be believed, I ru ed not lengthen this most unpleasant letter which it has 
come to my lot to address to a gentleman like you, whose patronage it was at one time my 
ardent desire to obtain. I shall, therefore, with due deference conclude with the following 
remai ks. 

That in the state of the feelings that exist in the minds of both parties, it is very natural 
tlntt each should indulge in, or place implicit reliance upon such suppositions, however 
absurd or groundless they mai^ be, and that mortal judges who cannot see beyond a limited 
range may sometimes l)elieve in false suppositions,j^and in consequence condemn the best 
and most innocent persons. But there will come a time when all shall be tried alike with- 
out any distinction by the Eternal Judge, whose eye can penetrate through the secret 
recesses of every one’s hearts, IVuth alone shall then be respected, and vice shall cease to 
triumph over virme. There every party's doubts and prejudices shall be at once cleared, 
and under this firm conviction, I fear not the persecution that I may probably have to 
undergo for being supposed to be the instigator of the complaints brought forward by some 
of the Bhaderwa ladies against Baba Furkia. 

Hoping to be pardoned for venturing (at such a crisis) to express my sentiments so freely 
to you, 

^ I remain, Scc. 

Surat, 22 September 1860. (signed) Kessow Nursing, 

(True copies.) ^ 

(signed) M. Battye, Assistant Resident. 




Appendix, No. 3. 

(No. 1.) 

Translation of the Deposition on oath of Damodhur Doobubdass ;*aged 40 years ; inhabi- 
tant of Baroda ; Gooniasia in the firm of Ilurree Bhugtee, made before the Resident at 
Baroda, on the 27th August 1860. 

Question^ In examining the private dufterof Baba Naira on the 31st ultimo, a yad of 
21,000 rupees was found in it, at which time you were present; therefore, state what occurred 
on that occasion ? — Answer, The Resident had sent; for the private chopras of Baba Nafra, as 
well as those belonging to the firm of Hurree Bhugtee, which were undergoing examina- 
tion in a room of the residency, at which time the Guicowar's karbarry Shumbhooram was 
present; the kamdar of the Resident was engaged in examining the dufters also; and 
near him was tlie private goomasta of Baba If afra; and while Baba's private dufters were 
being examined, a Maratha yad of debit and credit for 21,M0 rupees was found in Ae 
presence of the whole of these persons; the careoon who found the paper in the du^r 
560. M 2 
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which he was examining^ read it over, wherein 21,000 ru^es is credited to the name of 
Vishnoo Narrain. The native agent of the residency and Shumbhooram asked every one 
whether there was a so wear of that name, and whetlier they knew any money transactions 
were carried on with such a person ? They all replied that there is no one in Baroda of 
the name of Vishnoo Narrain, as they never heard of such a name before ; nor is any 
money transaction carried on with such a person by our firm. On the debit side 3,100 
rupees is eiitered in the name of Sobagwuntee/^ but the figure 3 was afterwards struck 
out Below this sum, and 18,000 rupees above it, which is entered in the name oF Narrain 
Row Runchore, an entry is made to the efilct Taken by Anna to camp, for Larcoba.'* 
On being asked who Larcoba is, I said he was a relative of Moongajee ; and as regards the 
name of Sobaguntee’* written in it, those who were present began to ask one another who 
that person was, when they were told Sobagwuntee was a kept woman, that Larcoba 
was sent for by Moongajee, who got him employment here, and while Mr. Andrews re- 
mained here as Acting Resident, both Larcoba and the woman were here, which every one 
present knowing this, said so, but where this woman now is, no one then knew. At the 
time the paper was found in the diifter, tlie above mentioned inquiries were made, which 
was made known to the Resident, and also showed him the yad in question, to which tBat 
gentleman attached his signature. Sumbhooram read a memorandum to the Kesidcni, 
stating where Larcoba and the woman in keeping are now, at which time I was present. 
From this I learned that the Woman’s name is Doolun, who lived in camp, but now is at 
Ahmedabad ; Larcoba and Moongajee, who are related to each other, are employed at Surat 
under Mr. Andrews. In thi8:|tad of 21,000 rupees, 24,000 rupees was originally written on 
the credit side, and under it an entry of 4,000 rupees is made, dated 2d Jest 4th, which sum 
was received at three different times, viz., 360 rupees, 560 rtipees, and 3,100 rupees, of the 
latter sum the figure 3 has been struck out, and from 4,000 rupees the figure 4 was also struck 
out, and figure 1 placed instead. The item of 24,000 rupees, in the name of Vishnoo Nar- 
raiii, was altered to 21,000 rupees, thus reducing 3,000 rupees from the credit side, and on 
the debit side 3,100 rupees was entered in the name Sobagwuntee,” from which the figure 
3 was struck out, and from the total of the debit 8i<ie 24,000 rupees, the figure 4 has been 
altered to 1, making it 21,000, thus striking out the sum of 3,000 both from the debit and 
credit sides. 

What is youT opinion as to the object of striking out the sum of 3,000 rupees from the 
yad ? You being a sowcar’s goomasta must be acquainted with the meaning oC accounts 
which you have to write daily? — An entry is made under the name of Sobagwuntee” for 
3,100 rupees for payment to Larcoba, and taken by Anna,” who is the son of Baba. In 
order to strike out the 3,000 rupees, the totals of the debit and credit sides ]i;td tQ be 
altered. But the object of putting down an assumed name oli the credit side of the item, 
and thus altering the figure, is to show that according to yad, money has been paid; ami the 
reasons for altering the figures are, that^no one should know of his intern ioiH but hirhself, 
so that wimn the yad is seen by any one, it will be said that the writer who wrote it can 
only know, any other person wmuld not easily understand it ; that the alteration in the yad 
took place after it was written. The Resident then said that we all had expressed suspi- 
cions regarding the yad, but as Mr. Andrews was not here at the time, what necessity was 
thereto pay anything .to his kamdars and others? but we replied, Larcoba was here at that 
lime, and Mr. Andrews had just left this. That business of importance was going on at 
Surat, this every one present told the Resident, but what they said that important business 
was, I do not recollect. 


(No. 2.) 

Translation of the Deposition on oath of Runchore Nathoo; religion, Hindoo ; caste, 
Brahmin ; aged about 22 years; inhabitant of Baroda; profession, Goomasta, in the employ 
of Baba Nafra, made before the Resident, on 27 August 1850, 

Questioff. When the private dufters of Baba Nafra were undergoing examinatioti at the 
Residency, a yad of 21,000 riii|)ee8 was found, at which time you were present, state hovv 
this occurred, and what was said during the inquiry /“A ns«7cr, I was present when the 
efiopras of Hurry Bhugtee and private dufters of Baba Nafra w^re undergoing examina- 
tion, and at which time a yad of 21,000 rupees was found, but from what dufter I do not 
recollect, but -as an entry was made in the chopin that the sum of 4,000 rupees from the 
18,000 rupees was paid to me, I was asked what I had done with the money ; I replied that 
wliatever i? written in tlie chopra musf be correct. Further inquiries were made among ttie 
iioomastas of Hurree Bhugtee and others regarding the other items in the yad, but I do ntit 
recollect wliat they were. 

You have stated that what h written in the cliopra about the 4,000 rupees is correct. As 
the chopra has been shown to you, state whtt answer did you make to it ?— The Sirkar 
showed me the chopra, but what reply I mad# to it I do not recollect. 

It is not many days since the inquiry was niade, -and in every quesrion put to you, you say 
that you do not lecollect ; during the inquiry; you were asked about the item of 4,000 rupees, 
and yoti made your reply in the presence of many persons, and now you will not repeat 
what you had said before. In the yad it is ifiitten that the amount of 4,000 rupees forms a 
|lortion of 16,000 rupees paid to you on A^r Bood 8, therefore state to whom you gave 
this amount, from where and how you got it the^hopra it is written that the amount 

was 
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was taken from Purshotum Runchore, and paid to Narron Row Hunchore, but I do not re- 
collect where I got it, or to whom I paid the money. 

Who 18 Vishnoo Narrain; as you area private goomasta of Baba, did you at any lime 
bring money from, or take to Vishnoo Narrain, if so, when did you so, and where is his 
house ? — I do not know who Vishnoo Narrain is, nor 4id I ever take or bring money from his 
place, nor did I hear of such a name. 

When an inquiry was made at the time the dufters were being examined, you were 
asked about the item of 4,000 rupees; where were ihe native agent, Sumbooram, and the 
others silting; and how far were you from them ? — 1 do not recoiled. 


(No. 3.) 

Tkanslation pf the Deposition on oath of Nathoo GuIalJ ; religion, Hindoo; casie, Dus^alar 

Banian ; profesision, Goomasta of Baba Nafra, aged about 62 years; inhabitant of Baroda, 
%inade before Resident on the 27th August 1850. 

QvestiofL When the private dufters of Baba Nafra were being examined at the Residency, 
a yad of 21,000 rupees was found on the 31st July 1860, at which time you were present, 
state what took place at the time ? — Answer, When the yad of 21,000 rupees was found, 
my son Runchore uas present. In the evening iny son informed me that my attendance 
was required at the Residency, when he replied that'*^ as Fwas living separate, would not 
c«'rne, therefore to send a Government peon for me. Wlien he came home he told me tins 
circumstance. The second day the Jassood of Hurree Bhugtee came to call me, witi) whom 
I went to the Residency. The native agent, Sumbooram, and others, goomasta of Hurree 
Blnigtce, were all sitting there. The native agent asked me who Vishnoo Narrain was, as 
21,000 rupees has been credited to his nariiein the yad ; I replied, I do noi know him, nor 
did I bring any money from him, nor have I seen him. As Baha desired, so his name 
was entered in the cliopra. 1 his is what 1 remember halving slated. 

On W'liai blisiness are you employed at Baba, and wi)o make entries in the cdiopras, &c. ? 
I am employed in making entries in the chopras belonging to tlie private shop of Baba, 
called l^urshotuMi Runchore,” and tl)e chopras are written by me. 

In the private dufter of Baba, a ^d of 21,000 rupees was found, and on relerring to ihe 
ehopra of the shop of Purshotum Runchore for Sumwui 1903, there is an item of 21,000 
rupees credited on 2d Jest Sood 13ih (20th June) in the name of Vishnoo Narrain, which 
amount has also been fjebili^d. As you write the chopras belonging to the private shop 
of Baba, state from where the amount was brought, and ^in what manner. On the debit 
sid^ entries uie made in the names of Narrain RAincbore, 6cc., state to whom the amount 
was paid, and in what way? — Whether the amount was brought, and from whom, and 
whether the same was paid to Narrain Runchore, or whether payment were made to the 
other persons, as |iSted in the yad, I do not at all know, because as Baba’s Mahratha 
carkoon or his son desire me to make the debit and credit entries, so i do them ; and in 
whatever way he directs me to make the entries in the chopras ipMs presence, 1 do them ; 
but whether the amount has been accordift^gly paid or not I do nbf^now. 

If credit is afforded for sums borrowed or received from persons, and in the same way a 
debit is afforded to such persons, is that peisoti’s khata,” whether^ it be closed annually 
or at pleasure, compared with your chopras, or how? — According to whai Baba's son 
desired me, 1 made the entries, but^ the sowcars, accounts, if closed annually or at 
pleasure, are compared with our eh'&prus. If any doubt existed, a reference would be 
made to Baba on the subject, in consequence of my no| being aware of the receipt and 
disbuisement. The item of Vishnoo Narrain has not been compared, nor did the owner 
of it come to me, nor do I know anything about it. 

If a loan, was required from any one, who used to give the chiliee" at Baba Nafra’s ?— r- 
I used to write the chiitee,” btjJt Baba would sign it. The amount of the *^chittee” 

would be debited and credited in lire ehopra. ' -- ^ 

Did you write any “ chittee” for the money which imsJieen credited to Vishnoo Narrain ; 
if any money is brought to Baba^s house in a lump, is it customary to write a ciiit ?— It is 
not customary to give | ‘‘chittee” where an open account is kept. In the amount credited 
to Vishnoo Narrain, it is written that a ‘^chiiiee” has been given, but which I dill not 
give, nor do I recollect having written it, as I went to Nowsarry on some business of Baba. 
On my return, Baba’s son, by name Appa Saheb, caused me to make the entry from some 
paper he had by him. 1 do not know anything alKiut giving or receiving ilte money. 

In llie yad the amount originally credited was 24,000, but afterwards both on the debit 

and credit sides 3,000 rupees has been strOck out, thus reducing the total to 21,000 rupees. 
Do vou know why this was done ? — I do not know, as Baba himself made the yad, and after- 
wards got me to make the entry in the ehopra. For what reason he made the alterations 
I do nut know. The alterations must have been made at the time he framed the yad for 
his own understanding, and afterwards he desired me to write, tlierefore how can 1 know 

anything about it. ... . . i 

Tile copy of tlie vad of 21,000 rupees is here shown to you, state whether the alterations 

in the items were made at the time the yad was prepared or after it ? — Having seen the y^d 
of 21,000 rupees, I beg to state that liie alterations do not appear to have been made bom 
atj oversight. If from oversigblij^tlie alteration would Imve been made iu one place 
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credit «ide, under the head of Vishnoo Narrain of the seven items, the tliird, viz., 4,000 
rupees, has been altered to 1,000 rupees, and from the last item composing this sum, viz., 3,100, 
the figure 3 has been struck out. In the amount of 24,000 rupees in the name of Vishnoo 
Nariain, the figure 4 is altered to 1, thus making it 21,000 rupees. On the debit side, from 
the amuutii of 100 rupees, the figure Sm struck out, leaving 100 rupees, thus altering the total 
from 24,000 to 21,000 rupees, by substituting the figure 1 for 4. These alterations have 
been made after the yad liad been prepared, but whether the amount was received less, or 
whether the alteration had been made after satisfying himself as to the correct amount re- 
ceived, I do not know, as 1 was not present when $Ih; yad was made, which I have staled above. 
And Appa Sahib got me to make the debit and credit afterwards from the yad. The altera- 
tion must I imagine have been made at the time the yad was prepared, though I cannot say 
so positively ; but on being asked as to what m customary in such matters, 1 have staled all 
I had to say from seeing tlie yad. 

In the yu<l 21,000 rupees is entered oh account of bouse expense, do you know to whom 
it was paid? — This money was not paid by me, nor do I know anything a^ut it. 


(No. 4.) 

Tkanslation of the Depositiini om oalh of Echaram Vunarsee, inhabitant of Baroda, 
Goornasta of Hurry Bhugtee, made before the Resident on the 28lh August 1850. 

Question, On examining the private dnfter of Baba Nafta, a Mahratha yad <)f 21,000' 
rupees was found in it, at which time you were present; therefore state how this happened, 
and all that is true I'he Resident had sent for the private dufters of Baba 

Nafra, as well as those belonging to mv firm, which were being examined by the kamdars 
at the Hesidenoy, at which nine 1 and Damodluu* T)oolub, of my shop, and others were 
sitting ill one of the rooms of tlie residency. On Assar Vud 7th (31st July) as the kamdars 
were examining the dufters, a Mahrattu yad of 21,000 rupees ol debit and credit was found 
in the private diifter of Baba Nafra, in the presence of us all. The carkoon then showed it to 
the native agent und Shninbhooram, in which 21,000 rupees is credited to Vishnoo Narrain, 
from whicli 3,100 rupees is debited to “ Sobagwuntee Buee,” and above it 18,000 rupees 
to Narran Row Hunchore. Below the entry of “ Sobagw nntee,'’ it is written that Anna 
has taken to camp to pay Larcoba again, below this, two ‘fims are debited, viz. to 

Ooka Sonee and bouse expense^ The “ Ankia’’ ol the yad has been altered both in the 
debit and credit sides, by striking^ut the|lim of 3,000 rupees. On being asked, 1 said, that 
there is no person of the name of Vishnoo Narrain in Baroda, nor do 1 know that any 
transaction w'as carried on with such a person. Larcoba is a Surat parboo, and a relative 
of Moongajee, who kept Larcoba with Mr. Andrews on his part. # Mr. Andrews when 
Acting Resident, had great regnrd and tru^^ in Moongajee, Wlurn Woonjipijee came to 
BarodH, lie got Lareoba^jlg^cmployment under Mr. Andrews, and that gentleman kept also 
his regard on Larcoba. f<Hkrcoba resided in cai|tp> and the kept-woman also lived there; 
from which circurnstanefe the names of Larcoba rad the Baee have been written together; 
and the amount jiaid in camp by Anna, son of Baba ; uttei wards the figure 3 has been 
rubbed out with the iig;ure from thej^sum of 3,100 entered in the name of the Baee. In the 
same way the amount on tlie cie<^,^fide has been altered. At that time the case of 
(jungadhur Shasirte was gfbing on,i|^d as the amiflftwt was sent by Baba, wiih his own 
son, every one was opinion that tBe money was for Larcoba, See. The Resident ttoeu, 
observed, that suspicion is entettained about the Shastrecs and other cases, but Mr. 
Andrevv>. had left this prior to the date of the entry in the yad; lo this we replied, that 
payment is to be made when necessary. In the meantime a separaie memoranduni kept 
for private information; but in the chopra difieient dates can be put, and the amount 
carried tdf any head ; this i -aii be done ; accordingly the moii^y may have been paid before, 
and the debit and credit being afterwards, the dates can never agree. At the time 

the yad was found, what every one said on the subject, I have accoidingiy deposed as far 
as I can recollect. 

' 

In the private dufter of Baba, a yad of 21,000 rupees^ was found, copy of which is shown 
to you. In it there was a debit and credit, first lor 24,000 rupees, hut was afterwards 
altereti to 21,000. State was this done by mistake at the time, or }»pw ? — Having looked 
at tlie yad, I have to state that if it wal an error, the Correction would be in one amount 
on one side; but in ibis yad 24,000 rupees is credited tp Vishnoo Narrain, and the same 
amount is debited : afterwards the figure 4 of 24,000 being altered lo 1 %f this sum, 4,000 
rupees bus been entered as received on difiereut dates, from 2d Jefet Vud, 4t*h td 8th ; of 
this sum, 3,100 rupees was received on the 8th ; adtiing this with the other tw^1> items 
above, ii gives a total of 4,000 rupees; and after making other entries below it, the total 
comes to 24,000 rupees. Afterwards the item 4,000, rupees was filtered to 1,000, and the 
item of 3,100 was alttrtd to 100 rupees; and the grand total of 24,000 was altered to 
J21,00d. On the debit side, 8,100 rupees is entered in the name of Sobagwuntee, of this 
sum the figure 8 is struck out. In the same way the grand total of 24,000 is altered to 
21,000, by altering the figure 4 to . From the fact of so many alterations having been 
made, I am of opinion that it was dofi^ intentionally, for^ particular purpose. 
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(No. 6.) 

Thaksuation of the Deposition on oath of Moonshee Abdool Vd. Rehman; reli^rion^ 
Moosulman^ caste, Syed ; profession, service; aged About 26; inhabitant of Rutnagurry, 
but now residing in Baroda camp; made before Resident on the 29th of 

16 ^ 0 . ^ 

Question, As yon were present when an examination of the diiftur of Baba Nafra was 
going on at the Residency, at wiiich time a ^yad of 21,000 rupees was found ; state in whit 
way llie examination was going on, and on what date ; state all that you know ? — Anstper. 
About the Slst July 1850, native agent Soorujram, and the Durbar karbarry Sumbooram, 
wero sitting in one of the residency rooms ftr the examination of fhese dufters ; I, Sue- 
caram Nurreadkur Dukshenee, carcoon ndVry^i^unt, Heerachund, and Treecuniball, 
besides the goomastas of Hurry Bhugtee, whose ^iia in es I do not recollect, but th^t^were 
about 15 or 20 nersons. In the duftur I was examining, 1 found the yad of ddi^vi»and 
cmdit of 21,000 Ibpees above stated ; on reading it. i found the name Sobagwuntee*' in it, 
biA wltich appears to have been afterwards struck out with a pen; and tliere was also 
written the words, “ takeji by Anna to camp, on account of Larcoba.*' I then gave this 
yad to Shumbooram, who after reading, gave it to Soorujram, native agent. As we were 
all discussing about the yad, Sumbooram said that Larcoba was employed in the residency 
office in the time of Mr. Andrew's, and that gentleman had a kept-woman whose name 
may have been put down as Sobagwuntee.'’ On Inlaid also, that Larcoba was in 
camp in ihe time of Mr. Andrews, and the kept-woman, by name Doolun, also lived there. 
While WtB were discussing, Sumbooram said that after Mr. Andrews had come from Surat, 
one purboo, by name Moongajee, came here, who got his relation, by name Larcoba, 
emploj^cd in the residency. Tliat Mr. Andrews had a great regard for Moongajte, as also 
for Larcoba. In this wav the inquiry proceeded. On this subject Sumbooram prepared a 
yad, which he read to the Resident, as aLo the one found in the dufter ; on this the 
Ilesidem said, that as Mr, Andrews was hot here but in Surat, on the date mentioned in the 
yad, what reason could there be for giving money to his karbary ? The gpomasta of 
Hurree Bhugtee then Itad a consultation among themselves, and afterwards stated some^ 
thing to the Resident, but which I do, not recollect now; 1 have stated all that I 
recollected. 


Translation of the* further Deposition on oath of Moonshee Abdool Rehman, on tlie 
% ^ 10th September i860. 

■.■'I'. 

Question, It appears from the yad presented jby the CJfiicowar’s carkoon Shumbooram, 
that you Imd furnished information regarding ‘‘Sobagwuntee Doolun,? hut in your depo- 
sition you have not said anything about the said woman Doolun having been dismissed. 
What had taken jJ^tEse at that time, and what had you then |tated ; recollect well, and 
state all that >« truffT— Anwer, I Have deposed all the particulars on this subject in my 
former deposition, but I omitted to say that woman, Doolun, waiAliftinissed on account of 
misconduct with a Bargeer in the Hu^oalht Paga, and that sh^fflir powin Alimedabad, I 
now depose it, in consequence of a discussion having taken plaSe between myself and 
Sumbooram, by which this came to my recollection. 

How did you come to know of this matter? — I heard of it becaus^I live in the camp. 

When was this woman Doolun dfenulsed ? — Aboq^iie or six months after Mr. Andrews 
went to Surat, Doolun woman retu^ffll^ here from «i™place ; 'iihen ail ihe people said that 
tlid reason of her return was as above iiiewtioned ; thfe is how 1 came t|ii- know it. 


(No. 6.), 

Translation of the Depoaitior/bh oath of Petaraher. Govind ; religion, Hinddl^ j caste, 
Dussa Kuryla Brahmin ; aged 60 years; profession, ^||prnasta ; in the tirm of Hurree 
; inhabiiapt of Baioda, made before the Reside on the 29th August 1850. 

When thi private dufters of Baba Nafra, sent for at the residency, wer;e Ipieing 
examined at the residency, you were present, at which time a yad of 21,000 rupbfe was 
found. State in what way the inquiry was instituted, to the best of your recollection ? — 
At^iwor. About Assary ud, the date not known, but one day, as I was at the residency, 
where riie ohopiaft, &c. were being examined in a cibe relating to our sbet, the native agent, 
SrtMibhobram, and about five or" six carcoons of the cuteberry, also our shet’s goomastas, 
Damodtor; pchafb^^ Bhugwan, Bhayejee Dulputram, myself, Runchore, and 

Nuthocu tbe two Jattergoomastas of Baba, were sitting in one of the rooms, we and the 
other ewdona were examining the private dufters of Baba, when a yad of 21,000 rupees 
ww found p those who knew "Maratta read h ; I also read it, from knowing Maratta. In 
yad, 24>0t)0 rupe^' was originally credited to Vishnoo Narrain, but which was after- 
wwdlidtored to 21^ rupees. (Im the debit side, 18,000 rupees is debited to Narrain 
RdW, below which is 8A99 in the name of Sobagwuntee Baee, but which has been stm^k 
out, and^ the following words written:-**^ Taken to camp by Amiai for Larcoba.'^ rne 

figure 3 appears to have bean «*ru0k but aftarwardii^ rupees. Fr^i the to^ 

of 24,000 rupees, 3,000 rup^s hr« been reduced, l^apng 21,000. A question being 

560. ^4 
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as to who Vishnoo Narrain was, and whether he was in Baroda or not, every one said that 
there was no such person living in Baroda, neither did they know him. A discussion then 
took place as to who Larcoba was, when the moonshee said that in the time of Mr. Andrews, 
Larcoba was employed in the office, and was related to Moongajee. That Sobagwuntee 
Baee was a kept-woman of some one, but by whom kept and what was her name, I did 
not hear. 'J‘his is what they all then said. I know nothing more. 

In the yad of 24,000 rupees, found in Baba’s dufters, 3,000 rupees has been struck 
out, leaving 21,000 rupees, copy of which is here shown to you. State for what purpose 
the alteration has been jiiade ? — Having seen the yad, I beg to state that it cannot be 
from an oversight the 3,000 rupees were struck out, because the 3,000 rupees have been 
altered in many places on both sides of the debit and credit. The totals have also been 
altered, which appears^to have been done witii fraudulent motives, in order that no ohe 
should know what it meant. 


Translation of the Deposition on oath of Visw^anath Gopal ; religion, Hindoo; castfe^ 

Deccanee Brahmin ; profession, service ; inhabitant of Baroda ; aged 28 years ; made 

before the Resident on the 29th August 1860. 

Question, When the private dufters of Baba Nafra, sent for at the residency, were 
being examined, you were present, at which time a yad \)f debit and credit of 21,000 
rupees was found. State in what way the inquiry was instituted, and on what day it took 
place? — Answer, About the 30th or 31st of July 1850 (the exact date I do not know), 
native agent Soorujram and Durbar carbaree Sumbooram were sitting in a room exhniining 
Baba Nafra’s dufters, Succarain, moonshee, myself, Heerachund, carcoon Ballajee, &c.,' 
also the goomasta of Hurree Bhugtee, in all about 20 persons were sitting there, when a 
yad of debit and credit of 21,000 rupees was found, but by whom I do not recollect; but 
carcoon moonshee, gave tins yad to Sumbhooram, nwho, alter reading, showed it to us all. 
In it 24,000 rupees was credited to Paruck Vishnoo Narrain, which amount was reduced 
to 21,000. On the debit side, 18,000 rupees was debited to Paruck Narrain Row Run- 
chore, and below it is 3,100 rupees in the name of ^‘Sobagwuntee Baee,’’ which was struck 
out, and the following words written : Taken by Anna to camp for Larcoba.” The 
6gure 3 has been struck out, leaving 100 rupees quite plain. Below it, 600 rupees is 
entered on the name of Ooka Soonee, and 2,400 rupees on aci ount of house expense, 
thus reducing the total of 24,000 rupees to 21,000 rupees, by striking out the 3,000. On 
this every one had their suspicion, and they began to ask eachj^. otlji^r about it, when the 
chopras of Baba in Guzerattee, and Mahrattee were sent for, and compared with the 
yad, by which the amount of the credit aiide agreed, but not with that of the debit side. 
A question being raised who Vishnoo Narrain was, the goomasta of Hurree Bhugtee said 
that there was no person of that name in Baroda, nor does he know him. Inquiries were 
then made about Larcoba sjsond Sobagwuntee Baee, when all of then! ^pid that after Mr. 
Andrews had come to Baroda as Acting Resident, one Moongajee came frem Surat and 
lived in camp ; that he intimate terms w(th Mr. Andrews, and sent for Larcoba, 

his relative, and got himJi place in the office ; he llso lived in camp, and Mr. Andrews had 
a great regard for him. Sobagwuntee was a kept-woman living in camp, at whose place 
Larcoba used to frequfnt, as appears from the statement of the moonshee and others. 
From this Shumbooram prepared a yad of what he heard, and read it before the Resident. 
That eentleman said that Andie||f$ was not here^ on the date mentioned in the yad, 
there&e what necessity was there to give any money to his karbarry. On this the goo- 
masta of Hurry Bhugtee said something, but I do not recollect to what case he alluded. 
As I do not remember, I cannot say anything, about it, but as far as I recollected I have 
deposed it. Moongajee was seen going about in tl)e city in a gany. 


, (No. 8.) 

Translation of the Deposition on oath of Hurry Appajee; religion, Hindoo; caste, 
Deccanee; profession, service; aged 28 years; inhabitant of Nassic ; now employed 
in fjhe Residency Office ; made before the Resident on the 29th August 1850. 

Question. When the private dufters of Baba Nafra, sent for at the residency, were being 
examined, you were present, at which tipie a yad of debit and credi^ of 21,000 rupees was 
found. Slate in what way the inquiry was instituted, and on what day it took place?— 
Answer. On the 3l8t July 1850, 1 went to the Resident to read and obtain his signature to 
some public papers, at which time Soorujram, the native agent, Und"" Sumbooram, the 
Durbar carbarry, moonshee Heeruchund, Succaram, &c. were sitting in the rdom and 
examining the dufters, near them were the goomasta of Hurry Bhugtee, in all about 10 or 
16 persons were sitting, when from these dufters a yad of debit and credit of 21,000 rupees 
was found. Sumbooram and others began to speak to each other, when the moonshee' 
said that Larcoba used to live in camp, and that Sobagwuntee ” was a kept-woman. In 
this way the inquiry, as well as the reading of the yad was going on. After obtaining the 
Resident’s signature to the papers, I left the place. This is ail that 1 heard. Sumbooram 
was sdsb saymg that Larcoba resided ip camp, and that the kept-woman Sobagwuntee may, 
also te living wiere. # ^ 

Sumbooram 



FEOM THE OFFICE OF RESIDENT AT BARODA. 


97 


Sumbooram prepared a yad regarding the inquiry about the yad of 21,000, which was 
read to the Resident, who said that Mr. Andrews was not here on the date mentioned in 
the yad, therefore what necessity was there to pay any money to his karbarree; and as 
the goomasta of Hurree Biiugtee, 8cc. were present at the time, state what they all said f 
— When the discussion was going on between them, I have stated all that I heard above* 
Afterwards Snmboorani may have prepared and read a yad to the Resident, but I was not 
present, being then in the ciiicherry, therefore I do not know. 


(No. 9.) 

Translation of the Deposition on oath of Lulloo Bughwan; Religion, Hindoo; Caste, 
Brahmin Wayra; Profession, Goomasta, in the firm of Hurree Bhugtee ; aged about 
55 years ; Inhabitant of Baioda ; made befoie the Resident on the 29th August 1850. 

Question- When the private dufters of Baba Nafra were sent for at the residency, and 
undergoing exaiiijtnation, you were present there with the chopras of Hurree Bhugtee V 
firm, at which time a yad of debit and credit of 21,000 rupees was found in Baba’s private 
dufler ; state in what way the inquiry was instituted, and what did you say, and on what 
day it took phice? — Answer. About Assar Vud, 5th or 7th, Sumvut 1900 (30th, 31st July 
1860), the native agent, Soorujram and the Durbar carcoon Siimbooram were silting in 
one of the residency rooms, and the examination of Baba’s private dutter had commenced, 
Bhyeje^^ Gella, Bhugwan Bhowance, myself, Echaram, Damodhur Petainber Govin, 
Dulput Kessur; these were our gnomastas ; also, the private goomasta of Baba, by name 
Runchoro, together with Ballajee Heerachund, &c. About five carcoons were examining 
the dufters, when a yad of debit and credit of 21,000 rupees was found, vvhich Sumbooram 
read, as also those who knew Marrata. In it 24,000 rupees was originally credited in the 
name of Vishnuo Narrain, and afterwards altered to 21,000 rupees; on the debit side 
3,100 rupees has been entered in the name of Sobagwnntee, the figure 3 of which has 
been struck out, leaving 100 rupees; above this sum 18,000 rupees is debited on the 
name of Narrain Runchore. Below tlie item of 3,100 rupees, an entry is made that ‘‘ Anna 
has taken to camp for payment to Larcoba.” This 1 heard. Afterwarcis, Sumbooram 
and native agent asked all of us who Vishnoo Narrain was. We all replied there was no 
such person in the city, nor had we any dealings vvitli his shop, and that this name 
appeared to us false. Afterwards inquiry being made about Larcoba, moonshee, carkoon 
Sumbooram, and others said, that after Mr. Andrews came to Baroda, as Acting Resident, 
Moongajee followed him, who was on intimate terms with that gentleman. This Moon- 
gajee scni for his relatii^e, LUrcoba, from Surat, and got liim employed under that gentle- 
man, for whom Mr. Andrew's had great regard. That Sobagwnntee” was a kept woman, 
living in camp, and from what the moonshee said, her name was Doolun. In this way the 
inquiry was made, and Sumbooram prepared a yad from w'hat every one had said, and 
read it before the Resident; on this the Resident said that Mr. Andrews was not here on 
the date mentioned, jaiid w hat necessity was there to give money fo his carbarry ? We the 
whole of the goomastas then said to the Resident, that as the Nayab’s case was pending 
at Sural, the money may have been |)aid on that account, or thsift; as the Shastree’s ease 
was pending here, if any promise had been made beforehand to pay the money, the same 
may have been paid afterwards, consequently the date will not agree, because Baba was 
in the habit of making entries in the chopni, whenever he likes, of the payments which he 
made, and also to debit and credit it to any head he liked. But there being no such peison 
as Vishnoo Narrain, and as the amount has been deWled and credited, I aiii clearly of 
opinion that this money has been paid to Larcoba, &c. 

In the yad of 21,000 rupees, found in Baba’s dufter, the original amount of which was 
24,000 rupees, which w'as afterwards altered to 21,000; was this alteration made from an 
oveisight, or how ; after seeing the copy of the yad, give your opinion? — Having seen the 
vad, 1 have to slate, that if from an oversight, the alteration would be in one place, but the 
alteration has been made on both the debit and credit sides, tlms reducing 3,000 rupees 
from it. From this it appears that the alteration was intentionally made, in order that no 
one should know anything about it, and thus recorded it in the dufter, so that whenever 
he sees it he wdli at^once understand it ; but this would not be the case with another person. 
That such has been d(>n« to kee}» it a secret is my opinion, on reference to the yad. 

Do you know if there was any talk going on about Moongajee. going to the city? — 
Sumbooram hud said about Moongajee having gone in Mr. Andrew^’ garry to the city. 
I have also seen Moongajee coming to the city tw'o or four times, which I said, as well as 
the moonshee. I have also seen Baba’s son, Anna, coming and going to Larcoha’s house 
in camp. This I also mentioned. 

(No. 10.) 

Translation of the Deposition on oath of Bhugwan Bhow^anee ; Religion, Hindoo; Caste, 
Dussa Dessaw al Braumn; Profesnon, Goomasta, in the service of Hurry Bhugtee; made 
before the Resident, on the 29th August 1850. 

Question, When the private dufters of Baba Nafia sent fur at the residency were being 
examined, as also the chopras of your firm, you were present, at winch time a yad of 21,000 
rupees was found in the private duller ol Baba ; state in what way the inquiry wus instituted 
560. ^ N 
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rftgftrdtng it, tmd what you said, and on what day this took place T'—iliwirer. On Aasur 
Vttd 7 ^311 J«iy), native agerit, Soorujram and Barter karteny Sambooram were sitting in 
one oC the msidency rooms ; the carcoons were. examining the private dufters of Baba, at 
whkh time the goomastas of my shop, Bamodhur, Echaram, myself and others, in all 
about 17 or 18 persons were sitting, when a yad of debit and credit of 21,000 rupees waa 
found in Bate's private dufter, which was given to Sumbooratn by a carcoon ; the former 
made it over to carcoon Wi^^8ooneth, and as he was readinsj I heard him say that 21,00a 
rupees was credited to Vishnoo Narrain, and on the debit side 10,000^rupees in the name 
of Niirrain Runchore, 3,J00 rupees in the name of “ Sobagwuntee Baee/' and below it is 
written, taken to camp by Anna for Larcoba/* Tlieie were other entries in the name of 
Ooka Soonee, &c. Every "one at ihe time said, that in the yad the original amount of the 
debit and credit sides was 24,000 rupees, but that it was afterwards altered to 21,000 by 
atriking out 3,000 rupees. Sumbooram and Soorujram having asked who Vishnoo Narrain 
wus, every one said that there was no such person in Baroda, neither had they ever had 
any money troBsactions with him. As regards Luicoba, he is an inluibitant of Surat, and 
Moongajee got him euipl<'yed in the residency office under Mr. Andrew*; who had great 
regard for him. That Sobagwuntee*' was a kept woman, by name BooJun, which I heard 
the moonshee say, also that she is not in camp hut iu Ahmedebad. From the sum of 3,100 
rupees, in the name of Sobagwuntee, the figure 3 is struck out, leaving 100, and as it is 
written that Anna (Baba’s son) had taken the rupees to camj),’* every one was fully 
satisfied that the money was paid to Larcoba, &c. A yad was prepared by Sumbooram on 
the subject, and read to tlie Resident, who said, that Mr. Andrews was not heve on the 
date mentioned, but in Surat, therefore what necessity was there to give mohey to the 
kamdar ? We all then said that a promise may have been made to give money when there 
was an occasion to do so, but payment might not have been made at the time. Further, 
there may have been some cases going on in Surat, but what those cases were we could not 
exactly tel), but we supposed it was paid on account of the Newab’s case (at Surat), or that 
of the Shastrees, which was pending here, regarding which a promise may have been made 
to give, but which may not nave been fulfilled till afterwards, therefore the date could not 
agree. Baba was in the habit of entering in the chopras sums which lie paid himself, 
several days after the payment had been made, and instead of debiting the amount to the 
recipient, he would enter it against some other name, so that we could not rightly under- 
stand the accounts. Baba himself must know best what he paid. This is the conversation 
which took place at the time. 

A copy of the yad found in Baba’s dufter is here shown to you, in which 24,000 rupees 
was the original amount, but afterwards altered to 21,000 rupees, state whether this was 
<ione from an oversight, or how^ ?— Having seen the yad, I beg to say, that if from over- 
sight, ihe alteration would be in one place, but in this yad, the x4, 000 in Vishnoo Narrain’s 
name is reduced to 21,000 rupees, by altering the figure 4 to 1; in the same way the 
figure 3, from 3,100, dated 8ih Vud, is struck out, leaving 100; after altering these 
items fixed the total to 21,000 rupees. In the same way, on the debit side, the figure 3, 
from 3,100 in the name of Sobagwuntee, has been struck out, leaving the figure 1 only, 
thus reducing 3,000 rupees. In this manner the totals have been altered. These 
alterations appear lo been done intentionally after the yad was made, with the view 
that no one but himself should know it; such is my opinion. 


(No. 11.) 

Translation of the Deposition on oath of Byejee Gela; Religion, Hind<»o; Caste, 
Banian; Profession, Goomasta, in the firm of Hurree Bhiigtee; aged 36 years ; Inhabitant 
of Baroda ; made before the Resident on the 29th August 1850. 

Question, When the private dufters of Baba Nafra were undergoing examination at the 
residency, a yad of 21,000 rupees was found, at which time you were present, therefore 
state in what way the inquiry was instituted, and on what day it took phu e ? — Amwer. 
About Aasur VuJ, 6th or 7th, of Sumvut 1906 (30 or 31 July), the native agent Sooruj- 
ram and Durbar carcoon Sumbooram, and other carcoons of the cutcherry, moonshee 
Heerachund, Succaram, Wiswonaih Punt, &c,, and myself, also Damodhur, Biiugwan, 
Ecbaram, Peiamber Govind, Dulputram, Lulloo Bbugwan, Runchore, the goomasta of 
Baba Nulhoo, &c., in all about 15 persons, were sitting in one of the residency rooms, 
and os tlie carcoons were examining the private dufiers of Baba, a yad of 21,000 rupees 
was found by the moonshee, who showed it to Sumbooram, who, as also all the other 
carcoons read it ; afterwards a discussion to(»k place among each other, and they said that 
21,000 rupees is credited in the name of Vishnoo Narrain, and on the debit side 18,000 
rupees is debited to Faruk Narrain Row Runchore, below which 3,100 is entered in\he 
n=^.rae of “ Sobagwuntee Baee,*’ but the figure 3 appears to have been struck out afterwards 
Jeaving ICO rupees ; besides, there are several entries in the name of Ooka Soonee and others' 
but I do not recollect their amount. In the entry of 3, too rupees it is written, Taken by 
Anna to camp, for Larcoba.*' Alterwards a question was raised as to who Vishnoo Narrain was * 
my goomasta, who was sitting there, and I said that there was no such person in the city, that 
we knew him not, neither had a person of that name ever carried on any money transactions 
with our large firm, and that the name of Vishnoo Narrain was false. Afterwards a talk 
commeiiced about Larcoba, when carcoon, moonshee Su^nbooram, &c., began to say to each 

oilier^ 
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oth<*r, that one*Moongajee, from Surat, came to see Mr. Andrews, with whom he was 
acquainted, and the former got a relative of his, by name Larcoba, from Surat, and had 
been employfed under this gentleman. This person lived in camp, and Mr. Andrews had 
a great regard for him. That Sobagwuntee^' was a kept woman, by name Doolun, living 
in camj> also. In this way the conversation took place, by which we all come to know, 
but I cannot exactly say who was the first person that said it. Sumbooram then prepared 
a yad, aod read it before the Resident, on which the Resident said, that ym all entertain 
doubts against thosoippersons, but Mr. Andrews vfas at Surat on tlie date mentioned in the 
yad, therefore what necessity was there to give those people any money? We goomastas 
then all said, that as an important case of the Niiwab was pending at Surat, the money may 
have been paid on that account, or that there was a dispute pending here with the Shastree 
regarding Potdaree, and if any money was promised in that case the same might have been 
paid afterwards, but the dates would not aaKic. Baba was in the habit of paying jnoney 
atone time and debiting at another. The person to whom the amount is credited is not 
known to us, therefore we were all clearly of opinion that the amount paid to Lafeoba 
and others is tni^, as it is written that Anna (Baba’s son) had gone to camp to pay the 
amount. I have stated all that I recollect having passed then. 1 do not know anything 
more. 

In the yad of 21,000 rupees, found in Baba’s dufier, the original amount was 1!4,000^ 
which hits been struck out, n copy of wiiich is here shown to you ; state whether ihis was 
done frosii an oversight, or how ? — I have seen the yad in which, cm the credit siide, the 
amount of 3,000 rupees have been altered in four or five places, and on the debit side in 
two places, from which it does not appear that they were done from an oversight, but in 
order that no one should know that tnese alterations had been knowingly made by him 
( Buba). Such is my opinion on seeing the yad. 


(No. 12.) 

Translation of the Deposition on oath of Dulputram Keshewdass; religion, Hindoo^ 
Caste, Bamun; Profession, Goomasta in the* firm of Hurry Bhugtee; aged 53; residing 
in Baroda; before the Resident, on the 29th August 1B50. 

Question, When the private dufiers of Baba Nafra were undergoing examination at the 
residency, at which time you were present, a yad of 21,000 rupees was found, therefore 
state in what way the inquiry was instituted, and on what day it took place? — Amwer, 
About Assar Vud 0 or 7, of Suinvut 1906 (30 or 31 July) the native agent Soorujram, and 
Durbar karbarree Sumbooram, and about five caicoons of ihe cutcherry, myself, Echanmi, 
Damodhur Lulloo Bhiigwan, lUiagjee, Petamber, &c., in all 10 or 20 persons, were there. 
As the carcoons were examining tlie Baba’s dufter, a yad of 21,000 rupees was found. 
Those who knew Marattee read it, in which the sum of 21,000 rupees was credited to 
Vishnoo Narrain, and 3,100 rupees is debited Sobagwuntee^Baee,” in which the figure 
3 is struck out, leaving 100 rupees; above this sum 18,000 rupees is debited to Narrain 
Row Runchore. Below the 3,100 ru[)ee8 are two oilier items, lo whom debited I do not 
recollect, but I heard this as it was read. Every one said that in this yad the original 
amount credited was 24,000 rupees, and the same amount being debited. In both the 
debit and credit sides the sum of 3,000 rupees has been reduced, leaving 21,000 as ihe 
total on both sides, by altering the items. On a question being raised as lo whether 
Vishnoo Narrain was in Baroda, every one st^ that there was no such person. Afterwards 
it was asked wlto Larcoba and Sobagwuntee Baee were. Some one said, but I do not 
know' his name, that Larcoba was related to Moongajee ; the latter got the former 
employed under Mr. Andrews in the office, and he lived in camp. When they were dis» 
cussing as to wliom Sobagwuntee Baee” was, 1 was sitting outside the room examining 
the papers, therefore I did not hear anything about her; but I have stated all that I 
know. 

In the yad of 21,000 rupees found in Baba Nafra’s dufter, the original amount was 
24,000 rupees, but which was afterwards reduced to 21,000 rupees ; state whether this was 
done from an oversight or how ; after seeing the copy of the yad, give your opinion?— In 
this yad, on the credit side, 24,000 rupees was originally in the name of Vishnoo Narrain, 
and the same amount has been shown under this head in the sum of 3,100 rupees, dated 
Vud 8tli ; the 3,000 has been struck out, and in this way alteration has been made in all 
places, thus reducing the amount to 21,000. In the same way 3,000 rupees has been 
reduced on the debit side. This does not appear to have been done from an oversight, but 
knowingly done, in order that no one but himself should know, on seeing the yad. For 
this re^on the 3,000 rupees has been struck out, and 21,000 rupees left. Such is my 
opinion of the matter. 

(True Translations.) 

(signed) M, Buitye^ Assist.-Resident. 
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Appendix, No. 4. 


Extract from Chopras sent to Mr. Anderson on the 10th September 1860 . 
1 1 :f. 


Translated Item from the “ Avra,” or Monthly Cash Account of Purshotum Runchore, for Sumvut 1903 (a.d, 1847). 
Br. 


June - ‘ 26 
2d Jest Sood 13 


— — ■ ' 




To Vishnoo Narrain. 



By Nnrron Row Runchore ; 

- - Received through 
Baba Sahib, on a note 
of Mola, interest at 4 
annas per cent, per 
month, credited at 
page 146 

21,000 

July - - 5 

2dJe8tVad- 7 

July - - 3 

2dJe8tVud- 5 

July - - 8 

2dJegtVud- 11 

Paid in ready cash - - 12,000 

Ditto - ditto ► - 2,000 

Debited at page 149. " '"'"T-'jT""" 

By Sobagwuntee Baye Sahib ; 

Paid in part of 3,100 rupeeg, debited 
at page 149 . - - - 



July . - 10 

2dJefitVud- 13 

By Hurree Bhugteedas : 

Paid through Annasahib to Larcoba 
on your account, debited at page 
150 



July - - 20 

U ssad Soud 8 

By Narron Row Runchore ; 

Paid in ready cash per Runchore 
Goomasta, on account of 1,800 
rupeca debited at page 161 



June - - 20 
Jest Sood - 13 

By Purshotum Womunrow : 

Paid to Goldsmith Ooka for Gold- 
smith Nuthoo, on account of 
Rb. 1,606. 12.9. debited at page 
147 


14,000 


100 


100 


4,000 


500 


I’hc above items are extracted from the “ Avra of Purshotum Runchore, in our presence, on Sunday, Bhndurwa 
Sood, 3d Sumvut 1906. (9 September 1850). 

(signed) MoteelaU Samuldass* 

Chooneelall Lulloobhaee, of Mungledass Sukhidass. 


Tiianslation of the Deposition on oath of Soorujram Gungarain, Native Agent, made 
before the Resident, on the Oih September 1860. 

Question. Dm Baba Fiukia ever come to your house, and if so, had you atiy conver- 
sation with him regarding the yad of 21,0(^ rupees ? — Answer, Baba Imrkia was in the 
habit of coming much into camp. He came once or twice lo ?ny bungalow ; as I was in 
the habit of going to Mr, Hykoop’s place, I used to meet him sometimes there, who used 
u> make his adairs known to me, and that the Guicovvar Sirkar, without any cause, is ruining 
him ; but he never spoke to me anything about the yad of 21,000 nipecs, nor did I question 
him on the subject, nor was there any necessity for me to do so. When Baba used to 
come to my place, he requested me to make known liis affairs to the Resident, which I 
accordingly did. The Resident upon this told me that he had written to Government 
regarding Inm, and until a reply is received he is prohibited from coming to the residency; 

1 was therefore cautioned not to communicate with <»r hear him upon any public matter, 
and if he came to the residency 1 was desired to jot bid him to enter it. Agreeably to 
this order, 1 communicated to Baba. Except this, I have had no communication with 
him. 


I t; AKSLATTON of the Deposition on oath of Sumbooram Khoosall Mehta, in the service of 
his Highness tlie Guicovvar, made before the Resident, on the 10th September 1850. 

I uiiCEivEi) orders from the Sirkar to go to the residency where the chopras of the 
llrm of Hurree Bhugtee and those of Baba Nafra were undergoing examination regarding 
I he son of Joiteehaee S itance, widow of Beclierbhaee S nuuldass, at which lime a yadee 
21,000 rupees was found in the private dufter of Ba^a Nafra, and to siate in what way 

the 
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the inquiry was conducted, and how the paper turned up ; I beg to represent, that mi the 
3l8t July, while ihe residency native agent and carkoons, the goornastas of Hurree 
Bhugtee, also private goornastas of Baba, and myself, in ail about ^0 or 22 persons, were 
sitting in a room in the residency, the c arcoons were examining the dufters, a Marratta 
yad was found in the private dufter of Baba Nafra by the residency raoonshee, who, after 
reading it delivered it to me, on seeing which I found 24,000 rupees had been originally 
credited to Vishhoo Narrain,'' but was afterv/ards altered to 21,000 rupees. I asked the 
goornastas of Iluliree Bhugtee and others wlio Vishnoo Narrain was ; they replied that 
there was no sowkar of that name in Baroda, neither were any money transactions carried 
on with any person of that name. On the debit side IB, 000 rupees is entered on the 
name of Nanoti Uunchore, below which 3,100 rupees is entered on Sobagwuntee Baee 
underneath it is written, dated Vud B, taken by Anna to camp for Larcoba. Further 
entries are made; viz. 500 rupees on the name of Ooka Sot/ee, and 2,400 rupees fur 
lioiise expense, thus making the total 24,000 rupees. On the credit side, from the sum of 
3,100 rupees the figure 3 has been struck out, and in three or four places altcratiotts have 
been made ; thus making the total 21,000 rupees. On the debit side, from the sum of 
3,100 rupees, oh the name of Sobagwuntee Baee, tlie figure 3 has been struck out, and a 
line drawn across the Baees' name, and altered the total to 21,000 rupees. The goornastas 
of Hurree Bhugtee observed, that as Anna, Baba Nafia's son, had taken the money to 
camp, they all became suspicions. The Resident was sitting there at the lime, and the 
suspicions wTie made known to him ; that gentleman said that on the date mentioned in 
the yadl5' Mr. Andrews was not lure, when the gO()masias of Hurree Bhugtee replied that 
an important case was pending at Surat. The Resident then asked who Larcoba and 
Sobagwuntee Baee were, and what liad been found. He was informed tiiat Larc(»ba was 
the son of Moongajee’s wife's sister; tluit when Mr. Andrews was Acting Resident, 
Moongajee had come up here and got Larcoba employed in the residency, and he served 
in the treasury for some time, ami tliat we all knew him. Regarding S(d)agwuntee Baee, 
the residency inoonshee said that she was ihc kept woman of Mr. Andrews, by name 
Hoolun; that she was at that time here, and lived in camp, as did also Larcoba. But as 
the woman misbehaved herself with some bargeer of the lioozoorat/' that gentleman 
turned Jier away, and she is now in Ahmedabad. Such being the t>pinion of every one 
present, a yad was prepared and given to the Resident on the subject. 

Baroda, 10 September 1850. (signed) Sumbo.mi7n KhoosalL 


The above yad has been read to me bejj^re 
truth of it. 


the Resident, and I hereby declare to the 
(signed) Surnhooram KhoosalL 


(True Translations.) 

(signed) M. Baltye, Assistant Resident. 


Appendix, No. 5. 


Exthacts from Chopras sent to Mr. Andrews, with my Letter, dated 15 September 1B50. 


Translation of Items extracted from the *%Jjedger Khatavnee/^ of Pursbotum RunoUore, for 

Suinvut 1903 (a.d. 1847). 

Dr. Cr. 




Page. 

Vishnoo Kurrain, at page 77. 


June - 

20 



2d Jest Sood • 

13 

14G 

To cash ------ 

21,000 

July 

25 




Ussad Sood - 

12 

15G 

To cash ------ 

1.000 

JST August - 

.. 1 




Shrawun - 

- 

162 

j To cash ------ 

2,800 

September - 

11 




'Bhadurwa Sood 

2 

171 

To cash ------ 

190 



i 


24,990 


We, the undersigned, have extracted the above items on Bhadurwa Sood 9th Sumvat 1906. (a.d. J5 September W^O.) 


(signed) Oirdhur^ for Interec Khooshallcnund Veerchund. 
Girdhurlullt Goomosta of Moolchund Sewlali. 
ffurmvuUow, Goomaita of Bhaeechund Morarjee. 


s 
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Details of the abore Items credited ia ** km** mentUy Caih Aecount to Yislmoo Narrab. 


To Vish. 


June - 
2d Jest Sood - 

Jttly • 
Asiad Sood 


Aoifust 
Shawun Sood 

August 
Shawun Sood 

August 
Shawun Sood 

September 
Shawnn Sood 


Smtember > 
Bhadurra Sood 


26 

13 

25 

12 


15 

4 

16 

5 

26 

15 

5 

11 


11 

2 


' To cash receiTed through Babasahib on a note of Moloo/' interest at 4 annas 
per cent, par aaoiith, at page 146 of Aera and 77 of Khata • • - 

; To cash reoeiYod from Appasahib, through the medium of Babasahib, at 
I page 156 of Aera and 77 of 


Through the Medium of Babaaahib : 


To cash 
To cash 
To cash 
To cash 


i,oao 

1,000 

600 

4'' 

200 


at page 129 of Aera and 77 of Khata. 


To cash reoeired through the medium of Babasahib, at page 171 of km and 
77 of Khata 

These hare been extracted by us on Bhadurwm Sood 9th of Sumeut 1906 
(15 September 1850). 


(signed) Ghirdhurt for InTcree Kooaalohund Veerohund. 

Gkidhurlall, Goomasta of Moolohund Sewlall. 
Hurreevullote, Goomasta of Bhaeechund Moratjee. 


21M0 

1,000 


2,000 


190 


Tranlation of Items extracted from the ** Rogmalee'' Chopra of Purshotum Runchore, for Sumvut 1903 (1847). 

Dr. Cr. 


June - 26 
2d Jest Sood 13 


To Vishnoo Narrain ; 

Paid by him id ready 
cash tlirough the | 
medium of Babasa- 
bib, at “ Moioo,'' 
interest of 4 annas : 
per cent, per month, 
at page 129 - - 1 


21,000 


June - - 26 

2d Jest Sood 13 

Paid to Goldsmith Ooka for 
Goldsmith Nuthoo, on ac- 
count of Rs. 1,606. 12. 9,, 
debited to Purshotum Wo- 
munrow, at page 133 - 

July - 5 

HJestVud 7 

By Karron Row Runchore, 
paid as follows : 

Ready cash • * 1 2,000 

July - - 3 
2d Jest Vud 5 

Ditto - - * 2,000 

Ussad Sood 8 
July - - 20 

Ditto - - - 4,000 

mf nftcrp 1 — — - - 


July - - 8 
2d Jest Vud 31 

By Sobagwuntee Byeesahib ; 

In ready cash on account of 
3,100 rupees, debited at page 
133 

July - - 10 
2d Jest Vud 13 

By Murrec Bhugteedass : , 

Paid to Larcoba through Anna- | 
sahib, at page 134 - * | 


500 


18,000 


100 


100 
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TAAirsLATioif of Items estncted from the Chopra ** Rogemel,*' Dai]^ Account of Narrain Row Runchore, 

for Sumfttt 1903 (1847). 

Dr* Cr, 


In Aotonnt of 2d (June), page 121, 

To Parnkh Parehotum Runehore, in piurt of 15,283 
rupoQft, credited in 2d Jest Sood (June), at 
foUows I— 

On Vud 5 (July 3), as paid in ready cash by, 
on the 4th 2,000 

On Vud 7 (July 5) m paid in ready cash, 
by Abba Mama, on the 6th (July 4) • 12,000 

14,000 

In aooottnt of 2d Jeit Sood lit (June 
13), page 121, debited to Hurree 
Bhugteedas, on Vud 7 (July 3), as 
paid by Abba Mama, after haring 
get it examined, in reedy cash, on 
Vttd Ctb (July 4), which has been 
credited to Paruk Pursbotum Run- 
chore, on Account of Rs. 19,022. 7, 3. 
debited in 2d Jest Sood (June), at 
page 122 ----- 



Inacoouatof Assoo Sood fit (July 13), page 128, cre- 
dited to Pondiotum Runeboredass, on Assoo Sood 
9th (July 21), M paid in ready cash by Runchore 
and Nurrotum, on the 8th (July 20), on account 
of 4,183 ntpees, credited in Usaad - - 

4,000 



Translation of the Extract from the Chopra of Samui Bhugtee for Sumvut 1903, 

(a.d 1847.) 

Dr, tv. 

2d Jest (June) vide page 113 of the Khurda 
credited to Paruk Narrunrow Ilunchore, oti ‘id 
Jest Vnd (July) 17,B20, uf which 12,000 rupees 
was paid ; on vud 6th (July 4) by Abba Mama, 
and credited on 7ih Vud (July 5ih). 

Memorandum by the Reddent , — ^The above amount, 12,000 rupees, does not appear to 
have been credited ta the chopra of Hurree Bhii|tee. 

In the chopra of Hurree Bhugtee and Samui Bbugtee for 1903 (a.d. 1847) there is no 
entry of 1,000 rupees to the credit of Purshotum Runchore in 2d Jest (June). 


Translation of the Deposition of Soonee Ooka Essoo; caste, Deecanee, now residing at 
Baroda, aged 26 years ; profession, Goldsmith, 

Question^ In the chopra of Pursbotum Runchore 1903 (a.d. 1647), 600 rupees is entered 
as paid through yot*, on account of Sonee Nuthoo on 2d Jest Soc»d 13th (26th June 1847); 
did you receive the amount, if so, show your accounts in which < redit has been given by 
you for the amount ? — Answer, No credit has been given for the ijmount on 2d Jest Sood 
13th (26th June), but ou referring to my chopra and papers of accounts, I beg to state 
that on ist Jest Vud 5th (3d July), 426 rupee?ii, and on Ashvin Vud 3d (26th October) 
75 rupees, total 500 rupees, on Shrawun Sood (11th August) of the same year 300 rupees, 
and a chit for 200 rupees, dated 1st Jest VutUllth (9th June), receded on 2d Jest Sood 
2d (14ih June), have been credited. Nuthoo is my paternal uncle. We both Jive together. 

On what account was this money paid to you ; on 2Dd Jest Sood 13th (26ch June), 600 
rupees have been debited to you, wliereas in your account you have .shown a credit of 1,000 
rupees, but this sum does not agree with the dates given by you ; therefore state whether 
the amount on the above dates has been credited in your chopra, and, if so, point out the 
game? — ^This money was paid on account of a cradle and other things made for Baba 
Nafra. The amount of 1,000 rupees given on the dates above named, has been credited in 
ray chopra; but there is no credit of 600 rupees in my chopra, &c, on Jesi Sood 13tli (26th 
June), nor did I receive such a sum in a lump. 

You have stated above that you have received 1,000 rupees, but through whom and from 
whom did you receive the amount? — A “ chittee'* for 200 rupees, dated 1st Jest Vud 11th 
(9lh June), was received on 2d Jest Sood 2d (l4th June), it was drawn on Abba Mama, which 
sum I received in ready cash from the simp of Narron Row Runchore; 426 rupees was 
received on Jest Vud 6tn (3d July), but from whom it is not meotioued in ihe chopra; also 
300 rupees in ready cash on Shrawun Sood Ist (llth August), but from whom it is not 
mentioned; and 76 rupees on Ashvin Vud 3d (26th October), from Tatiaba; total 1,000 
rupees* The above is wriuen in my papers. There is no difference in what is stated above. 

Dated Bbadurwa, Sood 9th (15th September 1860). 
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Tbanslation of the Deposition on oath of Sumblioornm Khoosal Mehta, in the service of 
his Highness the Guicowar, made before the Resident 011 the 10th September 1850. 

Did Baba Furki come to your place, or did you meet him clsewliere, and if so, 
did he say anything to you about the yad of 21,000 rupees? — Answer^ Baba Furki never came 
to my liouse, nor did 1 go to his, nor am ( on friendly terms with him. "Being a servant of 
the Sirkar, ] was directed about three months ago, by order of the Sirl^ar, to make an esti- 
mate of his house. On tliis I went to liis iiouse with an architect, soofars, bricklayers, &c., 
and made an estimate of the building, and neither before or alter this had we ever met, 01 
had any conversation regarding the yad of 21,000 rupees. It is tiue that our houses are 
close to each other, yet we are not friendly. From the very beginning we do not visit each 
otlier, as 1 am on bad terms with him. 

It appears that when the yad of 21,000 rupees was found, you then stated that Moon- 
gajee, who came from Surat here, used logo out, driving with Mr. Andrews in his carriage ; 
what do y»m know of this ? — As it was said by all the persons present that Moongajee, who 
lived in camp, used to go out driving with Mr. Andrews in his carriage, so I said the same. 

Mr. Andrews, on being written lo ou this subject, declares that he never drove out with 
Moong.tjec in his carriage. From what cause then did the persons present say so? — I 
informed the Resident from what I heard the persons present say. Being a seivant of the 
Guicowar, and residing in the city, I myself never saw it. 

(True Translation.) 

(signed) il/. Battyey Assistant Resident. 


Appendix, No. G A. 

Tkanslation of the Examination of Wmnou Ro'w Venktesh w/wJBaba Nafra, before the 
Durbar on Shravun 8ood 0th, Suravut 1907 (a.d. 13 August 1850.) 

Question, State in wliose handwriting is the yad of debit and credit of 21,000 rupees, 
beginning from 2d Mas to Assar Sood 5th, found on examination in yonr d after at the 
residency ? — Ansiver. The yadee of 21,000 is^in the handwriting of Tatiabaof Oorpar. 

A Goo'/erattee translation of the extract of the Honourable Court of DirectorsMetter, dated 
27th May 1850, regarding the case of .loitee\»aee Setanee, found in your dufter, is liere 
shown to you, state who wrote it, and from where did you get this translated copy? — The 
paper shown to me by the Sirkar, I never saw in my dufter, nor do I know anything about 
it. 1'he Sirkar says that this paper was found in my dufter; this may be, but I know 
noiliing about it. 

State who is Purshotum Runchore, and who carries on the business of his shop? — Pur- 
shotum is my youngest son, and Runchore is the name ot a deity at dakore, in whose name 
the business is carried on ; Purshotum, with two goomastas under him, carries on the 
management with my advice. 

State wIjo Narrain Runchore is, and who carries on the business of his shop? — Narrain 
Row is my eldest son, and Runchore is the name of a Deity in whose name the business 
of the shop is carried on. The Guicowar Government has a share in it, the management 
of which is done by myself. 

It appears from the yad of 21,000 rupees that 3,100 rupees is debited to Sobagwuntee 
Baeo,” dated Vud 8. taken by Anna to camp for Larcoba, but from this sum the figure 3 
has been blotted with ink, and then rubbed ofi', leaving the 100 good, and a line is drawn 
across the name of Sobagwuntee Bace state the reason for so doing, as also who So- 
bagwuutoe Baee^’ is, and who are Anna’ and Larcoba, and what reason was there to take 
money to camp ? — This name is that of my wdfe; she was in want of 3,100 rupees, but 
afterw'ards, as she did not require it, a line was drawn across her name, and on the amount 
leaving the 100 rupees good, which was paid to Larcoba. Anna is my son, and Larcoba 
was employed in the residency office. He lived in camp ; for payment to whom the monev 
was taken; 

You state 100 rupees was paid to Larcoba, but there is no separate entry showing the 
date on which it was paid to him ; that from the amount entered in the Baee’s name, viz., 
3.100 rupees, lOO has been left good, for which you give a reason ; state the cause of this 
reason ? — This yad vva*^ ]jrepared at that lime for my own understanding of the items. 

Arc there any more payments in liie name of the Buee? — There is 0 separate account of 
the receipts and disbursements in her name. 

Has any more money been paid to Larcoba besides the above sum ? — I have no recol- 
lection of any more money having been paid to Larcoba. 

For what reason was tlie 100 rupees paid to Larcoba ?-^The money was paid to Larcoba 
on account of some EngliNli petitioa.s sent to governmern, regarding the cases of Gungadhur 
bbastree and Bhaskur Row Witliul, and also for making copies of them, &c. 

(signed) Womun Row Venkt^h, 
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Examination continued on 14th August 1$60» 

Question. State who Vishnoo Narrain is, and where is this person now 
Wishnoo Narrain’’ is the name of a deity, and the amount from my private funds has 
been placed at interest to the credit of Vishaoo Narram in the choprus of the firm of 
Purshotum Runchoje^ established by nrie, 

A yad of debiti^Wld “credit” of 20,000 rupees for Sumvut 1901 (Am. 1646), found 
in your dufter is here^ifcown to you, state by whom you got it written?- — never saw this 
yad in my (|ufier, nor did I get any one to write it; I know nothing whatever in this 
matter. So long as Sliefjee was living, I liad no control over the shop. 

(signed) ^Vorrwn How Venktesh. 


^fRANSLATioN of the Deposition of Womun Kow Venktesh, alias Baba Nafra, made 
before his Highness the Guicowar, on the 20th August 1850. 

Question, A yad of 21,000 rupees was found in your private dufter, which you acknow- 
ledge to be in the handwriting of Tatiaba. in tliat yad, after debiting and crediting 
24,000 rupees, 8,000 rupees has been stnick out, leaving the total 21,000 rupees. In 
the debit and credit sides 3,100 rupees is entered, from this sum 3,000 rnpets has likewise 
been struck out. In this way alterations have been made, therefore, slate the reasons for 
your doing this, and to whom and in what way the money was paid? — Airswer, The yad 
must not be de|>ended upon. What I thought at the time I wrote, and placed in the 
dufter; but from the ehopra it will be known to whom the money was paid, without which 
it cannot be learnt. 

In the yad the debit and credit of 24,000 rupees, it appears clear from this sum 3,000 
rupees has been struck out, reducing the total to 21,000 ruftees. Was this done at the 
time the yad wus pre[jared, or how many days afterwards ? — The alterations were made at 
the time the yad was framed. After the amount had been debited and credited in the 
ehopra, I did not see the yad, nor did 1 handle it ; the business is done by the ehopra. 

Were the credit and debit items entered from the yudee, or was it Irom the ehopra you 
made the y^-d ? — Tiie yad was made for my own understanding; it is two or three years 
since ii was done. Wliether the ((el)it and credit was made in the ehopra before or after 
the yad was prepared, 1 do not recollect. 

You state above, that the alterations were made at tlie time you prepared the yad on 
both the debit and credit sides, that since then you had not seen the yadee, but (hat whether 
you entered the debits and credits in the ehopra before or after the yad wag prepared, you 
do not kfM»w, two or three years having elapsed that you can recollect having made rhe 
alterations in the yad, but m»t those of the dobit and credit cannot be believed, and the 
Sirkar entertains doubts on this point; therefore, state on oath all that is true? — I do not 
WTite in the chopras ; this is done by the gooinasta, who enters all the payments that are 
made or received, and according to which the debit and credit are made. This is done 
under my own ey^, and agreeably to what I dictate. No particulars are given in the 
ehopra of the debil and credit according to yadee; but whether the debit and credit was 
made in the ch<»pra Ijtfbre or after the yad was prepared I don’t know'. 

(signed) Womun Row Venktesh. 

Examination continued on 20ih August 1850. 

Question, In the yad of 2J,000 rupees, on the debit side, the following entries are made, 
viz., 600 in lhe name of Ooka Soonee, and 100 rupees to Larcoba, besides 2,400 rupees for 
home expense; also, 18,000 rupees is entered in a lump. State whether this money was 
paid as a present to any one, if so, to whom are all these sums debited and credited in the 
ehopra ?— A After examining the ehopra, Stc. on this matter, 1 will give ray reply 

to mol low. (signed) Womun Row Venktesh. 


Examination continued on the 25th August 1850. 

Question, You have stated that you will make a reply alter seeing the ehopra respecting 
the sum of 21 000 rupees. Ymh private chopras arc heie shown to you, therefore make 
yo.irrft)ly to tlie quotion bdcie put to you 't— Answer. Having seen in the chopi^s shown 
we hv tlie Sirkar the adjustment of 21,000 lupees made between Jest and l-ssad Sood 6, 
of Sumvat 1003, and ..li.er chopras relating to the above adjustment, 1 beg to state, that 
out of 21,000 rupees credited to Vishnoo Narrain in (our) Pursbotun. 
on -’d Jest Sood 13 18,oOO ru|nes have been debited to Narram Hunchore by thiee item., 
as Ibllows. viz. 2,000 at page 121, on 2d Jest Vud 4tl,, 12,000 at the S'!"''’ f f". 

Vud 6th and 4 000 ruiums at page 128 on Assad bond 8tb. This sum ( 18 , 000 ) has hten 

credited in Narn.in Rnnchorc’s chopr^|yi Purslrotum Runebore. All ‘[*® 

. 1 . j • j . 1 ... — v.H’o onArxiiHif,* balance of which has been shov\n tit ^ 

anti 


debited in detail in that mom It s aceo 

560. 
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and cvirried to the accounts following as usual ; so what is paid on account of the above 
sum cannot be told. Money actually received is always added to the balance and 
expended, but 12^000 rupees appears, however, to have been paid out of 18,000 as in tlie 
entry of the debit, which has oeen made in Hurree Bhugtee's name on the very day the 
latter sum is credited ; the ciicuinstances of tiie credit given, to Purshotum Runchore are 
stated. The remairdng 0,000 are debited in the sanue account, ilius the whole 18,000 
rupees have been debited to Narrain Runcljore. The remainder, 3, OOQ^pc pended of 21,000, 
are debited in detail as under, in the very account in which the latt^ fum is credited, and 
the balance remaining, after making these adjustments, is carried to suBseqtient accounts. 

4 

Paid to Ooka Sunee - 500 

„ Larcoha --------- - lOO 

On sundry accounts debited by different item, which has been stated 

in yad as house expense - - - - - - - 2,400 


3,000 


Expense is always made from tlie total amount received, and not from any particular 
sum. Thi^j is well known to the Snkar. Transfer entries are always written in detail. 


Examination contim^ed on the 10th October 1B50, 

Question. You have stated that the 21,000 rupees from yonr private funds has been 
placed to the credit ol Vishnoo Narrain in the firm of Purshotum Runehore for the sake of 
interest, slate what is the total amount you possess, and from whence did you get the 
money. As you have credited a portion of that sum, where is the remainder ? — Answer* 
The setjee had given the money for the expenses of rny sou's marriage, &:c., besides a 
surplus of what I liad received ; but what was expended and what was received from it, 1 
do not know, When the shops of Purshotum Runehore and Narrain Ruuchore w^ere 
established, 1 invested my money in these shops, but the exact amount 1 do not recoliecl ; 
whatever may be in the chopra must be right; nor have 1 any document to show the exact 
amount of the surplus money. 

Did you keep any account ofthe expenses of the marriage of your son, ifcc. defrayed from 
the money received by you ; if so, where is it ? — An account of the money received from the 
ahetjee for the marriage, ikc., of my four sons and daughters, and that expended by me, will 
be found in the chopras, the surplus of which remained, whicli is the mont^y alluded to 
above. 

The amount received by you has been co'dited in the chopra as well as that expended; 

1 suppose from this it could be shown what surplus has remaintd ? — The surplus, after 
deducting the expenses from the sum received, will not be found in the chopra. In the 
chopra are shown merely such sums as have been paid for the purchase of jewels aud other 
expenses, but that winch was not expended remains as a surplus on hand. 

You refer to the chopra for your proof as regards the 21,000 rupees, but the date on 
which this sum was debited in the chopra and that given in tin.* yadee do not agree, there- 
fore state which is ihe correct date, and the cause of tlieir not agreeing 1 — ^The yad was 
made fur my own imdersiauding, so that whatever date I recollected at tlie time I put 
down, but ihe date on which the debit vmd credit was made in the chopra is correct. The 
yad is not righi. 

You refer to your chopra for proof, but according to your own statement, money was 
received for inarriaue expenses, SLc., which, not being expended, remained us surplus; NOur 
goomasta Nuthoobhuee in his ilepositimi stated, that wliatrver your son desired liim to write 
in the cliopra he did, and, accordingly, made a debit and credit of 21,000 rupees by Ids 
desire, but that he did not do so of his own accord ; and when tlie chopra was examined 
in your presence, the amount of the debit side appeared greater than that of the credit. 
This bhows tlmi payment was not made according to the amount received, and yet you 
refer to the chopra for proof. How is this? — Nuthoo was not at the time living in my 
house, he had gone to Bugoornra on duty, and my private funiis always remained with my 
son, and whatever expenses was incurred, my son would get the carkoou to debit the 
amount in the chopia when he came from his place* or from thg village. In this way 
business is done. The reason why the debit was made more than the credit, was that 
some lime an entry is made first aud payment afterwards, therefore a difibrencc would be 
in thft dates; but at ihe eud of the month the total df the debit and credit are compared, 
and the balance struck, but no account is to he given to any one from this chopra. In rny 
private chopra I liave written what I thought proper to write. 

You staled that ilie money received for the marriage, &c. expenses was inieuded for the 
purcliase of jewels, Sle., but is there any yad showing the actual amount expended on 
this account ? — Bctiicles the chopra tliere is no separate yadee; what there is will be found 
in the cbopra. 

Is it custoiuaiy to make a debit without first paying the amount? — No; but in my 
chopra 1 write whatever 1 think [iroper; therefore the daily balauces are left unadjusted in 
the chopras, but the requisite adjusirnenis are made when the balance is shown. 

(signed) Woman Itow FenAtesA. 


Asso Sood 5th. (lOlh October 1830.) 
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Statement of Baba Nafra before the Durbar, on the 14ih October 1B60. 

Question. Is the stateittent which you made before the Dnrbar on the 13th August 
last, and which has first been read lo you^ correct ? — Answer. Yes, it is exactly what I 
stated. 

You state that you paid Larcoba 100 rupees for writing and copying English papers; 
but for that sum you could get a book written; what, therefore, was the necessity for 
paying so much little work ?— It was not for the actual amount of writing that the 

money was h(d| the urgency of the case was taken into consideratidfit. He, Larcoba, 
was not my servant, and I W’as anxious to get the work done. 

If you had given the work to any other fiiglish writer, would it have cost you as much; 
if not, why did you give Larcoba the job ? — I wanted a translation, for which it requires 
a man to be well acquainted with the English language. 1 heard Larcoba, of the resi- 
dency office, ineutioried as a clever man, and j,ent my son Anna to him, and he agreed to 
make the leqtiired translation, which was dune accordingly. 

Had Larcoba not been a Government servant would it have been necessary to pay him 
so much ? — If he had not been in Government employ I should have made a bargain with 
him ; but as it was, I paid the 100 rupees witliout, being anxious to get the work done at 
once. 

In those days did you ever get translations or English papers written by any other ol 
the writers at the residency, Rewa Catila office, or of the cam[> ? — At this length of time 
I cannot speak positively ; but I do not remember ever having employed anybody else 
but Hurba Appa, a man in the Rewa Canta office. 

Did you ever employ a man rifuned Mancoba, who was a W’riter in the Adjutants Office 
of the 2d Grenadier Regiment ? — I never before heard of his name. 

Baba Nafra before the Resident, 14 October 1850. 

Question. Is the Btatement wliich you made before the Durbar on the 20tl# and 26th 
Au gust and 10th October, just read to you, correct? — Answer. Yes, it is all correct. 

How much money did your shet Becherbhaee give you for marriages in your 
family? — I cannot say how much was given for each marriage; the shet used to give 
wltat ho pleased. I don’t remember the exact amount, but the entries in the chopra are 
correct. At each marriage he never gave less than 10,000 or 15,000 rupees. 

How many marriages have taken place in your family ? When was the first and last, 
and what period intervened between the two ? — I do not exactly remember when the mar- 
riages look place, but the first was about the year Sumvut 1801 (a.d. 18.35), and the last 
in 1B08 (a.!>. 1842), during which time my four sons and two daughters were married, and 
the boys received the Junoee '' (the ceremony of tlie string worn by Brahmins). 

You state that from the money received for marriages you have saved 21,000; state 
where you kept the money saved from die former marriages until the last marriage, when 
the amount was paid into the firm of Purshotum Runclioie ?— I kept a separate box for 
these havings, to prevent luy children knowing anything about them, which were put in as 
they occurred. But I have no account of the expenses incurred at the different mar- 
riiiges. The money received from the she! was always shown as expended, to show my 
cliildreti, I am the only person who knows liow much was saved. When the firm of 
Purshotinn Runchore was estabiished, the amount saved was carried to the credit of a 
feigned name. 

How was it that you, a person well informed in sowkar business, and formerly of the 
firm of Hunee Bluigtee, knowing the value of money, allowed this amount to be in 
deposit for six or seven years without interest? — Foimerly I was only a servant of the 
s])et, and did no private business. In the year 1900 (1844) the shot and the Durbar gave 
me permission to establish tl>e firm of Narrain Row Runchore, and after that of Purshoiuni 
Rutichore. li was then for the sake of the interest I paid the money into the firm, in the 
name of Vishnoo Narrain. The note alluded to in the ciiopra was never written. 

The 500 rupees inserted in your chopra and yad as havirtg been paid to Soonar Ooka, 
does iK)t appear from his account to have been paid, and he denies it ; how is thi^? — I told 
iny sou and goomasta, whg kept the key, to pay the money, and Inserted it in the chopra 
accordingly, fcut whether they paid it or not I don’t know. 

(True Translation.) 

(signed) M. Battye, Assistant Resident. 


Appendix, No. 6 B. 

Translation of the Dejiosition of Tatiah Bah, of Oorpar, before his Highness the 
Guicowar, on Shrawun Sood, 6ih of Sumvut 1007. (a.u. 13 August 1860.) 

Question. By whom is the yad written, now shown to you, containing the adjustment of 
21,000 ruj^ees, made from 2d Jest to Assar Sood 5th (June to July 15) ? — Answer. It 
written by my own hands. . 

Have you any knowledge of the entries written on the credit and debit sides of the 
aforesaid yad?— I knov? nothing; the yad was written as dictated by Baba Nafra. 


560. 
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Before the Resident, 18 October 1850. 

The statemeni read over to me before the Resident is the same which was made by me 
before the Guicowar on Shrawun Sood 6th (13 August 1850), 

Que&tion, On looking at the yad in question, it appears that the original sutn entered 
in Veshnoo Narraen^s name on the credit side has been altered to ^1,000. State what 
was the original ^|um, and the cause of the alteration ? — Answer, Tlie/#atd was prepared as 
desired by Sabi%afra, but as I did not distinctly hear the amount B^ba told rne to write, 
something more or Jess was entered in it, which was subsequently corrected upon Baba's 
lelline me. This I recollect ; but I do not remember what the original amount was. 

You state that, from your not having heard distinctly, the total had to be altered ; but, 
from the yad, it appears that cn the debit and credit sides, the dates, names, and amount 
ha\e been regularly written. That on the credit side 4,000 rupees, from Vud 4th to Vud 
8th, is entered in three items, one of which, 3,100 rupees, dated Vud 8th, has been altered, 
by striking out the 3,000, and leaving the 100 for good, thus reducing tlie total from 4,000 
to 1,000. On the debit side 3,100 rupees was entered in the name of ** Subagwuntee 
Baee,” which was altered to 100 rupees. Slate the reason for making tnese alterations, 
and whether they were made at the time the yad was prepared, or how — Th alterations 
were made while the yad was under preparation, and by desire of Baba. 

On the credit side 350 rupees have oeeii entered as Keeta. Stale whether this entry 
was made before or after the total had been summed up? — ^The yad was written at once, 
as Baba told me ; and I recollect the item of 350 rupees was entered before the total was 
made. 

On the tit bit side 3,100 rupees was originally entered in the name of Subagwuntee Baee, 
on which a line was drawn across afterwards, and the figure 3 struck out, and the following 
words written, dated Vud 8ih : ‘Taken by Anna to camp for Larcoba.’’ What can be 
the objeot of this alteration ? — 1 know nothing about this, having written everything as 
Biiba bade me do. 

You state vou know nothing, because you wrote everything as Baba told you ; but from 
the copy of ibe yad now shown you, state whether the entry of 3,100 rupees, in the name of 
Soubagwuntee Baee, and the words Taken by Anna to camp for Larcol)a,” were made at 
the time the yad was under preparation, and if so, was any (‘onversation held about the 
stiiking out of tlie figure 3, and drawing a line across Stiobagwuntee Baee's name ? — I 
have seen the copy of the yad, which is like the original. It was at once written. No 
conversation took place about the words written below Soobagwuntee Baee’s name, viz. : 
‘‘Taken to camp by Anna lor Larcobu.** As written in the yad, I was desired by Baba 
to w rite on the name of fcSoobagwutuee Baee, Anna took to camp for payment to Larcoba, 
after which u line was drawn across the Baee's name, and the figure 3 struck out, leaving 
the 100 good, and the words below were left unaltered as dosiied by Baba, but for what 
reason this was done I do not know, as no conversation at that titiie took place on the 
subject. Baba must know best, 

\Vluit relationship exi^ts between you and Baba ? — Baba is my maternal uncle, or hus- 
band of my mother’s sister. 

Who were present when the yad was first made out ? — Myself and Baba were present. 
I do not recollect anyone else. 

There appears a difierence in the colour of the ink in the entry of 3,100 rupees made 
on the debit side ol' tlie original yad in the name of Soobagwuniee Baee, On Vud 8th, 
taken to camp by Anna (here the colour differs) for Larcoba. State wiiether the inkstand 
was changed, or, if there was no ink in it, was water put into it, as the Surat Saljib 
entertains doubt about it ? — The original yad is not here, but it was wholly written ' St 
once. I do not recollect when the words “ Anna, taken to camp,” were written ; whether 
water was put in the inkstand ; or that it Was written with a new pen at ihc time, I do 
not recollect. Tliis item was written all at once at the same time, and not afterwards. 

Made belbre the Resident on the 28th October 1850. 

Qiie^stivn, Was the yad of 21,000 rupees written by you at once, and were the altera- 
tions made at one and the same time. What were the original totals of the debit and 
credit sides belbre the alterations were made, and what items have been subsequently 
altered. As a reduction was made, was a similar increase made in any items, if so, state 
which items were so altered, and how was the alter|itioiis effected ? — Answer, On seeing 
ihe c%y oftlic yad, I beg to state that the original "yada was written at once by me, and 
at one and the same time the alteiations were made; no increase or decrease was subse- 
qucnily made in it. On the ciedit side, 3,000 rupees being struck out, the total came to 
21,000; but if ihe 3,000 was h ft, the total would then be 24,000. By striking out the 
3,000, the total cnme to 21,000, as appears from the yad; but at the time the yadee was 
prepared, how it was done 1 do nut recollect. Such I have stated in the above reply. 

On seeing the original yad, the amount appeiired to some people on tlie heading to have 
been 23,050 rupees, whereas you say that after the yaclee was made, with the alterations 
done at the same time, no further alterations were subsequently made. How is this? — 
Wiiatever alterations wore made, were made at the time the yadee was prepared, so that 
what was to be done at that time was done. No increase or decrease took place after- 
wardL 
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The last item on the credit side is 360 rupees, entered as ** Kitta,’’ what is the reason 
of crediting the amount as '^Kitta Khata/' without giving the date of it? — This sum was 
credited at the time of summing up the total, and therefore I do not recollect the date of 
it Before, however, making up ihe total, 360 was entered in it. 

As the original yad of 21,000 rupees was shown to you at the Durbar, were the alterations, 
See. on the debit and credit sides made with your own hand or by any other. State, if 
you know it? — I saw^e yad shown to me at the Durbar, but did not observe any other 
person's handwriting ^ the debit and credit sides except my own. 

(signed) Bah Babajee. 

(True Translation.) 

(signed) M. Batty c, Assistant Resident. 


Appendix, No. 0 C. 

Transt.ation of the Deposition of Kessowrow Vainunrow Nafra, alias Anna, Inhabitant of 

Baroda, made before his Highness the Guikwar, on Ashvin Sood 12tli, Thursday, 

St. I 9 O 6 (a.I). 17 October 1850), ^ 

Question* A yad from 2d Jest to Amur Sood 5th (June to July 17) of 21,000 rupees 
was found in the private duftcr of your father Baba Nafra. On the debit side 3,100 
rupees is entered on the name of Soobagwuntcc Baee,” dated Vud 8 th, taken by Anna to 
camp for payment to Larcoba,” afterwards a line was drawn across Soobagwuntcc Baee’s 
name, and tlic figure 3 struck out. As the money was paid through you, state to whom, 
ill what way, how much, and on what account was the money paid? — Anstoer. 1 ido not 
recollect the year and date, but as there was a dispute going on between our shet and Gun - 
gadhur Shastree, it was necessary to make some translations in English, as&d there was one 
Larcoba, a writer in the residency office, with whom I got acquainted tlirough one Hurba 
Ai)pa, who was a writer in the licwa Kanta office. I recollect 100 rupees was paid to 
liim lor translating some paper. ijir 

How often did you go to Larcoba? — As the case of Gungadlmr Shastree was going on 
at the residency, the proceedings regarding it had remained with Larcoba for some time. 
And as he Jived in camp, I used to go to him for the sake of the translations, but whether T 
went twice or thrice or oftencr f I do not recollect. 

How many papers were there to be translated, and was it origiiiially agreed to pay 100 
rupees for this work?— As a long time has elapsed, I do not recollect how many papers were 
translated, but there was a yad oi'fivc dukshenee bund which took only two sheets of paper 
to translate. No fixed sum was agreed to be paid originally; as he had done my business, 
the amount was paid with pleasure. 

As there was a relation of Larcoba in camp, by name Mancoba, did you get him to make 
any copies, and was the money paid to liim? — No copies were made by Mancoba, nor was 
the money paid to him.^ As 1 got acquainted with Larcoba through Hurba Appa, the 
papers were given to him, and by him the business was done, for which 100 rupees was 
paid to him. But by whom he may have got them done or not, it is best known to him. I 
was only acquainted witli Larcoba, and I never got Mancoba to do the work, nor did I go 
to hie place. 

Besides the translation done by Larcoba, did you get any other papers translated ; if so, 
by 4 horn, and in what way was the payment made ? — Except Larcoba, 1 went to no one 
else to get any work done. If my lather did, itris best known to him. 

^’(signed) Kessoxvroto ff arnun Nafra, 




Made before the Resident on 18th October 1850. 

Question, The deposition taken Iroiu you before the Durbar as above is read to you. Is 
it correct, or otherwise ?~^A)isweB, It is correct agreeably to what I had deposed. 

A yadee of 21,000 rupees was founii in the private dufter of your father. Therp 111 a 
credit on the name of Viehnoo Narrain, which amount was altered to 21,000 rupees. The 
3d item of this amount, 4,000 rupees, is dated 4th to Vud 8th, and from a portion of this 
sum 3,100 rupees, dated Vud 8th, the figure 3 is struck out, thus reducing the total from 
4,000 to 100, and the present grand total of 21,000 rupees in an altered one. State 
the reason for altering the total, and the items which compose it, and whether these 

alterations 


Larcoba declares, “ In fact, 1 had nothing to do with that firm or its affairs.'" ^ “ Nor 

has a single rupee reached me directly or indirectly.''— .Fide Appendix, No, 3, 

t Larcoba declares, “ Neither had I any personal acquaintance with Baba Nafra, or any other 
goontashta in the employ of that house.*'— EiVfe Appendix, No. 3. ^ 

:j: Larcoba afterwards declared, “ Hejiad allowed Mancoba to copy some papers for Anna, for 
which he (Mancoba) was paid, not being**iil Government service/' — Vide Mr. Andrews’ Letter E, 

560, ^ O 3 
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ahcrations were made at the time ; and wJmt was the original amount on Vishnoo Narrain’s 
» name?— From 1001 (a.d. 1845), I did business in the shop a« directed by my fiither. I do 
not know in what way this yad was written, and for what purpose it was altered. The 
private business of the house was done by the other goomashtas, &c. by desire of Baba 
Sahib. 

On the debit side 3,100 rupees is entered on the name of “ Soobagwuntee Baee,” dated 
Vud 8th, and taken by Anna to camp for payment to Larcoba,” ^^erwards the figure 3 
and Soobagwuntee Baee’s name ivere struck out. State what can fc® the reason of making 
these alterations. Was it done at the time the yadee was framed or afterwards ? — It is 
true that my fiither got the yadee of 21,000 rupees, written by Tatia-ba, but it was done for 
Babn Saliil^ls own understanding. I do not know anything about it; Baba Sahib must 
know it 

TTlieii } our father made any payment to your mother, how is the entry made in the 
chopra. Is it written Baee, or Baec Sahib ? — Among the Deccanecs, the liusband will never 
mention tlu? word Bace* or Baee Sahib in reference to his wife when directing an entry to 
be made. But when my fatlier pays any money to my mother, I, the goomashtas, and 
others, when addressing my mother use the word ‘^Baee Sahib,” and in the chopra, the 
entry on the debit side is made to Soobagwuntee Baee Sahib.” I do not call my mother 
by the short term Baee, nor do I write so. 

You have stated above, that the translation which Larcoba made was not more than two 
slieets. Wliat is the I'eason for 100 rupees being paid for so little work?, — I was not 
acquainted with Larcoba before, but as I used to go to learn English at Ilurba Appa, and 
he and Larcoba being friends, I became acquainted with the latter. I had intbmed 
I.arooba that a dispute with (xungadhnr Shastree was going on, who was aware of it. 
I told liareoba tliat my father wanted some English work to be done, and as he is employed 
in the residency I should mention it to no one if he would undertake to do the translations; 
he replied, if he 'was paid well he would do it, but not to mention it to any one. I said 
I have no occasion to tell any body of it, all I care is to get my business done, which if he 
did, he would be well paid. On this lie assented, and translated it on two sheets of paper, 
wdiicli I took to my father and told him, that as Larcoba will do our business, to pay him 
whatever lie may think proper, so as to make him pleased. On this my father gave BX) 
rupees, wliich 1 took and gave to Larcoba. 

As you say you used to go fo learn English of Hurba, how is it that you got Larcoba 
and not him to make the translation ? — I asked Hurba to do it, but he refused me, and as 
througli Ilurba 1 got acquainted with Larcoba, 1 got the latter to make it, and paid the 
amount. 

In the Maratta yadee of 21,000 rupees of debit and credit, which was found in the private 
dufter ot your father, tJiere is an entry on tlic debit side of 3,100 rupees in the name of 
fSoobagwiintee Baee, and underneath it is written, taken by Anna to camp for Larcoba, but 
from the amount the figure 3 has been .struck out, leaving 100 rupees good, and a line drawn 
on the name of tlie Baee. From this it appears that you took the amount 3,100 rupees to 
earn]), wlicreas you say above you only took 100 rupees. State how is this? — In the yad 
my father may have written as he may have thought proper, but as I got only 100 rupees, 

I took tliat amount to cam]) and paid it to Larcoba. I know nothing else. 

Used y()u to go to Larcoba’s house? — As I got acquainted with Larcoba through Hurba, 

I frequently went to Jiis house. 

When you used to be at Larcoba’s, did you sec any Baee there? — Y^es, I saw a MusseL 
inancc woman once or twice there ; on this 1 told Hurba that I saw a respectable looking 
Musselmauee woman at Larcoba, and asked him who she was. He replied, that I shcmld 
not put to him such a question, so 1 said nothing more to him. 

Excejit Larcoba, would you pay any other writer 100 rupees for only two sheets of paper? 
— To ])ay any one else, it would be done fording to work j)erforraed, and with reference to 
amount agreed upon. As I had need to get the work done, and Larcoba being a Govern- 
ment servant, be may or may not do it secretly, and as lie said at the time to pay him well, 
so my father willingly j)aid him 100 rupees. 

Where are you em])loyed ? — I was a goomashta in the firm of Hurry Bhugtee. 

(signed) Kesiotvrow Wamunrow Nafra. 

(True Translation ) 

(signed) M . Battye, Assistant Resident. 

- 

Appendix, No. 7* 

Questions j)ut by Mr. Andrews to three Native Officers of the Collector’s Establishment at 
Surat ; their Replies ; and Lieutenant-colonel Outram’s Remarks thereon. 

Question 1, A Makatta yad of account is here shown to you; state what items have been 
struck out, and what corrections have been made, and what were the original amounts; 
whether the total appears to be 24,000 rupees above or below tbe yad? 


s Tatia, the writer of the memorandum, says, he implicitly wrote every word at the dictation of 
Baba Nafra; yet there is the word Baee, thus dictated by Baba Nafra, whioh) according to Uiii 
testimony of his own son, could not have related to the RabV’s wife. 


tmu THE OFFICE OP fUBSiOENT AT BAIiOBA. 


1 1 


tieply of ike Surat Officials^ Memarks hy LieuUnant^^olonel On tram. 

Oj) e? wining the yad, it appears that the It appears that the total originally waa 
total on the credit aide above, was 23,650 23,650 rupees, but that on inserting the itw 

rupees, wMoh was altered to 21,000 rupees. ‘‘Kitta 350,’’ tlic total was altered to 24,000, 

Tlie 3d item of‘ 4,000 Rupees composing tliis and then on striking out 3,000 rupees frotp the 
sum was altered to 1,<K)0 rupees, and again credit in tlie name of Sobt^gwuntee Baee,’* 

from the subritem (3d) of 3,100 rupees the the total had again to be alteJred to 21,000. 

figure 3 was struck out, leaving the 100 ru- These repeated alterations have caused the 

pees good. The total of this and two other difficulty in deciphering the figures as they 
items -was 4,000 rupees, wlxicli was altered to originally stood, as admitted in the remarks 

1.000 rupees. The grand total, 23,650 ru- attached to the copy of the memorandum 

pees on the credit side, was altered to 21,000 furnished to me by Mr. Andrews, as ffillows. 
rupees. In this way alterations have been This item appears to have been originally 
made in five places -on the debit side ; the 2d 23,650 rupees. In regard to the figure 3, 
item, 3,100 rupees was altered to 100 rupees, there may be some doubt. Tlic item as it 
the 3,000 being struck out. In the last now stands is 21,000.” The difficulty of 
item 2,050 rupees for house expense, 350 ru- deciphering the altered figures is further 
pecs being added, made tlie total to 2,400 shown by the following note attached to a 
rupees. The original total of 23,650 rupees translation of tin* original memorandum by 
was altered to 21,000 rupees. In this wniy Mr. Battye. In the original, it looks as if 
alterations have been made in three places. 24,650 had been formerly inserted and altered 
Whether 24,000 ruiiees was the original to 21,000; but the committee of goo- 
amount of the debit and credit sides, or nuistas, in their depositions tukou when the 
whether it is an altered one, it docs not original memorandum was before tliem, on 
appear. the 27th, 28th, and 2(^th of August, assume 

as a matter of course, the total to have been 24,000 rupees, prior* to the 
deduction of tlie 3,000, because as It now stands, tlic total is 21,000, and 
because the sum of all tlic items of the account amounts to 24,000 without 
that deduction, and to 21,000 with tliat deduction.” Tliat it was thus under- 
stood by Baba Nafra himself, is shown by his examination before the Durbar, 
on the 20th of August, when questioned regarding the memorandum (the 
original of which had been acknowledged by him on the 13tli idem : vide Ap- 
pendix), wherein the interrogatories assume the total to have been originally 
24,000, without objection by the Baba in his cxplanatoiy replies. 

2. In this yad there is an entry on the debit side in the name of Sobagwuintee Baee” 
and Larcoba; state whether the corrected amount of 3,100 rupees was entered on Sobag- 
wmntec Baee’s name at the time the yad was made, or afterwards, and after striking out the 

3.000 ru{)ee8 from the Baee’e name, 100 rupees is left on Larcoba’s name, in a separate entiy. 
Further, when do you suppose was the Baee’s name struck out, and Larcohsi's name 
substituted ? 

Reply of the Surat Officials. Reynarks by Lieutenant-colonel Otitram. 

It docs not appear that Larcoba s name Tatia Bali, the w l iter of the memorandum, 
was insei'ted at the time the 3,100 rupees himself describes the manner in which that 
waB debited to the Buee’s name, because document was framed (tnV/c Appendix.) From 
“ Sobagwuntee Baee’s” name and the date which it will be seen, that the Surat officials 
Vud 8th, was written at once and the same are quite wrong in their surmise tliat Larcoba’s 
moment, and in one handwriting. That a line ijame was not inserted at the time' the 
is drawm across the name of “ Sohagwuntee 3,100 rupees was delated to the Baee’s name,” 
Baec,” leaving the words Vud 8th unaltered, or that the words ‘‘ taken into camp by Anna 
but to which is added, taken to camp hy for Larcoba” w(Te written afterwards, or that 
Anna for Larcoba; this must have been “ Sobagwuntee Baee ” being struck out, and 
done afterwards. That the additional words 100 rupees iil lowed to remain good in the 
were written fine, and not on the line for name ol‘ Larcoba “ was done afterwards.” 
want of room, and there is a difference in the For the writer declares, ami his declaration 
ink, from which it appears that the writing is confirmed hy Baba jNafra himself, who 
is new* Tliat Sobagwuntee Kaee^s name dictated the writing, that “ the alterations 
has been struck out, and 100 rupees lias been were made while the yad was under prepjira- 
allowed to remain good in the name of Larcoba, tion, and by desire of Baba.” * * The yad 
which appears to have been done iifter wards, was written at once, as Baba told me, and I 
From this it appears that the Baee's name recollect the item of' 350 rupees was entered 
from the debit has been struck out. In before the total was made.” * ♦ * lhavc seen 
tlie same way 3,000 rupees was struck out the copy (that sent by Mr. Andrews) of* the 
of same date from tlie credit side, and yad, which is like the original. It was at 
debited 100 rupees to Larcoba ; 350 ru- once written ; no conversation took place 
pees was creditea at tlic end of the yad with- about the words written below Sobagwuntee 
out name (Kitta). Thus, the total from Boee’a name, viz. : * taken into camp by Anna 
23,050 was reduc^ to 21,000 rupees, and for Larcoba,’ os written in the yad. 1 was 
that the 3, loo was struiok out from tbe Baee’s desired by Baba to write on the name of 
at the time 350 was emdited, Sobagwuntee Baee. ‘Anna took to camp for 
leaving 100 rupees in Larcoba’s If payment to Larcoba;’ after which, a hnc 
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this was not done, the total of 24,000 rupees was drawn across the Baee’s name, and the 
credited side, could not be made. The total figtire 3 struck out, leaving the 100 good, 
from 23,650 was made to 21,000^ exclusive of and the words below were left unaltered as 
the item of house expense ; the total of the desired by Baba, But for what reason this 
other items amount to 1 8,000 rupees, and was done I do not know, as no conversation 
350 rupees being added to item of house ex- at that time took place on the subject ; Baba 
pensc, made it 2,400 rupees, and the total of must know best/’ # # * “ The original yad is 
23,650 rupees was reduced to 21,000 rupees, not here, but it was wholly written at once. 
The entries of 350 rupees and 100 rupees, I do not recollect when the words ‘Anna 
and the reduction of 3,100 in the name of taken into camp ’ were written, wli ether water 
the Baee on debit side, was done at once and was put in the Inkstand, or whether it was 
the same time. written with a new pen at the time I do not 

recollect, but this item was written all at once and the same time, and not 
afterwards.” * ^ « On seeing the copy of the yad, I beg to state, that the 

original yadee was written at once by me, at one and the same time the altera- 
tions were made, no increase or decrease was subsequently made in it,” &c. 
On tills subject a reply has been received from the Durbar (vide Appendix A),^ 
with reference to the examination of Baba Nafra on the original document, 
from which the following is an extract: “From the substance of the second 
question of the paper of questions and answers at present received (from Surat), 
it would appear that Anna had taken into camp 100 rupees lor Larcoba, and 
the sum of 350 rupees on account of ‘ Kitta these answers seem to them to 
have been made upon a subsequent occasion. For the elucidation of 
this point, Baba Nafra had submitted his private chopras, in which a memo- 
randum for 21,000 rupees was found, with the words on the debit and credit 
side lintjd across. The original memorandum on being shown to Baba Nafra, 
on account of the recent proceedings, he read the whole of the memorandum^ 
and identified it as the hand-writing of his wife’s sister’s son, Tatiabah, and 
upon being (juestioued regarding the names of Larcoba subsequently entered, 
he does not in his answer admit (that they were subsequently entered), there- 
fore there arc no grounds for suspecting that the above entries were sub- 
sequently made.” 

3. State ySur opinion in full as to why the items have been struck out and alterations 
made in them ? 

Reply of the Surat Officials, Remarhs by Lieutenant-colonel Outram, 

It appears that there must have been some The opinion of the Baroda sowkar goo- 
tukrar “ regarding the payment of the sum mastas as to the object of* the alterations 
of 3,1()() riqiees to Sobagwuntee Baee,” which given in Appendix No. 4, are at least equally 
led to the striking off this amount from the worthy of consideration respecting matters of 
debit and credit sides. The reason of the account, as are those of these revenue servants 
alterations being made will appear from what of Government. On reference thereto it will 
has been stated above, be seen that they were unanimously of opinion 

that these alterations denoted a fraudulent 
transaction. 

4. Extracts from the chopras and yadee were received from the Resident, duly attested 
u!)der his signature ; after comparing them with each other, give your opinion on them, and 
whether the items struck out and those which have been altered have been made with 
any, ^fraudulent motives; and if so, whether there are grounds for entertaining this sus- 

Reply of the Surat Officials, Remarks by Lieutenant-colonel Outram, 

On comparing the yad with the extracts As remarked in reply to the previous ques- 
ol‘ the chopras, wo are of opinion that the tion, the opinion of the sowcar goomastas of 
former (kjes not appear to have been framed Baroda on these points, given in Appendix 4, 
with fraudulent inotivevS, because as the sum are entitled to as much consideration as those 
of 21,000 rupees is on the credit side in the of Government revenue servants. And surely 
yad, so is that amount entered in tlie chopra, those of the Baroda bankers themselves, so 
and^in the debit side 18,000 rupees is entered cxj>erienced in these matters, at least are 
the name of Narrayen Row llunchore, worthy of equal weight ; the more especially 
besides the item of the Sonar under that head, as they are most reluctant to testify against 
and that of Larcoba under Hurry Bhugh tee’s one of their brethren, with whom some have, 
licad, agree with those mentioned m the moreover, a common interest. With refer- 
yadt'c, except in dates. The item of 100 ence to this subject they have again replied, 
rupees in the .Baee’s name is separately entered on this paper being referred to tnem, as fol- 
in tho ohojira in the Baee’s name, and it is lows (vide Appendix B.): "The paper con- 
phiiuly written “thus received out of the taining questions and answers received from 
3,100 nif)ees.” From this it docs not appear Surat has been shown to us, and upon look- 
thar the striking out of 3,100 rupees from ing upon sucli questions, the questions asked 
tlie yad was done with any fraudulent mo- at this place do not appear to have been put 
t^^es. to the aufturdars at Surat* Previously, on 

the 1 5th August 1850, we stated, in •answer to a question put to us in 
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the presence of the Eesident, tliat we had more confidence in the yad than in 
the choprae ; our reason for w hich is, that in this yad, in the name of Rajeehrec 
Vishnoo Narrayen, the sum of 21,000 rupees is credited, under six separate 
dates, whereas in Purshotum Runchore’s cbopras it is credited under date, t\ e. 
Jest Sood 13th; after which it is w ritten that this note is to run at four annas 
per cent. Interest per mensem. Again, in the same yad, in Paruk Narrayen 
Runchore’s name, 18,000 rupees is credited under two dates as follows — - 
‘‘On Sood 14 th, 14,000 rupees, Assoo Sood 5th, 4,000; and as under Is 
this sum credited in the chopras under three dates, Vud 7, 12,000 rupees, 
and 5th, 2,000 rupees, Assoo Sood 8th, 4,000 rupees; according to the above, 
the entries in the choprae seem to be made in a confused manner. Again, in the 
debit and credit of the 2d Jest Sood, an item of Asso Sood 8th is written, and 
the totals balance is taken out on the let Sood, which is contrary to the 
usual practice. Further, in this same day-book (rozniail) four items on the 
credit side are entered in the month of Bhadurwa, and subsequently the 
words 2d Jest is entered on the top of the original date. Moreover, m the 
name of Sobagwuntee, 100 rupees is entered in the yad, Vud 8, this in the 
chopra is debited on Vud 11th as part of 3,100 rupees, the details of this sum, 
however, cannot he ascertained. In this manner the entries of the yad are 
confusedly written in the chopras, and the party who made the yad admits 
of‘ its having emanated from him ; therefore more confidence should be placed 
on the yad than on the cho|>ras, although it is usual among so wears to place 
greater reliance on chopras.’' 

5. in the yad, where a line is drawn across an item, the name “ Sobagwutce Baee” is 
only written, hut in the chopra the word “ Baee Sahib” is used, on whose name 100 rupees 
is entered. As the word “ Sahib” is added in the chopra, docs this refer to two persons, 
“ Baee,” and “ Baee Sahib/’ or to one person ; give your opinion on it ? 


Reply of the Surat Official* 

In the “kutcha khurda” (yads) the words 
Sobagwuntee Baee is written, and tliat in the 
extracts of the chopras Sobagwuntee Baee 
Sahib; this does not make two persons, as it 
clearly appears from the extracts and what is 
statea above, that 100 rupees was [laid out of 
the 3,100 rupees. '! hus then a person in the 
family will write Sobagwuntee Haee, but a 
goomashta or carcoon will use the word 
Baee Sahib out of respect. In this w^ay it 
has been done. For instance, it is disrespect- 
fully written that 100 rupees “ taken by Anna 
to camp for Larcoba,” whereas in the chopra 
it is “ Anna Sahib,” so in this manner “ Baee” 
and Baae Saliib is written. 


Remarks by Lieutenant-colonel Outram, 

A reference to tlic examination of Anna, 
Baba Nafra’s own son (Appendix) will show 
tliat among the class to which their family 
belongs, “ the husband will never mention the 
Baee, ‘ or Baee Sahib,’ in reference to his wife, 
when directing an entry to he made. But 
when my father pays any money to my mother, 
I, the goomastas and others, when addressing 
my mother, use the word ‘ Baee Sahib/ and 
in the chopra the entry on tlie debit side is 
made to ‘ Sobagwuntee Baee Sahib I do not 
call my mother by the short term Baee, nor 
do 1 write so.” The memorandum was 
written by a goomashta, and the additions 
were made while the memorandum was under 
preparation. 


6. As the corrections in the amount of the yad agree with that entered in the chopra, 
have you any reason to believe that the alterations made in the yad are incorrect, or that 
they were done with any fraudulent motives? 


Reply of the Surat Officials, 

Unless proof is shown that the amount 
reduced in the yad has been laid out in any 
other way, there appears no reason to sup- 
pose that the alterations 'Nvere falsely made in 
the yad. The items in the chopra agree 
with those in the yadee; the pages of the 
khata (account) are given on tlie debit and 
credit side, therefore there is no reason to 
say that the alterations have been made Avith 
fraudulent motives. 


Remarks by Lieutenant-colonel Outram, 

It is shoAvn above that the principal sow- 
cars of Baroda pronounce that the items csom- 
posing the amount of the yad (memorandum), 
even subsequent to tlie corrections, do not 
agree with those entered in the chopras, and 
that they do suspect fmudulcnt mptives, 
being of opinion that more dependence i^huld 
he placed on the yad than on the chapras, the 
entries in which arc mostly written in a very 
irregular manner. On reference to the re- 


plies of the Ahmedabad sowc^irs (appended 
here, C.), queries having reference to the mode in which the chopras are 
kept, it will be seen that they are of the same opinion. Why were not Mr. 
Andrews’ queries put to the principal sowcars of Surat, instead of to the 
revenue servants of Government? 

It is usual to write in Mahmta accounts the word “ Sobagwuntee Baee” for a kept 
woman. By adding the word “Sahib” to it, does that refer to the wife of a respectable 
person. In not adding the word “Sahib” to Sobagwuntee Baee, does it allude to a kept 

560. p Reply 



PAPERS ON THE REMOVAL OF COLONEL OUTRAM 


1 14 

Rejply of the Surat Officials, Remarks by LieutmanUcolonel Ouiram, 

Sobagwnntee Baee” refers to a married The reply to the 5th question shows that 
woman, whose husband is living, A person even Baba Nafra's own son neither addresses 

in the family may write “ Sobagwuntee his mother “ Sobagwuntee Baee,’’ nor writes 

Bace/’ but a goomasta or carcoon will it so, the Sahib ^ always being added. And 

write “Sobagwuntee Baee Sahib.” It is not he declares that the Baba himself, when di- 

customary to call a kept woman “Sobag- recting any entry of money mid to her, 
w untec Bace.’’ makes use of neither term, but tlmt the per- 

sons writing the entry in such case always 
w rites “ Baee Sahib,” yet this entry was made by one of the goomastas 
at Baba Nafra’s dictiitlon. On the 15th August (Letter E.) 1 informed 
Mr. Andrews that the Baroda sowcars had stated in public as8eml>ly that the 
term “ Sobagwuntee Baee” applied both to kept woman and to married woman, 
but that in the latter case, where the husband w^as respectable, “Sahib” would 
be added. And it will be seen on reference to Appendix, that the Durbar 
confirms the fact thus: “ It is usual at this j)lacc (Baroda) for kept mistresses 
to be termed in letters, papers, &c. Sobagwuntee.” 

8. What is the object of entering certain items in “ khiirda,” before bringing them on 
regular accounts. In which can most reliance be placed, whether in khiirda or chopras ? 

Reply of the Surat Officials, Remarks hy Lieutenant-colonel Oatram, 

Imperfect and nominal dealings are written The memorandum is, I presume, here sup- 
in “kucha khurda,” and carried to regular posed to represent the “ khurda.” The fol- 
accoimts wlien they become perfect or actual, lowing is the opinion recorded by the sowcars 
for alterations can be made in the former as of Baroda on tlie 15tb August {vide Ap- 
circumstances may require, and not iu the pendix), as to tl)e relative reliance to be 
latter. placed on that document or the chopras, ui 

The chopras in wliich adjustments are which the answering items arc recorded, 
made can be relied on more than the kutcha “ The yad (private memorandum) docs not 
khurda, as all the accounts are made from tally with the chojiras, and as the gcnuinc- 
chopras. ness of the former is admitted by both Baba 

Nafra and his sister-iu-law^s son (the writer), 
we arc of opinion that more dependence should be placed on tlie yad (memo- 
randum) than on the chopras, ilic entries lii wliicli are mostly written in a 
very iiTegular manner.” — Vide also subsequent questions put to the sowcars, 
annexed to para. of report. 

9. Although the items entered on debit side appear credit in accounts of the person to 
whom they are debited, yet of the person in whose name a corresponding credit is afforded 
by the party who has made the side debit is not traceable, would any doubt arise as to the 
correctness of the debit ? 

10. If to conceal the payment of bribes, false credits and debits are made, is it not neces- 
sary, for the purpose of lacilitating the settlement of the general account, to adjust the 
account of that person, to whom the credit is afforded, at the end of the year ; and whether can it 
be said, from the circumstances of the credit being afforded to a person who is not traceable, and 
to whom nothing has since been debited, that tlic credit was made with a fraudulent intpnt? 

11* Tfi to conceal the name of the person to whom bribe is actually paid, false entries are 
made on the credit and debit sides, and excluded from the additions of both sides, could it be 
said that so much less was expended, or whether something else would be meant by it? 

Reply of the Surat Officials. Remarks by Lieutenant-colonel Outram, 

To Question 9. If the corres})onding credit The replies of the sowcars of Ahmedabad 
is alfordcd by the person debited therewith, to queries put to them through Mr. Jenkins, 
notwithstanding the man to whom credit hereafter tqipended, fully meet these ques- 
given by the debiting party is not to be tlons(9th, l()th, & 11th,) and it will be seen 
found, tiiorc could be no jjroper reason to are entirely opposed to the o]>inion given by 
doubt the correctness of the entries on the the Surat officials. They state, in reply to 
debit side, as in tins country it is customary the questions of the acting magistrate, re- 
among sowcars to credit in any one’s name garding the adjustment of 21,000 ru|>ees, 
any sum from their private sources for diffe- that although it is customary among sowcars 
rent trades. to invest money in another name when depo- 

sitor may not wish to record his own, still 

To Question 1 0. If the amount is credited that the proper adjustment of tlie deposit 
as herein stated it sliould of* course be fairly should be shown, otherwise the entry would 
adjusted, but even if such is not done, it can- be suspicious. Baba Nafra, in his deposition 
not on that account alone be said that the taken in this case, states that the sum cte* 
amount credited to any one’s name was in- dited in Vishnoo Narrain’s name le hi« own, 
tended for the payment of bribe. but there is no account kept of its adjust^ 

ment, and that in his own chopras he has 
To made 
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To Question . In sucli case the expense made such entries and adjustments as he 
must have been so much less ; there appears thought proper* Thus he sliows no account 
no other meaning than thatj of’ the adjustment of this item, and his own 

Btat^ement proves las chopras to have been 
written as he pleased, and not according to the gowkaree custom. 

When all this is tnken into consideration therefore, it would appear that 
the 9th, 10th, and 1 1th (questions put to the 8Tirat people do not agree with 
Baba’s own account, and the credit of 21,000 rupees, in Vishnoo Narrain’s 
name, appears to have been falsely made for some improper purpose. 

12. Is money paid as bribe debited to him to whom paid ? 

Reph/ of the Surat Officials, Remarks by Lieutenant'Colonel Outram, 

No, in that case it would appear due by The money supposed to have been ex- 
him* pended in bribery in this case, is credited to 

a fictitious name, not to the party supposed to have received it, and most of it 
debited to a son of Baba Nafra himself 

13. In kiitelia klmrda an item of 3,100 rupees was debited to Sobagwuntce Baee. 
Sbite who she may be; 3,000 rupees have been struck oft' the credit and debited sides, and 
350 rupees added on credit side ; what may be the cause of* so doing ? 

Reply of the Surat Officials, Remarks by LicntenanUcolonel Outram, 

When great men and soav cars pay money The question as to who Sobagwuntee 
to their mothers and wives, &c. on any occa* Baee” may be, Inis been leplied to in the re- 
sion, they never mention their names, so it marks on the 7th question. In my remarks 
apjjcai’s that this sum might have been paid on the second question, is given the reph of 
to any woman of the family. The object of Tattiabbas, the writer of tne memorandum, 
striking oft’ 3,000 and adding 350, seems relating to the striking oft* of the 3,000 and 
that a large sum was expected from some- addition of the 350 as follow ssr ‘‘The yaci 
where, but only 21,000 mpees received, was written at once, as Baba Nafra told me, 
which being found insufficient to meet various and I recollect the item of 350 rupees was 
demands, 3,000 lees paid to the woman, as entered before the total was made*” It is 
she belonged to the bouse. curious to observe that the question here put 

by Mr. Andrews to the Surat officers, im- 
plies the belief’ that these alterations were made by the Baba, or according to 
liis orders, while the tone of that gentleman’s letters, at the date of the Surat 
Committee, clearly denoted his Buspiilons that some, if not all the alterations 
had been disbones^ introduced by the cnennes of himself, Doolun, Larcoba, 
and Moongajee. Fifty suppositions, quite as probable as those of the Surat 
officers, could be advanced in favour of their respective views, both by those 
who believe and by tin se who disbelieve that Doolun received money. In 
niy memoir it will be seen I have noticed Baba Nafra’s own absurd story, 
which legitimately reasoned on, w’ent to show that the fact of his wife not 
reqtiiring 3,000 rupees intended to be given her, not only diminished his dis- 
bursements by that amount, but was also the cause of’ the mysterious disap- 
pearance of 3,000 rupees of an already realized godsend. 

(signed) J, Outram^ Resident. 


Translate of a Yad from his Highness the Guicowar to tlie Resident, dated 1st Mhorum 

II, 1251 (6th November 1850). 


In your yad, No. 940, dated 17th October 1850^ which has been received, it is stated that 
“in the dulters of Baba Nafra, which had been brought to the residency lor the purpose of’ 
being examined, the memorandum w hich wjis found regarding an item of 21,000 rupees on 
account of ‘ Jumuia Khurch,’ regarding which Mr. j^ndrews, the Government agent at 
Burnt, examined the dufterdars of the Surat Zillali, i.c. Ajuui, Jaybhaee, Hurreebhaee, 
Vennaiek Gunness, and Suddassew Gopall, who upon being interrogated gave tlie answers 
contained in the accompanying copy tWeof transmitted with this yad; and upon this same 
subject the Barocla sow: cars foiroerly, both to the Guicowar Birkar and to the Resident, sub- 
untied answers to the questions put to them, which should be compared with the document 
at present sent; and with reference to the several questions and answers contained in both 
docninents from Surat, and that formerly taken at this place, the sowkars should be called 
upon to find out, regarding the item of 21,( 00 ruj)ees, w hether their explanations agree, 
anti in case any discrepancies exist, to point them out, with detailed explanations in writing, 
&c. In reply to which, be it known that in the above case the sowcars 
01 this place, Ajum, Gopal Row and Myral, &c, have been shown the paper received from 
ourat, containing the questions and answers, and they were called upon for an explanation, 
whi^, with the questions put to them, is eoiitained in the copy submitted with this yad ; 

p *2 and 
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and from the substance of such answers given by them, it would appear that they do not 
think the yad regarding the item of 21,0& rupees and the chopras, were submitted to the 
people at Surat, and questions put to them, in the same way as they were put to themselves 
nere. The practice obtaining amongst sowcars is to place reliance upon the chopras ; but the 
very item in the chopra regarding which doubt exists, this very item is not written according 
to the usual practice, but in a very confused and irregular manner; whereas the yad, from 
which the Junima Ivhurch” is taken, Baba Nafra admits as emanating from him ; this cir- 
cimistance should induce greater reliance to be placed upon it than upon the chopra. From 
the substance of the second question of the pa])cr of questions and answers at present 
received, it would appear that the words Anna had taken into camp 100 rupees for Lad- 
coba*” and the item of 350 rupees on account of Kitta, these entries seem to them to have been 
made upon a subsequent occasion ; for the elucidation oLthis point, Baba Nafra had submitted 
his private chopras, in which a memorandum for 21,000 nipees was found, with the words on 
the debit and credit side lined across. This original memorandum, upon being shown to 
Baba Nafra, on account of the recent proceedings, he read the whole of the memorandum, 
and identified it as in the hand-writing of his wife’s sister’s son Tattiaba; and upon being 
questioned regarding the names of Ladcoba, &c. being subsequently entered, he does not in 
* Not in 80 many answer admit (*that they were subsequently entered), tlierefore there are no grounds for 
words in the ori- suspecting that the above entries were subsequently made. In reply to the 7th question, it 
ginal, but appears is written that it is not customary to call a kept mistress by the title of “ Sobagwuntce.” On 
to be the meaning inquiry, I learn that it cannot be said that it is not customary here for entering the name of 
entered to be con* Sobagwuntce in the dufters. 

veyed. 


Translation of a Yad from his Highness the Guicowar to the Resident, dated 5th Mhorum 

H, 1251 (10 November 1850). 

A YAi> from the liesident, dated 9th November 1850, No. 1032, has been received, in 
which it is stated that “ From the house of Baba Nafra a debit and credit memorandum for 
the sum of 21,000 rupees was found, and on the subject of which a paper of questions and 
answers received from the Government agent at Surat, and the reply from his Highness the 
Guicowar to the liesldenfs reference, on the subject of the term of* ' Sobagwuntce’ being used 
with reference to kept mistresses not being considered clear enough, a more lucid explanation 
is called for.” In reply, be it known that on the 1st Mhorum Surnvut 1907, a yad con- 
taining full particulars was submitted ; but as the Resident has been put to inconvenience 
in calling f‘or further and more lucid information, I beg to submit that it is usual at this 
place for ke})t mistresses to be tenned on letters, papers, &c. “ Sobagwuntce.” The above is 
submitted for the information of the Resident. 


(B.) 

Translations of Questions put to, and replies received from Paruck Gopal Row Myrol, 
and other Baroda Sowcars, by his Highness the Guicowar. 

Question . — You all, before the Resident, in the case of Joitabaec Settanee, saw a yad 
obtained from the house of Baba Nafra about an item of 21,000 rupees, and upon the 
inspection of his private chopras you seemed to place more reliance upon the yad than upon 
such chopras, but the dufterdars Jaybaee, &c., at Surat, being questioned on the same sub- 
ject, seem to place more confidence on the chopras than on the yad, and submitted replies 
accordingly ; the paper containing such questions and answers is submitted for your Inspec- 
tion, and you arc called upon to explain what difference exists between your and their 
replies? — Answer. The paper containing the questions and answers received from 
Surat has been shown to us, and u{)on looking upon such questions — the questions asked us 
at this place as appear not to have been put to the dufterdars at Surat previously on the 15th 
August 1850 — we stated in answer to a question put to us in the presence of the Resident, 
that wc had more confidence in the yad than in the chopras, our reason for Avhich is, that in 
this yad, lii the name of Kajehshree Vishnoo Narrain, the sura of 21,000 rupees is credited 
under six sejtarate dates, whereas in Purshotura Runchore’s chopras, it is credited under one 
date, i.e. .lait Sood 13th, after which it is written that this note is to run at 4 annas per 
cent, interest per mensem. Again, in the same yad, in Paruck Narrain Uunchorc’s name, 
18,000 ru})cesis credited under two dates as follows: 

On Vud 14th, 14,000 rupees ; Asso Sood 5th, 4,000 rupees, and as under, is this sum 
credited in the chopras under three dates; Vud 7th, 12,000 nipees; Vud 5th, 2,000 
rupees ; Assoo Sood 8tl), 4,(K)0 rupees. 

According to the above, the entries in the chopras seem to be made in a confused manner. 
Again, iu debit and credit of the 2d Jait, an item of Asso Sood 8th is written, and the total 
balance is taken out on the 1st Sood, which is contrary to the usual practice ; further in 
this sfime day-book (Rozmail), four items on the credit side are entered in the month of 
Bhadurwa, and subsequently the words 2d Jait is entered on the top of the original date. 
Moreover in the name of Sobagwuntce, 100 rupees is entered in the yad on Yua 8th, this 
in the chopra is debited on Vud 11th, as part of rupees; the details of this sum how- 
ever cannot be ascertained. In this manner the entries of the yad are confusedly written in 

the 
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the chopras, and the party who made the yad admits of its Iiaving emanated from him, there- 
fore more confidence should be placed on the yad than on the chopras, although it is usual 
amongst sowcars to place greater reliance upon chopras. According to the above^, are our 
answers to the questions put us. 

(signed) Gopall Row Myrals, 

Paruck Moofeelall Samuldass^ 

Paruck Munguldass Lukbeedass^ 
Paruck Ruttoujee Kfmndass, 

ParucH Khooshallchund Ambaeedass, 


(C.) 


Translation of the Questions put to the Sowcars of Ahmedabad, and tlieir Replies, before 
the Acting Magistrate of Ahmedabad, on the 23d October 1850. 


Question. If a doubt be entertained regarding the chopras of any person, the same being 
examined, and the person in whose name the suspicious items are credited is not in existence, 
and the owner of tiic chopras says the money is his, but that lie has no document of its 
adjustment to show as to from where it came, and how much he got, and what the balance 
remains from it, If he will not also show the debit and credit of the suspicious items, state 
whether doubts should be entertained or not regarding such items '^—Answer. a person 
invests a sum at a sowcar’s in the name of anotlier, lie does so provided lie has confidence 
in the said so wear, from whom lie takes a writing that he will not make his name public, 
in which case the said so wear 011 being asked by any person, will say, in virtue of the 
writing passed by him, that the money is his own, but in the chopra he should make the 
proper adjustment. If he does not do this, there is room for suspicion. 

If in rojraail the amount of debit exceeds that of credit, is it customary among sow- 
cars to debit more tlian the credit? — It is not customary that the debit should be more 
than the credit, but among the sowcars the adjustment is made either weekly, fortnightly, 
or monthly, just as is the practice of each sowcar. But sometimes a sowcar debits transfer 
items without crediting them, which would make the total of debit side greater than that of 
the credit, but at the time of closing the accounts they are properly adjusted. 

If in the chopra of any person 100 rupees is debited as paid on account of 3,100 rupees, 
state whether there should not be a credit given for this sura (3,100) in the said chopra, or 
a debit and credit for the balance. If this be not done, can any reliance be placed on 
this item? — There should be a debit and credit for the 3,100 rupees, if this be not done 
suspicion will be attached to it 

Is it customary among the sowcars to debit an amount without paying it? — No, such is 
not customary among sowcars. 

The above answers to the questions are properly made by us. 


(signed) 


(signed) Hernahkaee Wukutchund. 
Juggabhaee Kandass. 
Jethabhaee Mooljee, 
Muggonbhaee Kurunchund, 
by Treecunadass. 


(True translation.) 

M. Battye, Assistant Resident. 


Appendix, No. 8 A. 

Translate of a Deposition of Vunmallee Doolub; persuasion, Hindoo; caste, Leva 
Patteedar; occupation, Merchant ; age about 55 years; Inhabitant of Baroda; taken on 
Ist September 1850, before Colonel Outram, Resident, Baroda. 

Question. In the year Sumvut 1903 (a.d. 1847), you held the opium farm in the Baroda 
camp, and your shop was situate opposite to the flagstaff in the Sudder Bazar, and directly 
opposite your shop in an upper-roomed house, did Ladcoba live or not, when did he come 
there, and upon whose sending for him. If you are aware of any thing relating to the above 
facts, state the truth? — Answer* In Sumvut 1903 (a.d. 1847), in camp, the opium farm was 
held by me, and in tlie Sadder Bazar, opposite to theflagstaS* my shop is still situated, there- 
fore I am aware that Andrews Sahib was the Resident at Baroda, at which time (I do not 
know the date) after the arrival of Mr. Andrews, a Purvoe from Surat, named Moongajee, 
came to see him; he became acquainted with the Sookda Putell Desayebhaee Verzeerblmce, 
an acquaintance of Cheeneewalla, of Surat, with whom Moongajee also appears to have 
become acquainted ; therefore Moongajee, through the instrumentality of the Desaye Putell, 
<ingaged a lodging opposite to my shop in the upstair house of Runchoro Peetaraber, and 
there put up. At that time with Moongajee, Ladcoba also came, and Moongajee made 
interest with the Sahib to get A friend of his an appointment in the residency offiw ; at this 
the residency treasury, there was an English writer named Purvoe Bapoojeee whom 
the Sahib caused to take his pension, and his place was given to Ladcoba, after whicii the 
head purvoe in the residency treasury, Narrain Row Luximon, took up an appointment at 
500. p 3 Broach, 
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Broach, and this individuars situation becoming vacant, Moongajee got Ladcoba’s elder 
brother, Potoobhaee, who was at Broach, sent for, and secured this appointment for him. 
About ope month Moongajee remained here, and returned to Surat, after which Potooba 
arrived here, and for a hmg lime conducted the duties of Narniin Row, but he did not seem 
to understand the business, therefore Potooba returned to Broach, l)ut Ladcoba remained in 
his appointment here, who for about five or six months oeciii)ied the upstairs o])positc to my 
house, after which lie left, and on the western side of the Sudder Bazar he lived near a well 
in the house of Koonjhccyarree Burdasec. From tiic period of tlie arrival of this Moongnjeo, 
through the friendship existing between myself and the Desaye Putell, I became acquainted 
with him, and in consequence of furnishing him with various articles he required, I was a 
constant visitor at his i)l:u‘e, therefore have I become acquainted with tlic above particulars. 

What relationsliip existed l>etween Moongajee and Ladcoba, are you aware of? — When 
Moongajee was here, from wliat he said 1 am aware that Ladcol>a and Potooba, these two 
brothers, were the sons of Moongajee’s (wife’s sister) sister-in-law, and Moongajee loved 
Ladcoba as his own natural son. 

Wiien Moongajee was staying at this place, what persons from the city used to visit him, 
and wliom in the city used he to visit ? - People from the city used to visit him, and he used 
to visit upon parties in the city, but their names 1 do not know, because I am a man of 
business, and engaged in it; consequently at night, when Moongajee or Ladcoba was dis- 
engaged, 1 used to wait upon them. 

At Ladcoba’s, did you at any time see Baha Nafra’s son coming? — When Moongajee was 
here, and after his departure, Ladcoba remained here, at whose place Baba Nairn’s son used 
to call, but on such occasions when anything jirivate was to bo communicated, I was never 
permitted to remain ; thereibre, what conversation transpired, and upon what husines.s he 
came, how was 1 to know ; o|)}>osite to my shop in an nj^stair room they lived, wdiich they 
left, and Ladeoha went and resided in a liouse near the w'cll, whicli latter house Jiiid also a 
back-dooi* ; therelbre, tVoni tlic time they occupied this latter house, any parties coming upon 
such a business, and desiring a private interview could do so by the back-door secretly, iu 
the; comjioimd of the lioiise, and go away; but whenever I used to call upon Ladcoba, lused 
to go by the front door, after having ascertained whether he was at leisure or otherwise. 

(signed) PiUdi Vunmalkc Doolub, 

In his own hand-writin<'»’. 

O 

( T rue translation . ) 

(signed) M. Battye, Assistant Resident. 


Appendix, No. 8 B. 

To Colonel Outrain, c. n., Resident of Baroda. 

Sir, 

As X understand that some inquiry is at stand, I beg to make the following comment on 
the conduct of Moongajee Duinath, a purvoe of Surat, if he be concerned in the matter in 
question, through whose means, not only Mr. Andrews has been a public talk at Surat, &.c,, 
but many families have lieen thrown into distress. 

In tlic year 1824, he, with others, had collected from the Marfeetias some bribe for Mr. 
N. Sliaw^, the then Collector of Customs at Surat, but that gentleman being a great hooshecar 
handed up the case to tlic criminal court, and the man was dismissed from (iovermnent 
service, and proclamations to that effect were issued in February 1825; but the Devil is the 
FUpjiorter of diabolical peojilc,-^ his minute was cancelled by some one’s reconiinendation, in 
June 1838, and Moongajee was employed by ]\Ir. Andrews in the Surat collectorate, and for 
whose conduct in tliat dejiartinent, I beg refer you to the Revenue Commissioner’s 
records for the year 1838-39. In June 1848, wdien Moongajee not having moix* eouvenience 
to wait upon Mr. Andrews every now and then, Kissondass Muccuiidass, the late second 
clerk of the Surat Adawdut, w as forced immediately, prior to and after hie completing 30 
years’ service, to retire oh his pension, and Moongajee became his successor ; b\it Moon- 
gajee, to impose ujion and convince peojilc the more that Mr. Andrews listens to what he 
says, made Mr. A. to force Cowasjee Shapooijee, head clerk, to retiro also on his 
pension, though he Avas well able and efficient to serve for several years’ more; but on 
the liead clerk raising objections, many threatening expressions were used by Mr. Andrews, 
which induced the man to go on leave for some period ; but when the matter was brought 
to the notice of* the benevolent justifiable authorities of Company’s Government, he 
was at once reinstated; not only these two persons suffered for Moongajee, but a jxior 
man (Pestonjee I’alunjee), fourth writer, is thrown on a iiension of about Rs, 5. 8. merely 
tx) make room f<)r Ladcoba, late deputy-accountant of the Baroda residency, and relation 
to Mtxmgajee ; and several other officers of the Adawlut have shared the same fate. 

1 further beg to observe, what must be the motive of Moongajee (previous and sub- 
sequent to being a secoiul clerk) in making a trip every morning for about two or three 
hours to Mr. Andrews quarters, holding cutchery at his own house, consulting with the 
vakeels of the court, the suitors, and (‘arbaries of the Maudavic, and other states; also 
frequenting the Imuses of Premcoover and Muncha, the^ daughter and widow of the late 

Doolubbhoy 
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Doolubblioy Hurgowunclass, where he effected a settlement of pecunkry dispute existing 
between them for about 71,000 rupees, in company with Gopull Rutonjee, a sowkar, and 
Narranrow Hurrctrimbuck, late head acoountant of the Surat collcctorate. He also every 
now and then holds consultation with Keshowrow, son of the late native agent of the 
Baroda residency, Nursingrow, Luximon ; and it is said that Keshowrow was in the first 
week in October 1850, for three nights, from 7 p.m, till 3 a.m. with Mr. Andrews, in addi- 
tion to his daily visits, which almost last for a whole day, 

I am, &c, 

(signed) Anti-abuse. 

(True copy.) 

(signed) M. Battye, Assistant Resident. 


Appendix, No. 9 A. 

Tkanslation of a Yad from his Highness the Guiewar to the Resident, dated 30 th Zilkad 

Soorsun 1251, (a d. 7 October 1850). 

The native agent Soorujrani sent a note to Govlndrow, slating that the sheristedar of 
Surat, by name Nurbheyram Iveesunduss, had arrived here, who is anxious to see the 
different items entered in the chopras of Saniul Bhugteo, and those of other firms, and 
re([ueBtiiig that the required cliopras may he shown to iiim in the presence of respectable 
persons. Accordingly, instructions were issued I 0 Sunibooram Khooshall on the subject, 
who made over tlie chojiras re({nirecl by Nurblieyrarn, in the presence of the nalive agent, 
Nurblicyrain, on being asked whctlier he required tlie ])resence of any respectabie persons, 
replied in the negative. After having examined the cliopras. he took extracts irum them, 
and both lie and Soortijram came to the Durbar for the ]mr])Ose of having the extracts 
authenticated by sow cars. A conversation tlieu took place, w liich having been put down in 
'writing, is here enclosed iov your information, on the score of friendship. From this it vvill 
appear, that immediate assl,-!ance h.as been afibrded by tins Government in this case. The 
confidential goomasta of' tioitee Santanee, by name Balmookund, and Moutee. lleerachund, 
represented that they had something to eommunicate to the Durbar, on ’wliich Bapoo 
Shastree took dowm in writing what this man had to say. From tlieir statements (2 & 3) 
the I^urbar lias h^arnt witli much surprise, that, considering the fnerulship which exists 
between the tw^o Governments, the servants of the British Government, not only behave 
disrcsjiectfnlly, but sj>eak ill of the kamdars of this Government in the presence of its own 
subjects. This is not right. But this (fovernment htis hopes, tliat if this circumstance be 
brought to the notice oi'the superiors of such servants, their conduct wdll not pass unnoticed. 
For this reason this Government sends cojiies of two statements mentioned above, and hopes 
that the Resident wdll take the matter into his consideration on the score of' friendship. 


Enclosure to the above. 

Translate of an Extract from the Diary of tiie Durbar, dated 11th Bhadurwa Wud 1906 

(2 October 1850). 

HoonuJiiAM, the native agent, accompanied by Nurbbeyrain, a sberistedar of the Surat 
Adawlut, came to-day to the palace ; they were conducted to his Highness' presence, wdio 
was sitting on the tczTace. Bhow Tainbcykur w as ordered to ask Nurbheyram if he w^ished 
to examine any other chopras; he rej)li<'d in tlie negative, saying that he had copied all he 
'w^anted. Soorujrani then said, that N^ll'hhey^am w ished to obtain the sow car’s signatures to 
the extracts which he had made ; the following persons w^ere accordingly called up-stairs, 
Gopallrow Myral, and his carcoons, Ilurcebhow Gahlay, Paruck Mooteelall Samiildass, his 
mooneem Babajee Paruck, (/hooneclall Dulloobhaee, and carcoon iHichanini Omtakur, and 
his Highness communicated to them Niirbhey ram’s wdsh. I'licy replied, that there was no 
occasion for them to sign the paper, hut the mooneem of the firm should be called upon to 
do so. Bhow Tainbeykur endeavoured to pursuade them to it,T^but tliey replied, that the 
extracts which they had formerly made and signed, regarding the 21,()()() rupees, should be 
compared with those now made; Nurbheyram said, that it was necessary they should sign 
the extracts which he had made. The sow cars again refused to sign, saying they did not 
see the necessity for so doing. Nurhheyrum wnis ilicii asked if he had any questions to put 
to Baba Nafra, who was close at hand ; he said no, that he had nothing to say to him. Ho 
was then reminded, that wlien Sumboorajn told him that the Resident had requested that 
some influential natives might be present when he w-as making the extracts, he replied, that 
he did not require them ; stating, that he considered the native agent Soorujrnm as in the 
place of the Resident, and Sunibooram as representing his Highness. Nowq therefore, (he 
was asked) where is the necessity for the sow cars ? To this Nurbheyram replied, that at 
that time he certainly said as above stated, but that now, wished to have the extracts 
^ttested, to relieve himself of responsibility. Tl he sow^cars were then again urged to comply^ 
merely repeated their former objections. 

Tile Bowcars then took leave, Nurbheyram followed, and the buslncBs 'was closed. 


y 4 
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Appendix, No. 9 B. 

Translation of a Yad from his Highness the Guicwar to the Resident, dated 17th Zilhez 

Soorsun 1251 (a.d. 24 October 1850), 

A VAi> was received from tlie Residency, 2l8t October 1850, No. 952, forwarding copy of 
a Report from Nurbheyram Kissundass, sheristcdar of the Judge at Surat, for such notice 
as tills Durbar may think proper to take. 

In reply, this Government begs to state, that the report of the sheristedar contains state- 
ments at variance with what had taken place here, but with what view he has thus written 
does not appear. It is not, however, the wish of this Government to write much on the 
subject. But this Government begs on the score of friendship, to represent what took place 
at the Durbar. When Nurbheyram was asked at the Durbar whether Sumbooram had 
not told him at the time he was examining the chopras that he had sent for the sowcars, he 
replied, that he did not then require them, aud therefore had said no. But in order to 
remove the responsibility from himself, he now required the attestations of the sowcars to 
the copies he had made. Such being the case, he now says, that from the beginning no 
committee was assembled, IIow is this? He further states, that the sowcars did not 
authenticate the copies, and thinking that some new obstacles would be raised, he sent a 
man after Soorujram’s garry to obtain information ; that his man saw Soorujram and Bhow 
Tambakur sitting together, and that the goomastas of Huree Bhugtee and Sumbooram 
Khooshal were also tnere.” This seems very strange, because there is no objection, on the 
score of friendship, for the Sirkai’ee kamdars to visit each other on public business. Such 
being the case, what suspicion Nurbheyram entertained on the subject which induced him 
to send a man to obtain such information, and whose authority he had for so doing, this 
Government cannot understand. This matter is a source of great regret to this Governinent> 
because these circumstances have been introduced in his Report in order to bring doubts in 
the minds of ‘the two Sircars against their respective kamdars. As this Government deems 
it necessary that this matter should be cleared up, it is requested that the Government agent, 
Mr. W. C. Andrews, he written to on the subject, so that the doubt entertained by this 
Government may be removed. 


App(3ndix, No, 9 C. 

Translation of a Rejiort from Nurbheyram Kissundass, Sheristcdar to W. C. Andrews, 
Esquire, Judge Surat, dated 22d October 1850. 

You have informed me that in my report I stated that on the 3d October 1850, Sooruj- 
rani, native agent, was sitting at Bhow Tamheykurs, whore tlie goomastas of Hurree 
Bhugtee and Shumbhoonun Khooshalbhaee were also in consultation with him ; and at the 
close of niy report I have stated that they were concocting matters to bring blame on me, 
and I am desired to state at what time, how, and through whom I came to know of this 
matter. 

In obedience to the above order, 1 beg to represent that on the 3d October 1850, at about 
10 o’clock, as Soorujram came to the city in his gharry with his men, I sent word to ask 
whether I should accompany him, or go directed to the residency ; he replied, that I should 
go to the residency, hut in the evening previous, Wednesday the 2d instant, after I had left 
the Durbar, Soorujram icinalned for a long time with the Maharaj, and spoke in such a way 
about me as to make the Maharaj take a dislike to me. This I was informed of by a person 
in Baroda, whose name I cannot mention. The next day (3d) Soorujram having gone to- 
the city, it became necessary for me to find out where he was gol^ ; I accordingly sent my 
man after him and learnt that he was sitting in the bouse of Bhow Tambeylkur, where 
Shumbooram and goomashtas of Ilurrec Bhugtee also were ; on hearing this, I went the* 
same night to Shumhooram’s house, who also told me that Soorujram liad come to Bhow 
Tambeykur^s house and was talking^ a good deal, but Bhow Saheb, after being shaved,, 
got up in disgust and went away. From this 1 believed what my man had informed me, 
and I was convinced in my mind, from what 1 had heard of his having spoken against me 
the night previous to th($ Maharaj, that they were concocting something against me. 

As regards your qdfeation from whom, and when 1 heard that matters were being 
concocted to bring blame on me, I beg to state that I cannot give up my authority, because 
the information was given through friendship. It was at midnight of the 3d October 1850, 
that I wiis informed by the persons jxlluded to, that something was being concocted against 
me, and that I should leave Baroda quickly, because it was the intention of evil-disposed 
persons to attack my character, from wliich it would be difficult for me to escape. This and 
what 1 have stated above agree, and from this I believed it to be true. After my return 
from Baroda, I heard it reported in the Bazar that matters were being got up some way or 
another and evidence taken. This circumstance has more and more convinced me that what 
I was informed that night was the truth, and such is going on. What more can 1 say than 
this ; having immediately on my arrival at Surat informed you of it. 

I am fully convinced that the truth will be established when an inquiry is instituted. 

(signed) Nurbheyram KissundaeSf 

Compared by ^ fSherietedar of the Judge. 

Rutonlal Misreelal, Karcoon. 
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Appendix, No, 9 D. 

Translation of a Yad from bis Highness the Guicwar to the Resident, dated Zilhez 24th, 
Soorsun 1251 (a.d. 31 October 1850). 

A YAD was received from the Resident, dated 27th October 1850, No. 986, forwarding 
copy of a report from Nurbheyram Kissundass, Shcristedar of the Judge of Surat for any 
remarks that Government may have to offer on the subject thereof. 

Nurbheyram has written in his report that he was informed by some persons that after he 
had left the Durbar, Soorujrani had remained for a long while with the Mahraj, and spoke 
ill of him to the Mahraj. Th it on the following day he (Nurbheyram) went to Sumbooram 
Khooshairs house, wlio told him that Soorujram had been to Bhow Tambeykur’s house, 
where he held mucli conversation with Bhow Sahib, but that the latter, after being shaved, 
got away in disgust from him. From this he was convinced that something was being 
concocted to bias the Mahraj against him. In reply this Government has to state, that when 
Soorujrambhaee and Nurblieyminbluicc came to the Durbar, the Sowcars were sent for to 
have their attestations made to the copies taken by Nurbheyi'am in their presence. As both 
were about going away, Govindrow Iloria stated that the usual signature of Soorujrambhaee 
had not been jnit to the yads received from the residency. On this Soorujrambhaee saij 
to bring the yads to him and he would attach his signatures to them, and he only remained 
so l(»i)g as his time was taken up in attaching his signatures to the yads. But no conversa- 
tion passed either about Nurldiejrain or any other person, nor even about any case. 
Soorujram was merely told to present the Mahraj’s compliment to the Resident. Such being 
the case, it is necessary to disclose what person lias thrown this doubt in Ids mind, and this 
he sliould Jiot hesitate to do, Ijecausc that person has misrepresented matters to him of which 
this Government has not tlie least doubt. On Sumbooram being questioned on the subject, 
lie declared on oath, that when Nurbheyram came to his house there were five or ten persons 
sitting, and Nurbheyram having asked him what Soorujram had spoken to the Mahraj 
against him, rcqilied, that he sjioke nothing ill of him, that until Soorujram left, he 
(Sumbooram) was near him; nor did he tell him (Nurbheyram) that Bhow Sahib, after 
being shaved, hud gone away in disgust from Soorujram. Copy of the statement by 
Shumbliooram is enclosed. Nurbheyram now states, that be cannot give up his authority. 
This makes it very suspicious, and the person who has informed Nurbheyram of this matter, 
inust be one of those who bears enmity towards this Government, and unless his name is 
given up, it cannot be clearly ascertained whether he has said this with the view to throw 
doubts 111 the minds of both Govemruents, or whut. If Nurbheyram will not give up the 
name ol his authority, therefore it will be a source of regret to this Government, because 
some time or other Mr. Andrews might become suspicious from what Nurbheyrambhaee may 
tell liim. Nor does it appear with what view the person who told Nurbheyram the above 
falsehood has thrown doubts upon his mind. This Government therefore recpiests that the 
name of Nurbheyranfs informant should be obtained in order to clear up the matter. 


Enclosure to the above (No. 4.) 

Translation of the Yadcc from Sumbooram Khoosall, presented to his Highness the 
Guicwar, dated Ashvind Wud lOth, Sumvut 1906 (a.o., 30 October 1850j, 

Having been told by th(' sirkar that Nurbheyram, Shcristedar of the Surat Adawliit, has 
written in his report that I had informed him that Soorujram had been to Bhow Saheb’s 
house wlicre he was speaking a good deal, but that Bhow Sahel), after being shaved, got up 
in disgust and left him ; that as Nurbhcyrani liad visited me the night previous to his 
departure for Surat, I am directed to state wlmt conversation passed between myself and 
Nurbheyram at that time : I beg to declare on oath, that the night previous to Nurbheyram 
leaving Baroda, as I returned from the Durbar, Nurbheyram came to my house, and as he 
is a person of rank among my caste, he was, according to custoni, well received by me. 
There were 10 or 12 persons, consisting of my family and others, present Nurbheymm 
then said to me, that af'ter he quitted the Mahraj the night previous, Soorujram spoke much 
against him to the Mahraj ; when 1 told him that after he left the place Soorujram remaiued 
sitting, and when lie was going, I went ns far as the steps to leave him ; that until then I 
Was present with the Mahraj, but that Soorujram never spoke any thing about him to the 
Mahraj. That the same day the yads which were received from the residency had not been 
attested with Sooriijram’s signatures, and ou Govindrow Roria telling him of this, he put his 
signature to (hem, after which he left the place ; I then asked Nurlmeynun how he came to 
say such a thing ; he replied “ very well, I know every thing in this manner Nurbheyram 
spoke in an ambiguous way. Afterwards our conversation turned on private mattci’s, and of 
caste, &c. Nurbheyram remained for about three-quarters of an hour, and when he was 
going I w ent to leave him at the door of my house. No conversation whatever took place 
about Soorujram, or regarding public matters. 

(signed) Surnhoomm Khoosall. 
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Appendix, No. 9 E. 

Translation of a Yiid from VV. €. Andrews, Esq. to the Resident, dated 9 November 

1850. 

An English letter from you, dated 2 November 1850, with oopics of two yads, and an 
enclosure from his Highness the Guicowar, has been received by mo. In reply I beg yon 
will be so good as to conmiuniojite the following to his Highness the Guicowar. 

1. In the yad dated 17th Zllhoz (24 October) his Highness writes as follows ; that^^Nur- 
bheyrain slicristedar in his rej>ort had stated that from the beginning no committee had 
iissembhid, which is not true. That Nurhheyram had sent a man after Soorujram’s gharry, 
to see where he was going, and wiiat reason he had to do so, and from whom the said 
Nurbheyrani had received orders to seek information regarding the kaindars of both Govern- 
ments and requesting that explanations may be furnished to remove the doubt from the 
mind of his Highness. In reply I beg to state, tliat 1 had given strict orders to Nurbhey- 
ram to examine the chopras in the presence of a committee, and afterwards to obtain their 
signatures to the extracts which he may make from them, and a letter was addressed to you 
on the subject. Such being the case, I cannot conceive how Nurhheyram could have dared 
to say that lie did not requiic a committee. The mere extracts taken by Nurbbeyrain, 
without being compared by and to tlie satisfaction of four respectable persons, would be of 
no use. Ihis is very clear, and I cannot comprehend what could be his motives for refusing 
the very thing which was so very necessary to strengthen the ease, and for which lie was 
exjiressly sent. To make extracts according to what is in the cliopra is no robbery, or a 
bad act, therefore there was no reason ibr him to make the extracts privately. Soorujraia 
and others were present at tlie time when he made the extracts. What difficulty would it 
be for him to have had four more persons to sit as committee, so as to induce him to 
refuse it. In slioit he would not have dared to disobey ni}^ ortlers, nor was there any reason 
for him to do so. This and many other matters have been written in the yad; and 1 cannot 
comprehend what reasons he could have had in falsely stating in his report his having 
been refused a committee. It was in the hands of the Resident and tlie (niicovvar Govern- 
ment to a])point or assemble a committee, by whom the extracts were to be signed, after 
comparing and satisfying themselves as to their correctness. Nurliheyram had nothing to 
do with this. Had the committee been assembled at tlie place where Nurbheyram was 
making extracts, it was not in his power to iirevent it. How then could he have ref used it, 
is a point difficult to understand ; he was obliged to liavc the extracts attested by you. 
Had the committee been appointed, and their attcBlatlon made tn tlie (ixtracts, what need 
was there to obtain your signature? In this yad it is clearly written that Nurhlieyrain Iiad 
openly declared to his Highness that, in order to rid himself of* responsibility (pulla pak), ho 
Mushed the sowcars to attach their signatures to tlie extracts iruido hy him ; what can be the 
reason of bis request not being complied with 1 cannot comjireliend. The chief object of 
Nurbheyram Mas to obtain the con unit tec’s attestations to the extracts made by him, and 
nothing more ; and if the (xuicowar had in the smallest degree directed the assembling of a 
committee for attesting the extracts, no one in Haroda would have dared to say no to him. 
This iniicli assistance has not been afibrded, Aviiich lias been a source of regret to me; 
whatever chopras Nurhheyram required, arrangements were made on the score of friendship 
to let him have extracts IVom them, for M'hich 1 am nmcli obliged to Ills Highness, It is 
also stated in the yad, wliat can be tlie object of* Nurbheyram to send a man after Sooruj- 
ram’s gliariy. In reply, 1 beg to state that the reason which induced him to do so he has 
clearly mentioned in his report. With regard to seeking inforiiiation about tlie kamdars of 
liotb Governments, 1 beg to state that Nurbheyraiu merely ascertained where Soorujram was 
going. He sent no person after the gharry of the Guicowar’s kaindar. What tliat person 
saw with his own eyes, and what lie ascertained from others, he mentioned the whole to 
Nurbheynim, which circumstance that individual rcjiorted clearly in his report, with lus 
doulTts thereon. And there appears to be no cause for his lligliness to express his regret in 
the matter, which J trust his liighmjss will not entertain. If* the kamdars of both Govem- 
rneiits were with others in consultation, and bad Nurblieyrain himself gone tlicre, or got a 
person to listen to what' they were saying, it was just and proper to ask Nurbheyram by 
whose authority lie m as acting in tliis manner. But if a person lias a doubt against another, 
he is at liberty to inquire indirectly as to where the suspected person h gone, where ho 
is sitting, m ho all are with him, and what he is doing, &c. ; there is no occasion to give him 
such autliority, and if a person instituted such inquiries, in order to remove any doubt he 
may have entertained against another, in the eyes of justice lie eaunot be considered as an 
offender ; and it has been a source of great regret to mo that his Highness sliould have called 
for this explanation. 

It is stated in another yad, dated 24th Zllhcz (31 October) that the native agent did not 
speak ill of Nurbhefram, nor did Shumbhooram, and if Nurbheyram does not give up the 
name of the person who falsdy informed him of this, it will be a matter of regret to 
the GuicoM'ar government, because his Highness is not aware what doubts I may ciitcrtRin 
against his UiglmesH on ??humbhooram’s stiitemeiit. Tliat his Highness is also not aware 
with what view the person who gave this false iaformation to Nurbheyram throws doubts 
on his mind; and in order to clear the point, the name of Nurbheyram’s authority should bo 
given up. In reply, I beg to request that his Highness muH entirely remove the regret 
'which his Highness entertains on Ihe subject, and to assure his lligluiesa that I noMor 

eatertamOds 



FROM THE OFFICE OF RESIDENT AT BARODA. 


123 


entertained, or ever will entertain, any doubt against bis Highness; because his Highness 
always iu a friendly manner views every case in a proper liglit. Of' this liis Higliness iimy 
be fully assured on rny part. How far the information falsely given to Nurblieyram by ids 
informant is true, or otherwise, will be iKist known at the time when an inquiry is instituted. 
But if a person through friendship gives certain information on coiuiition that his name be 
not made public, and if that information haj)pens to turn out false, it would not be just on 
the part of a respectable pci*son to expose his informant’s name. For this reason I cannot 
press on Nurhheyram to give up his authority. It is also stated in thisyad, that Murbhey* 
ram had put some questions to Sumbooram at Baroda on this subject. From this it apt)ears 
plain that the person who furnished information to Nurbheyram was true. As regards the 
conversation which took place between Nurblieyram and Sumbooram, I beg to observe the 
latter contradicts what the former had said ; 1 cannot place so mucli dependence ujion 
Sumbooram’s statement as 1 do upon Nurbheyram. If reliance is to be placed upon the 
former because he is a servant of the Guikwar, well and good; but I have lately found him 
out in telling so many lies, that if he took 100 oaths, no trust can be placed on his word, 
unless accompanied by strong proof. I have received several letters from you in English, 
on reference to wliich it appears that Sumbooram had infbnued you that, when 1 was 
Acting llesklent at Baroda, Moongaice, from Surat, had come, whom 1 took out for a drive in 
my carriage ; against such gossip the people of Baroda, who pass and repass on the road, will 
give evidence witii open eyes of his falst'liood ; and Sumbooram had not a hit of shame in 
him to tell such an untrutli. How can any reliance be placed on tlie statement of such a 
person on his oath, in the present case; as 1 feel confident of tliis, it is unnecessary to write 
any tiling in detail. 


Appendix, No. 9 F. 

Translation of a Yad to the Resident from his Highness the (Tuiewar, dated IMohriiiii 15tb, 

H. 1251 (20 November 1850). 

In a yad from the residency, dated l‘lth November 1850, No. 1,045), which lias been 
received, it is stated that “cojiy of u yad received from the dudge of Surat is sent for the 
information of liis Iligliness; the ehicidatioa of this subject, owing to existing friendship, is 
conisiined in tlic subjoined paras, for the information of Mr. Andrews. 

Parii. 1. It had lieen my positive verbal orders to Nurbheyram to inspect the cbopnis before 
the committee appointed for that purpose, and obtain the signatures of' the members of that 
coinniittec upon the extracts which might have been taken from such chopras; and upon 
this subject the Kesident also had been written to. Such being the (‘asc, what authority 
Nuibheyram had to say tliat he would not have a committee it is difficult to comprehend; 
and in support of this (lisj)lay of self-authority on his part, other detailed proofs arc written, 
besides wliich, tiic iiaining and appointing of the members of the committee, and they having 
duly insi>cctcd and compared the extracts with the entries in the chopra, attaching the sig- 
natures to such copies of extrac^ts, the power of ordering the above w'cre vested wJtli the 
Gulcwar Sirkar uikI the Resident, regarding which Nurbheyram had nothing whatever to do. 
lieeause, after the appointment of the committee, and after its having assembled where 
Nurbheyram’s business was being conducted, Nurbheyram had no authority to prevent 
them, then how he could have prevented them it is difficult for me to comprehend.” Thus 
is it written in the Surat Judge’s yad. In reply to which, be it known, that when the books 
were being examined by the respectable members of the committee, the sheristedar at Hur- 
rce Bliugtee’s told Shmnbooram Khooshall not to assemble the committee, the particulars of 
which 1 inquired. At that time the residency native agent, Soorujrambhaee and Gojialrow 
Myrol, together with two other sowcars and their mooneem, goomastas and iny kamdar, 
were all present. At which time the sheristedar admitt(‘d tliat he desired not to have the 
committee ; and further added, that he wanted the signatures in order to remove the respon- 
sibility from himself. After having thus stated at the time, his having now informed the 
Sahib that from the first day he had been denied a committee appears very strange. Without 
commands of the Sahil)^ and contrary to the opinion of the shcri|tedar, whether to have 
insisted on the assernbfy of a committee would have appeared surely on the part of this 
Sirkar or otherwise, is not taken into consideration, and the Sahib has commenced to write 
in a different strain, therefore I am lielpless. 

Nurbheyram having first refused to have the committee, has in the report stated an un- 
truth, his reasons for doing which I cannot comprehend.” Thus the Sahib writes on this 
subject. From the claims of friendship it should be taken into consideration that it is impos- 
sible for the Government to be acquainted with this person’s motive in telling his Sahib an 
untruth ; in consequence of the said individual not succeeding in obtaining signatures upon 
the extracts which he made from these chopras, is attributed by Mr. ^drews to the want 
of assistance rendered to him by this Sirkar, which has been to me a source of much regret ; 
because if the Sahib had minutely inquired into all that had passed here, ho would have 
discovered that, agreeably to our friendshillf, this Sirkar rendered every and prompt assist- 
ance to the sheristedar. liegarding their not attaching their signatures, the reason urged by 
+ for not doing bo is, that in the chopra Uie ‘Glumma Kurch is confusealy cn- 

tered, and not according to the manner iu which accounts are kept by sowcars, therefore they 
did not place mucli reliance upon* the chopnis; and consequently they were unwilling to 
560 . * act 
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atteist with their signatures extracts taken from such chopras. Then, setting aside the just 
reasons advanced for not attesting these extracts, for this Sirkar to give an order that the 
above-mentioned extracts should l>c attested, I ask, would such be reasonable , and just, or 
otherwise ; therefore the above should be kindly taken into consideration. 

Behind the gharry of the Sirkar’s kaindar, Nurbheyraru had not sent any ^lerson. He 
received information, and reported what he imagined ; in which case, ibr the Ouicwar Sirkar 
to feel sorry docs not appear necessary.” In answer to this, upon looking at the reasons 
advanced by Nurbheyram, in his re[K)rt of the 9th October 1850, it appetirs calculated to 
cause doubt in the Sahil>'s mind, that from the first day no committee liad assembled ; and 
further, that the signatures were not made upon the copies oi' the extracts; ami that fearing 
further obstacles were about to be thrown in the way, Nurbheyram had sent persons to fol- 
low tlie gnrrv of Soorujraiu, and they reported that Soonijram and Tamheykur Bhow were 
seated together, and t!ie whole of tlie goomastas of Hurree Bhugteo were also collected, and 
Siimbooram KhoiJshaH was there also, and the native agent was in tlie deep consultation in 
Hun'ce Bhugtee 8 shop, and at the time of leaving Baroda it came to his knowledge that 
every means were being used tt) defame himself and the Sahib.” Thus, it being written, is 
t^alcnlated to cause uneasiness to the (xuiewar Sirkar ; thereft)i*e, ns to what caused the she- 
ristedar at the time to entertain such fancies in his mind, the Sahib should kindly furnish 
me with detailed explanation, that 1 may be able to show that there were no grounds what- 
ever lor their entertainment. Now the sheristedar writes that he will not disclose tlie name 
of any one; hut when such things are permitted to remain unexfdained, every facility will 
he aiforded to such rascals to sow the seeds of discord and susjiiciou between the two 
Cjovernments. 

2. The degree oi* confidence 1 can place upon what Nurbheyram has stated 1 leel re- 
luctant to place iij[>on the statement made by Sumho«)ranK I have received numerous letters 
lW)m the Besident, iijjon looking at wliicli it would apjiear tiiat Sumboorani has so informed 
the Saliih {Eesi<!cnt) that when I was at Baroda, Moongaj(?e jmrvoc, from Surat, had c‘ome 
there, whom 1 used to lake out driving in my earriage, lie having sp!*ead such a fidsc report, 
the fidsity which the people witli their eyes open g<ung about Baroda can testify to, and to 
utter such a band'aecd liilseliood, he hesitated not in the least; therefore, upon the oath of* 
this man, in a ease ot' the present description, the degree of <le])endence to be placed is evi- 
dent, and of whicii 1 am 1‘ully satisfied,” Ujion interrogating Sumiiooram n^garding the par- 
ticulars contained in the above second para., he gives the following explanation, that “at 
tlie residency the dufters of Baba IS'afra were being ins[>ccted, where mystdf, the residency 
native agimt, Sooriijram, and the moonsliee, and other karcoons, and thi‘ goomastas ol’ llur- 
reehngtic's firms, t^c , were seated, at which place the c Ircmnstance being mooted I lieard ; 
but I never w4tli my own eyes witnessed them seated in the carriage, and in the same way 1 
]ie\<;r meiitiiined lia\iiig seen them seated in the earri;ige to any one.’* From the above 
statement l>y him it does not a]>p(‘ar that doiild or siis]iieion should be attached to his asser- 
tions, d Ik* Sahil) also writes thni within the last few days 1 have discovered so mneh of 
hi^ iintnilli, that ewn if \iv. should take a hiindr(*d oaths, and stale anything, I might or 
migiit not place eontidenee upon it.” The above being so vaguely ex])ressed I do not com- 
prehend it, eonsecpu'iit ly ujion the subjea*! of what is above, written the Sahib sliouhl kindly 
write, and inionn me in what Imsiness, and on what account, Sumhoovam committed huu- 
self hi'fore the Sahih, to lead his heing so thouglit of*, when it will ])c duly investigated and 
taken into cunsideratlon. 

hat is written in llie al>ove two ]»aras. from tlie claims of fViendsliip slioukl lie duly 
taken into consideration by the Besident, and a detailed reply is requested by tlie Guicowar 
f8ii*kar. To this eflecl tlie Besident is requested to write to ^Ir, vVndrews, at Surat. 

(True translation.) 

(signed) d/. Battye^ 

Assistant Rcsidenf. 


^ Appendix, No. 10. 

Translation of a Report from Nurbhcyi'am Ivissundass, Sheristedar in the Adawlut 
at Surat, to W. C. Andrews, Esquire, Judge, dated 9 October 1850. 

On the 21st September 1850, you informed me that a yad of 21,000 rupees tvas received 
from the Resident, which sum was credited on the name of Vishnoo Narrain, and that 
18,000 rujiees has been debited to Narrain Runchorc, besides several other items ha^c been 
debited in it. Brief extracts were also received from the khurda” of Ihirshotum Rmichore, 
and from the ‘Gavra” for Sumvut 1903 (a.p. 1847), relating to the item debited in the yad, 
also that from tlioVchopra of Narron Runchore, regarding the debit and credit items, and 
that from the ‘Gcliata” of Samiil Bhiiptce, for the' same year, in which 12,000 rupees has 
been credited to Narron Runcliore, But in^^lihat way the items of 21,000 rupees on the 
debit side were written, in what way they were received and paid, and with whose chopras 
these items agree, 1 was ordered to examine them, and that I should through the Resident 
attend his liighnese's Durbar, where a committee of sowcars, respectable persons, and 
shroffs would assemble, in whose presence I should examine the chopras, &c. of Purshotutti 
Runchore, Narrain Runchore, Hurree Bhugtee, Samiil Bhugtee, and Ooka Sonar; and 

after 



FROM THE OFFICE OF RESIDENT A1 BARODA. 


^25 


aftci" obtaining extracts from them, duly attested by the committee, I was to return, and 
that you had given me a letter to the Resident, who would afford me the required a^ssistance. 

2, In obejjience to this order, T left Surat on the 23d September, fur Buroda, but owing 
to the raiiiH, I did not arrive at that place till Friday evening, the 27th ideii] ; and on tlie 
morning of the 28th I went, at nine o’clock, to the Resident with your letter, where I found 
that gentleman sitting in the room to the west. I delivered him your letter, who, after 
reading it, told me that Govindrow Roria, the (hileowar vukeel, usually attends the resi- 
dency at 11 o’clock A. M. That after he comes, 1 would he sent with him for the purpose 
of seeing the chopras and to meet the committee peoi>Ie ; but in tlic mean time I was, 
desired to sit down. Having had an o])j)ortimity, I mentioned the ix-port made to (iovern- 
ment by the lute Mr. Sutherland, Political (Commissioner of Guzerat and Resident, in 
hivour of my late brother Anoopram, wl:o was nati\e agent under liim, with the view that 
by mentioning his upriglit conduct, I would stand a chance of getting a high bertli under 
tlie Resident. On tiiis the Resident informed me that he would call for tlie past eorrespon- 
dence, and rend them. T then told the Resident that as there is sonic time to wait Govind- 
row’ Roria Coming, 1 would go and sit in the office, with the native agent, to which the 
Re^^ident consented. I then went to the office, and fonnd the native agent sitting in the 
treasury, who on seeing me rose; and neai' the table of ('avajee Hormusjee, tlie liead 
accoiiutant, were two chairs, on which we beth sat- I then told Soorujraui all that the Resi- 
dent laid said alxmt the coining of Govindrow l\oihi. We remained sitting till 12, bid 
Govindrow did not cinnc Afterwards Bhaskern.>w Withiil came on a visit to the Resident, 
V>ut lie soon returned. { tohl So.irujram that Govindrow is not come yet, go and ask the 
iJe^idml what I was to do. Soorujrani then went to the Resident and returned, and told 
me tiiat Govindrow will not he here to-day, but that he was ordered to write a pr^^ate note 
to liim, and that we were called by the Resident ; li'Oin this place wc went to the room 
where the nati\e agent sits, whleli was being whitewaslied and a Jiew ceiling placed, l>nt all 
tlw CM rkooiis were silting in a I’oom adjoininu it, and Soorujrain got one of them, hy name 
lleeraeliuiid, who is enn»l<.>yval in sorting the dufter, to write a note to Govindrow, which, 
after helng rea<i to me, was signed hy Soorujraim We then went to tlie Resident, to wdiom 
1 read the note. fla* Resident remarked, that all respectable people will not atte.-t their 
Signatures as true extraef.s. I. i(‘[ilied that not all, )mt a few would do .-o. I'ln* Resident 
tin n told me to take the note to (fovindrow, wlfuh 1 took, ami returned to mv lodging, 
because tile carbarec do not attend the Dm bar till ailer lour. 1 tiierefore made u]> my 
mind to go at that hour, and deliver the note to Ciovindrow. This was tl^en one oVdock. 
Aliout three o’clock, lleerachuiid carcoon came mounted to my lodging, on a black pony 
belonging to Soorujram, acconqiauied by ji peon, and told me that as Noorujram i.s coming, 
I'ur me to be ready. On this 1 and my man Maniiklall got ready. I desii^ Maiuiklall to 
take paper, jien and ink, and go and sit near the palace, as he would not be !il)le to keep uj) 
with a horse or gharry, INIanuklall and sejioy Balloojee tlien went to the palace. In the mean- 
time native agent Soorujram came to my place in a palanquin, and said that the Resident 
had sent him, in order to expedite the pia)duction of the chopras before me, from which 
extracts are to be given to me, and desired me to accompany liim. On this, 1, Soorujram, 
and Heeraeliund karkoon went to the karbarry of the ^ faharaj, by name Bhow Sahib Tambeknr, 
and he received us three in liisnew hou.se. Soorujram then said to Bhow Suliib tlmt 1 (Aur- 
bheyram) brother ul the late native agent Anoopram, had come on the part of Mr, Andrews 
to see the chopras, wliich had been examined at the residency, as also others (Miunected with 
them, which should be shown to me in tlie jireseucc of a committee of so wears, and wliatevcr 
extracts 1 make Ironi tlieni the committee siioukl attest by^ their signatures on them as true 
extracts ; but as it was getting late and it was his (Bhow Tambekur) time to go to tlie 
Durbar, Soorujram told him to inform the matter to the Maharaj, and to issue orders to 
Sumbooram Khoosal kaibarry on the above subject. Bhow Saliib then re}>lied, that after 
inibrming the Maharaj of it, he would make the necessary arrangement, and desired us all to 
attend tlie next day. Wc then returned to our respective places. On the 29th September, 
Sunday, about 1 1 a, m., carcoon Hecrachund came and said to me to be ready, as Soorujram 
Bhaec will soon come. On this, I, Hecrachund, and my man ^laniiklall, at the desire of 
Heeraeliund, went to the firm of Hurree Bhugtee, at which time Soorujram did not come 
there; we three therefore sat down. Heeraeliund then sent a note to Sumbooram, stating 
that neither the cliopnis^or soivcixrs have upi^eared, and to expedite llhein. I had no one of 
my acquaintance there, so I sat Hecrachund. Shoiily afterwards Soorujram Bhaec came in 
a palanquin, and also wrote a note to Sumbooram to expedite the chopras and so wears ; but 
no asked for the note he had given me on Govindrow, which, togctlier with another note he 
wrote, he sent both to Govindrow. Copy of the first note which I had kept is here 
produced. 


3. Afterwards Sooriijram got up from the place xvherc wc were sitting, and said there is 
no breeze here, so let us go in the Dewankhana (hall of audience) ; we all then went there, 
w leije a large cloth ^‘chayama” was spread on the ground, and a bi^^illow placed on it, 
mia here 8ooruji*am sat ; I sat on one side yrith my man Manuklnll, andin front of liim sat 
eerachund Karkoon ; meanwhile Sumboo^m with his came there in a gharry, with 
* e cuopms of Purshotum Ritnchore and iNarrain Runchore, and also four chopras of 
^jiugtec, all of which he brought to the Dewankhapa ; he also sent for the other 
of ^ Bhugtee, which were brought by the luooneem and goomasta; a goomiista 

mm ® whose name 1 do not know. Soornjmm then told me to 

^mence the examination of the dliopras ; I replied that the members of the committee 
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have not come, therefore to send for them. Soorujram told Soombhooram to send for jthe 
mooneem gomustas; on Snmbhooram reidied that he would goto tlie Durbar, from 
■wUcucc he would tieiid ii ja^sood to call them, but desired mo in the mean time to comuicuce 
examining the chopras. ^oornjram told me that as he is sitting, for me to gO' on witli tlie 
chopras, ils it is tlie Ih sidcnt’s orticr to show me the chopras in Iris jiresence. 1 then asked 
Sumldiooram, that as Ihirshotum Hunchorc and Narrain Kuneliore were two brothers, 
whether they wen; partners ; he replied tliat the chopras of* Purshoturn Kunchore arc dis- 
tinct, hnt Narrain Itimcliore is a partner in the firm of* tlie (iuicowar Sirkar, by name (iiui- 
nesh Kshwer, and transactions of lacs ol* rupees are carried on. At the desire of Soorujrarn, 
I cominenced to examine tirst, the chopras of Purshoturn Knnchorc for 1902 (a. D. 1840), 
and 190;5 (a. i>. 1847). In that of* 1902, I found that the accounts for the months of Kar- 
tick, iMagser, and Mali, were adjusted every two inontha. Iii this maimer I examined 

tlie accounts for four or six mouths. Prom this it became necessary to see whether tliis was 
done for the wliole twelve months or not; 1 therefore examined the Rozmel for 1902 
(a. 1). 184h), and found that the accounts for fimr or six months. The next were adjusted 
monthly. In that of 1903 (1847), 1 find that 21,000 rupees was credited to Vishnoo 
Narron in l>age 146 ; in the same month, 14,000 rupees in two, and 4,000 rupees, total 

18.000 ru]>ees was debited to Narrain Kunchore, a partner in the firm of triinneh Eshwer, 
of the (iuieowar. One hundred rupees is in the name of Sabagwantee Ihiee Sahib,” as paid 
in ready cash to her, wliich forms a ])ortion of* the 3,100, It is also written that 100 rupees 
on the part of llurree Phaee Phugleedass, has been taken by Anna Saliib, and paid to 
Larcoba. 14iere is a debit of 500 rupce.s in the name of Loonee Nutliooram, without making 
up his account. 1 therefiire compared these items with the ‘^aura” of Purshoturn Kunchore 
for 1903 (1847), and found this difierence, that this 500 nipees forms a portion of the 
Ks. 1,()06. 12. 9. in the name of Purshoturn Womiinrow, which amount was paid on 
2d .Jestsood 13 (June 26), to Ooka Loonee, on account of Nutliooram, witliout making up 
his account. Prom this, it became necessary for me to take extracts from the cliopras of 
Purshoturn Kunchore of the kbata of Narrain Kunchore, which contains money transac- 
tions to a large amount, in wliich 1 find that in >umvut 1903 (1847), transactions to the 
amount of A.v. 53,2()0. 3^1. docras took place, and a balance struck as due to Purshoturn 
Kunchore, hy Narrain liunchore on Asso Vud Amas* of 30,954. 2^. dokras. In page 
149, 2,000 rupees is entered on 2d tlest 5 Vud (July 3); 12,000 rupees on 2 Jest Vud 12 
(July 10); and in page 161, 4,000 rupees on Assar Sood 8 (July 20); in all, 18,000 ru])cc8 
is debited to Narron Kunchore, which appears clear and satisfiictory to me ; to prove which, 
however, 1 compared the kluita of Purshoturn Kunchore in the chojira of Narron Kunchore, 
with tlie cliopra of Purshotum Kunchore, and that they agreed with each other, and the 
transactions Avere carried to a great amount. The balance also agrees. The firm of Nar- 
rain Kunchore carries on money ti’ansactions with that of Ciunnesli Eslnver to the extent 
of lacs of rupees, and balances have also been struck, and the ‘‘khatas” fairly settled. 
From such trusty books of* partnerships, I find that as the item of* 18,000 rupees has been 
debited, so has the amount been credited. To jirovc tliis khata satisfactorily is, that tlic 

12.000 rupees out of 18,000 rupees entered in the chopra of Hurree Bhugtee, is credited in 
the clu)|tra of Samul Bhugteedass. In Narron Kunchorc’s chopra in the month of Jest (June) 
Kjf. 51,509. 5. 3. is entered as debit and credit. In the same month, money transaetioiis 
were cairied to a great extent. That tlie 18,000 rupees from this sum which has been 
credited to Purshoturn Kunchore, and the same amount whicli lias been debited to jiersons, 
has been done accordingly to soNvears’ customs. Tlie amount wdiich is dcliitcd to llurree 
Bhugtee is credited in tlu'. cliojira of Samul Bhugtee. But 1 learnt from the goomasta that 
llurree Bhugtee and Samul Bliugtee arc one, and the money transactions which are made 
witJj sowcars in Hurree Blmgtee's name, arc entered in Samul Bliugtee’s chopra. In Hurree 
Bhugtee’s cho|)ra, the revenues of* villages and house expense are entered. 

4. As rcirards tlie 500 rujiees entered in Pursliotum Kunchore’s chopra, wliicli f'orms a 
portion of the Hs. 1,602. 12, 9. in the name of* Purshoturn Wornmirow, I examined f<jr my 
own satit^fuelion the khata” of Purshotum Womunrow, which was in the dufter of Pur- 
sliotuin Kunchore, and that the sum of K^. 1,606, 12. 9. entered on the name of* Purshotum 
Won uni’DW lias been debited in this khata. Jn the same khata, transactions to the amount 
of i?A. 51,783. 15, has been made Purshotum Womunrow, and a balance struck on Assoo Vud 
30tb (November 8), of Stimunt 1903 (1847), for Jls. 42,603. 8. 9. as due to Purshotum Womun- 
row by Ihjrsliotum Kunchore ; that this 500 rupeies lias been entered in the account accord- 
ing to sowcars’ custom, and it appears that the said sum has been received by Pur- 
shotum M'oinunrovv ; from the above circumstance, no doubt whatever remains regarding 
this sum. 

5, There arc two items to be examined, viz., one in the name of Subagwuintec Bace, and 
the otlier of Jiarcoba, wliich is to be found in the khata of Baee Sahib, from the chopra of 
Purshotinn Kunchore from 1900 (a.d. 1844), to 1903 (1847), being a period of four years. 
In the kbatavyc, frqm 1900, transactions of* thousands of rujices have taken place. That 
balances from year to year liuve been struck up to 1903 (a.d. 1847), and a debit and credit 
made of tl»e amount. On 2;1 ifest Vud lltli (July) of 1903 (1847), 100 rupees has been 
debited, and this is shown on the chaloo kimta (running account); 1 have looked also into 
the chopra of Purshotum Kunchore for 1902 (1846), and 1903 (1847), and find that tlic 
item is entered in SobagwunteedaHs’s name in tlnit of 1903, wdiich agree with that in the 
khata vye ; this sum is entered also in the yad of 21,000 rupees, in the name of “ Sobagwuu^ 
teedass’’ of the same dute^ which agrees with that cnteled in the chaloo khata. On this, 

I asked 
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I asked the native agent Soorujram for the rojrnale for 1900 (1844), and 1901 (1845), 
and khatavye for 1904 (1848), of Purshotum liunchore, who ordered the gooniasta of 
Baba Nafnv to comply with iny request, but the gooinasta miid that the cliopras in question 
are under attachment, but where the other chopras arc, they did not know, consequently 
they were not seen. 

6. On the 30lh September, Hcerachund carcoon came to at 10 o’clock, the same liour as 
he came on the 29th, and 1 sent my man with him and told him that I would follow them* 
I went to the firm of IJurree Bhugtee where Hoorujram had previously arrived in his palan- 
quin ; we all four met together, the goomusta of Hurree Bhugtee and Samul Bhugtee were 
there also, before whom my man Manuklall Pranblioy took copies and extracts from the 
chopras of Narron Runchore and Purshotum Kunchore, wdileh were brought by carcoon of 
Sumbhooram Karbarry of the Guicowar, as follow's : — 

1. Copy of an item of 500 rupees, debited to Ooka I^ooiioe, wdiich forms a portion of 
the Bs. 1,606. 12. 9. (mtcrod as debit in the name of Pursholuni Womiinrow, in the 
chopra of Purshotum Kunchore. 

2. Copies of the “ khata,” of Purshotum Womunrow', from lltc ‘"khatavye” (ledger) 
of Purshotum Runchore, for 1903 (a.d. 1847). 

3. Ditto ditto, ofNarrorirow Runchore, from ditto of ditto, for ditto. 

4. Ditto of ditto of “ Sobagwantoe Baec Sahib,” from the ‘"khatavye” (ledger) of 
Purshotum Runchore, from 1000 (1844) to 1003 (1847). 

5. Extract of the ‘"debit and credit’* items in the name, of "" Sohagwiintec Race 
Sahib,” from tlie “ aura” of Purshotuni Runchore, for 1002 (1846) and 1003 (1847). 

6. Copy of tlic “khata” of Pursliotum Rimchore for 1903 (1847), from the chopra of 
Narron Kunchore. 

7. Copy of the "* Iduita” of lliirree Bhugteedass for 1903 (1847 ), from the cfiopra of 
ISarroii iiunchore. 

In this way copies were mnde, at which time native agent Soorujram said to me, he is 
yu'ivntely informed that tlie ^nwears and their goumastas have refused to attend the firm 
of Idurree Bhugtee. He tlieii aske<I one of the goomastas whether, before or after the 
death of Slietjee, it Avas not customary for the sow^cars to attend; he replied, tlmt dtiring 
and after the lile-litnc ol' hie shot it was usual lor sowears and their goomastas to attend; 
Soorujram then said, it a]>]>ears tliat they w ill not conic as a “ coinmittee.” Shortly after- 
wards a Decconee, witli long legs, and with one eye injured, came and took Soorujram afar> 
and spoke surtictliing to Ifim. Aftorw^ards tliis man and Soorujram came and sat in the 
cutcherry, and tlio latter said lluit the Resident luid sent word with Govindrow that wo 
two should go to the Durliar, on which I w^as desired to accompany him. It was then past 
five, and I, Soorujram, native agent, oarkoon lieeraeliund, my man Manuklall, w^e four 
persons went to the Durbar, where Bhow Sahib Tumbeykur, Govindrow Roria, Slium- 
bhooram Khooeallbhaee, and many others, w’ere sitting. We all four sat in the cutcherry 
also; afterwards all the peo[)lc went away exee[)t Bhow Tambekur and (jovindrow ; they 
got Soorujram Bhaee to sit between tliem, and spoke something privately in his ear. 
Soorujram afterw ards told me, that as cojiies have not been made, the sowears would be 
sent for the ibllowing day to form a committee. We did not pay our respects to the 
Mahrnj, and it was laic, we each returned to our places. The copies which I had made this 
day were put \mdcr cover, on which I placed my mark, and Soorujram took it Avith him. 

7. On the 1st October 1850, Tuesday, Ileerachund, cark(x>n, came to me about nine or 
ten o'clock, and said that Soorujram has taken leave from tlie Resident to dine at Dodabhoy 
Runchore’s on account of the Shurod, hut that he would meet me l)efbrc lie went there: tlmt 
no business would he done to day, and tliat he aviks going to tlie office. 1 Avaited for 
Soorujram till three o'clock, and about half an hour afterwards he came and took a seat on 
a chair ; he then told me all about his having gone to dinner. But that he Avoiild go with 
me on the 2d instant ; after this he Avent to tlic city. 

8. On the 2d October 1850, at 10 o’clock, carkoon Ilceraeliniid came to me and said 

tliat Soorujram Ihiaee is coming, ami for me to he re ady. Soornjrain%en came over and sat 
down, and he sent for Sumhliooram Khoosal and told him, that as Ave Avere going to Hurree 
Bhugtee’s shop, to send one of his karkoons with tlic duFter, and to’ issue orders that the 
chopras of Sainul Bhugtee and Hurree Bhugtee niay be showm to me. On this Sumbhooram 
gave his carkoon thtj key of the room in Avhieh the chopras Avcrc locked up, and desired him 
to acconiptmy me to the shop of Hurree Bhugtee and sIioav me the chopras, after tin's Sum- 
booram and nis carkoon Avent away. Afterwards I, Soornjram, carkoon Ileerachund, and 
my carkoon Manuklall, we four person:^ weitr to the shop of Hurree Bhugtee, and according 
to custom sat in the ""Dewain Kharui” (hall of audience), Avhen the gooniaslitas of the shop, 
one by one, Avere going out of the cutcherry, at Avliich time Soornjram toM tliem to show the 
^ B and Sanud IJhugtee fur 1903 (1847), and also tlie khatavye 

of Samul Bhugtee for that year, Avhen one of thcTu called out' to another by his name, and 
^iid that the chopras are not in our charge,” but in tlint of Damodhur, avIio has got the 
key, and that he has not come in consequence of there being a Sherud at his place, but tliat 

stJtit for ; such pica being offered, Soorqjram then said that it is customaipr 
after taking his lyeal nt eight o’clock in the morning, so he sent for lus 
palkee, bedding, and went to sleep, and had his brxly shampooed by his man, and got a servant 
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of the goomashtas of Hurree Bhugtee to fan him with a large punka, on which he fell 
asleep. Heerachund karkoon then commenced to take copies of tJic extracts taken hj me 
from the dufters of Narrain Runchore and Pershotum llunchorc, which lasted four in 
the evening, but Soomjram was asleep all this while; neither the gooniashtas came, nor 
Sumbooram, or his carkoun came with the chopras. After four clock Soorujram woke and 
asked me if* I had seen the chopras. 1 replied that the chopras were not brought ; on this 
he gave orders to bring them ; in the mean time Sumbooram came, to whom I told tlie 
above circumstance ; on this the chopras of Hurree Bhugtee and Samul Bhugtee were sent 
for and examined by me, and I took a copy of the balance struck at the Dccwalec in the 
khata^ of Narronrow Kunchore, from the chopra of Samul Bhugtee, as also tlie total of 
the debit and credit sides, and the disputed amount in Samul Bnugtcc’s chopra. I also 
examined tl^e ehoj)rus of llurrce Bhugtee and Samul Bhugtee regarding the entry of 100 
rupees in the kliata of Purshotum Runchore, but cannot find this sum has eitlier been 
debited i>r credited. I therefore did not take extracts from them. On the 30th Se{>teraber 
1850 1 asked Soorujram for the chopra of Narronrow Runchore, as a portion of the khata 
of Samnl Bhugtee had remained uncopied ; he replied, that as this cliopra was with the 
Guicowar Sirkar, 1 should take extract from there. 1 then took all the. extracts I had 
made, and went in the evening to the Durbar, in company with Soorujram, Heerachuiul, 
araJ IMaiiuklall, in all four persons ; as we were leaving tl)e sliop to go to ihe Durbar, T 
asked Soorujram whether any inquiries had been made from Baba Nafra; he replied in the 
negative: but wlieii 1 saw the Resident on tlie 28th September, that gentleman told me 
that Baba Nafra will not speak the truth, and until he does so the cliarge cannot be proved, 
but that his suspicion will not be removed; bearing this in mind, 1, Soorujram, Heei'aclnmd, 
Manuklall went in tlie evening to tlie Durbar, wliere wc saw Bhow Sahib Tainbi'ykur, 
Govindrow Rorla, Trimlnick Shastrec Bappoo Myral, &e., and many oihers sitiing; 
went and sat also; Soorujram, Jiative agent, told l^how Sahib tliat as one or two items 
from tlie chopm of Narronrow Runchore have remained uneopied, to order Sumlxioram to 
bring llic cho|)ra ; on this Sumbooram was called, and I, Heerachund, and Manuklall 
were sent to a room, wliere wc took an extract of the khata, of Samul Bhugtee, from the 
chopra of Narronrow Runchore ; afterwards I told Sumbooram and Heerachund to inform 
Soorujram that T had taken an extract, and to call the peojile of tlie committee to examine 
them, and afterwards to sign as true extracts; on this Sumbooram went to Bhow 
Tainbeykur, and returned and said tliat the shroffs liad been sent for, and that when 
the euteherrv had assembled I would be sent for; 1 remained till candle-light Avitli 
Sttmbooram. After the Mahraj had come out of his jialaee and appeared on a terrace, 
Sumbooram came to me and said, that the iVlaharaj wanted me; on this 1, Jleerachund and 
Manuklall went, at which time Bhow Sahib Tainbeykur, (fovindrow Roria, Soorujram, 
native agent, and Sumbooram were sitting; we all made our salaams and sat down; after- 
w'urds Bhunasunker (Tunga<lhur Shastree, &c., eaiiie there, and after paying their respects 
went away; then Gopallrow Myral, and the son of Lalloobhaee Muguldass, and five or six 
other sowcars, came tJiere, but I do not know them. Bhow Sahib Tainbeykur told the 
Bowcars, in the jiresencc of the Maliaraj, that extracts from the duftcr of Hurree Bhugtee, 
Samul Jffiugtee, and others, had been made, therefore to attest them with their signatures, 
after comparing them, as directed by the Maharaj. On this they replied, that the mooneem 
goomasta of Hurree Bhugtee and Samul Bhugtee should sign them, but they refused to 
do 80 . Bhow Tambykur then told me tliat he has no jiower to force the sowcars. After- 
wards the sowcars went away. Bhow Sahib Tambykur then asked me whether I would 
wish to see Baba Nafra. 1 said no, considering that Soorujram had said he made no 
inquiries from Baba Naira, and the Resident had said tliat, if asked, he would not sneak the 
truth, as above stated. After this 1, Heerachund and Manuklall returned to my ptace, the 
extracts being left with Soorujram, native agent. l‘he next day, 3d October 1850, 
Ihursday, as I W'as about to go to the Resident at 10 o’clock, I saw Soorujram, native 
agent, going^ to the city in his gliany ; 1 sent my j>eon to him to ask if he would take 
me; he replied, that as he had some business, for me to go to the residency. As from 
first to last the committee did not sit nor sign the extracts, and lest some new obstacle 
n ight be raised, I sent n^ man after the Soonijram’s gharry, and having learnt that he was 
sitting near Bhow Sahib rambeykur, as also the goomashtas of Hurree Bliugtee and Sum- 
booram, I prepared to .^rt to the residency, wJien I was further informed that the Sooruj- 
ram Avas at the shop of Hurree Bhugtee, where he was in deep consultation, and that the 
goomaslitas had been sent for; I then went to the Resident and saw hint in the same I'oom I 
had first seen him ; that gentleman said that all the extracts are ready, but the sowcars refused 
to attest them with their signatures ; but as the native agent liad assured him that they were 
correct he would sign them, and I liud no alternative but to get them done. The Resident 
then asked me what exti*acts I had made ; I replied, that I had taken extracts from the 
chopras, vvluch related to the debit and credit of the yad of 21,000 rupees, and that those 
which Heerachund had copied were given to me, and those which my man, Manuklall, had 
made were kept in the residency. Meanwdule Soorujram appears before the Resident, and 
I requested the Resident to "ive me a Jewab, when that gentleman said, that when a yad 
from the Durbar is received he would send a copy of it, which must be considered as a 
Jewab, but ordered me to return. We both left the Resident and came out, and on the 
left-hand side there is a Europe tree, where Soorujmra told me that Bhow Tambeykur 
suspected that, tlirough the advice of the karbarrv of the late Malxaraj Gunnesh Punt, I 
was about to bring a charge against him, and he therefore desired not to get the extr^ts 
signed. That he (Soorujram) went to the Maharaj for h. yad, but that he has chared the 

doubt 
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daubt which was entertained by Tambeykur. I replied, that 1 have nothing to do with 
Gunnesh Punt. After saying so, I and Soorujram, came to the oflSoe, and from thence he 
took me to his house, and said he is not concerned in this business, and therefore not to 
suspect him in It; * I then returned to my place, and left Baroda on the 4th October 1850, 
Friday, and arrived at Surat on the 7th instant, Monday, and produced the extracts I had 
brought with me, and reported all the circumstances that took [place which I have hero 
detailed. 

I had heard in Baroda that in taking these extracts everything had become known, therefore 
they are concocting matters to bring blame on the Sahib and myself, but as this has nothing 
to ao with the present case, I do not deem it necessary just now to enter into any parti- 
culars. But should it take place, I shall then represent all that I have to say on the matter. 

(signed) Nurhh£yram KmuncUiss. 


(True translation.) 

(signed) M. Batty c, Assistant Resident. 


Appendix, No. 1 1 . 

Translate of the Deposition of Itcharam Bunnarsce ; religion, Hindoo; caste, Lewa 

Kunbee; occupation, Gooinasta to Hurreebucktee ; age, about 45 years; inhabitant of 

Baroda; taken on oath before the Resident at Baroda, on the 7th day of October 1850. 

Question. At your master’s shop, for the purpose of inspecting the chopras, the native 
agent Soornjrani, accompanied with the sheristedar Nurbheyram, wlio had come from Surat, 
called ; and this sheristedar Nurbheyram having, on the 12th Vud Bhadurwa (2 October), 
threatened yourself and others, the (moonim) chief goomasta has made known ; thereupon you 
are asked to state what threats were used by Nurberam, and what remarks made: you should 
state the truth ? — Answer. About Bhadurwavud 9th (30 September), the native agent 
Soorujram, and they who had come from Surat, Nurbheyram and Manicklall, &c., called at 
iiiy master’s shop, at which time I was at my own house ; and upon being sent fur, I went to 
tlie shop, at which time, on the part of his Highness the Cluicowar, Sumbooram also came, 
and told myself and the chief gooinasta present that if Soorujram should wish to see any of 
the chopras belonging to the firm, they should be submitted for his inspection : thus 
Sumbooram having said, he left. After which Soorujrambluiee and Niirbheyrambhaee called 
for the chopras of our shop, which were at once submitted to them. In the meantime, from 
the Government wadda Pursotuui Runchorc and Narrayeu Runch ore’s chopras arrived; these 
chopras Nurbheyram and Manicklall inspected, they also examined ours. Thus being engaged 
in examining the chopras all day, when it became evening they went away, and called again 
on Bhadurwa Vud 10th (1 October) ; and having called tor our chopras, they were submitted 
for their inspection, as also the chopras which had arrived from the Government wadda they 
inspected, and from which they made extracts ; and when it became evening tliGj again went 
away. In the above two days nothing was said or remarked, and on the 11th v ua they did 
not come to the shop at all; but on Bhadurwa Vud 12 (2 October), ^ain Soorujrambhaee 
and Nurbheyrambhacc, &c called, and after them the chief goomasta Pcetamberbhaee, also 
came ; when Nurbheyram desired myself and others to fetch the chopras belonging to Hurree- 
bucktee and Sanml Bucktie’s firm for Sumvut 1903 (1846-47); upon which the books of 
Hurrecbucktie, though under my charge, yet my son at the time having the keys in his 
possession, he was sent for; and the chief gooinasta Damodur, ol' Samul Bucktie’s shop, 
having certain funeral ceremonies going on at hJs house, was incapacitated from attending, 
be too was sent for : thus was it. After which, from Hurrcebucktie’s shop, and in conse- 
quence of Damodhur’s not coming, the keys of Samul Bucktie’s shop were sent for, and the 
chopras from both shops procured and submitted for Nurbhey ram’s inspection, and which 
both Nurbheyram and Manicklall commenced examining; after which Nurbheyram, unso- 
licited, and without any reason for his doing, remarked to myself and others, that You are 
now veiy tardy in showing the chopras, but these books, and the mrties who had made the 
extracts from these books, these parties I shall once cause to see Bombay and Surat, when 
it will become known, and you may consider yourselves the Maharaj’s subjects ; but when 
the Maharaj was on his way to Bombay and had arrived at Broach, the Collector of Broach’s 
assistant, Rogers Sahib, was at breakfast, and was informed by the people that the Maharaj 
had arrived, when Mr. Rogers remarked, ‘ What care I about the Maharaj, and who is the 
Maharaj?’ Thus did Mr. I logers remark, and he prevented not only his own establishment, 
but also parti<^ who came upon their business to him, from going to sec the Maharaj. 
Therefore this is the Maharaj estimated by the Sahib Loguc and the eowcars, who luid at 
Ae Mahaiw’s given their signatures ; these sowcars also I shall cause once to see Surat and 
Bombay, then they also will find out the fruits of giving their aignafures.” Thus did ho 
remark ; and after examining the chopras, they left. * ^ 


^ote by Lieutenant-colonel Outram.—lt will be seen from the deposition of the Parsee Bur* 
gajee Nesrtinwanjee, appended to Soorujram’s statement (who albO denies it), that no such conver-^ 
sataon took place.—- >Signod, J, O. 

560.^ . 
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The reason why Nurbheyram was induced to aj^eak as above, does not appear from whnt 
you have stated; tlierelbre, for which reason he mode these remarks you should explain 
According to the above, whilst engaged in examining the chopras, he spontaneously spoke, 
but what were his reasons for thus expressing himselfi X am unaware of. 

Who were the parties present when Nurbheyram made the above remarks, name them?— 
I myself, Moonim Goomasta X^eetamberdass ^wlall, Slia Lulloo Bhugwandass, Sha Bhyjee 
Ghella, 81ia Bhugwan Buwanneedass, Sha Ilurreelall Dajee, Shet ICaUadass Surrovur, Bha 
Jumnadase Lulloobhaee, Sha Ilurreelall Bhyc Chund, and Kunhee Govurdundass Itcharam, 
according to the above, are the names of the j)arties 1 recollect ; but there were on the 
occasion some 10 or 20 persons present, of whose name I do not rightly recollect, but as 
many names as I recollect I have given in. 

(signed) Itcharam Bunnaruseedass, 


Translate of the Deposition of Pcctamberdass Scwlall; persuasion, Hindoo; caste, 
Vecsalad Banian; calling, chief Goomasta in the shop of llurrecbucktee ; age, about 
31 years; inhabitant of Baroda; taken upon oath before Colonel J. Outnim, Resident 
at IWoda, on the 8th day of October 1850. 

Question, The residency native agent, Poorujrara, taking with him the sheristedar who 
had come from Surat, Nurbarani, came to the shop of your master for the purjiose of 
inspecting the chopras, and A^urbaram, on the Bhadurwa Vud 12th (2 Octolier), having 
threatened you and others, which circumstance you come and personally made known at 
the residency ; therefore you are asked to state the nature of threats made use of by 
Nurbaram t<^wards yourself and others, and what conversation transpired : tlio truth you 
are called upon to state? — Answer, On Bhadurwa Vud 9th and Vud 10th (September 30 and 
October l,)the native agent Soorujram, accompanied with Nurbaram, called at my master’s 
shop with the above parties, on the part of his Highness the Guicowar. Sumboorara also 
came, who told me, that should Soorujram call for the books of the firm, they should be 
submitted for his inspection ; and upon it being told me as above, I brought Hurreebucktee’s 
and Shamulbucktee’s chopras for the inspection of Boorujmul, who had desired to see these 
chopras; these books were inspected also by Nurbarambhace, who had come from Surat, and 
Manucklall, who was with him ; thus did tlie business progress. On the 11th no one ciune ; 
but on the 12th, native agent, accompanied with Nurbaram and others, a|piin called at my 
master’s shop. After they arrived, X also went, when Nurbaram asked for the chopras of 
the shop of oamulbucktie, the chief goomasta of which shop, Damodur, having some mneral 
ceremonies going on at his, was unable to attend ; he, however, was sent for, but in con- 
sequence of his not being able to come, the keys were sent for, the shop opened, and 
the chopras were brought and submitted for inspection; at which time Nurbaram spon- 
taneously and by the dictates of his own mind, commenced remarking to myself and others, 
You are now slow in showing the chopras, but the parties wlio had made the extracts 
from these chopras, as also tlic sowcars who had before his Highness the Guiewar given in 
their signatures, the whole of these parties will be shown Bombay and Surat, where also 
these books will be sent for ; then it will be known to them ; and further, you consider 
yourself the Maharaia’s subjects ; but the Maharaj himself, on his way to Bombay, when he 
arrived at Broach, the Collector of Broach’s assistant, Mr. Rogers, was there, and seated at 
breakfast, when the people informed him that the Maharaj had arrived; then Mr. Rogers 
replied, * What care I about the Maharaj ? and who is the xVIaluiraj ?’ Thus did Mr. Rogers 
express himse)f ; and his own establishment, as well as parties attending for the purpose 
transacting business with him, he prevented from going to see the Maharaj ; therefore, 
according to the above is the estimate in which the Maharaj is held amongst the (European) 
gentlemen.” Having expressed himself as above, my goomastas, &c. became frightened, ana 
said that which was the truth. I made known to the Sirkar therefore for what reason should 
we ^ to Bombay and Surat ; and as for the sowcars who have put their signature, they did 
$0 aRer having inspected the chopras, therefore what fault did tliey commit tJiat they should 
be compelled to go to Bombay and Surat; thus did they reply, when ho (Nurbaram) an- 
swered, When you are all sent for, then will you know ; ” tnerefore the whole of the goo- 
mastas became frightened, because this person being a Government employ 6 had said so; and 
besides, this person being constantly nciu* the Sahib, and having the opportani^ of represent- 
ing to the Sahib whatever he took it in his head to do, they were afnud of, without any 
ren&on, being ruined ; therefore some measures should be adopted by the Government to 
obviate this evik 

According to the above, when Nurbaram remarked to you, who were all present?— 
Myself, Lulloo Bhugwan, Itcharam Bunarsee, Bugwan Buwannee, Bhyjee Ghella, 
Goverduii, Itcharam, Kalleedass Surover, Hurrelall Bhaeejee, Bhal Mookundass, Hurreelall 
Bhychund, JumnacUss Lulloo, and othef parties were also present seated, who I do not 
at present recollect, but in all there were about 10 or 20 persons present seated. 

(signed) Petamher iSewlalldass* 

In his own handwriting. 
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Teai^«latiow of the Report of Soorujram Gungaram, native Agent of the Baroda Resi- 
dency, to the Resident; dated 16 October 1850. 

On the 14th October 1850 the Resident informed me that copy of a report of Nurbhey- 
ram, sherietedar of Mr. Andrews, at Surat, lias been received, and that, after perusing it, 
to submit my report of what had taken place on the subject thereof. I beg leave to 
represent, that as usual I attended the cutcherry on the 28th September 1850, at 9 o’clock, 
but as the room was being whitewashed, and where a new ceiling had been put, I went and 
sat in the room where the dufters are being sorted, and from thence I went to the head 
accountant Cavasjee’s room, where I saw Nurbheyram sitting, but I was not acquainted 
with him before. Cavasjee then introduced mo to him as the eheristedar of Mr. Andrews 
at Surat, by name Nurbheyram, who was brother to the late native agent Anoopram. 
Nurbheyram told me that the Resident had desired him to go to mo until such time 
as Govindrow Roria comes to the residency, with whom he had some business. I said, ve^ 
good. He then asked at what hour that person attends ; I replied at about 1 1 o'clock ; in 
the meantime the Resident had sent for me, and said that Mr. Andrews has sent his sberistedar 
to see the chopras regarding tho yadee of 21,000 ru[>ees, and it is written in the letter, to 
have a committee of respectable persons liefore whom the chopras are to be shown to him. 
That as soon as Govindrow comes, to bring Nurbheyram with me for the purpose of telling 
Govindrow to show such chopras as Nurbheyram may wish to see belonging to Hurry 
Bhugtee and others, in the presence of a committee of respectable persons as requested by 
Mr. Andrews, if Govindrow does not come, to write a private note to him to this effect, and 
to bring Nurbheyram with me to you. After this, I returned and sat near Nurbheyram, 
and told him that the Resident had informed me of his having come here to see the chopras. 
Ho replied, yes, that he came for that purpose. After 11 o’clock, Nurbheyram reminded 
me that GovindniW had not come. I then told him that the Resident had ordered mo to 
write a note on Ciovindniw which was to be given to him, so I told him to come along, and I 
shall write a note and afterwards go to the Resident. As we were going into the adjoining 
room where the carcoons were sitting, Nurbheyram said, let us ait outside, and as there M^as 
a car{>et in the place where wdiitc-washing was going on, we sat upon it, and sent for 
Heerachund carcoon from the room, with pen, ink, and paper, who according to Nurbhey- 
ram ’s dictation wrote to the following effect in my name; Whatever chopras Nurbhey- 
rambhaee may wish to see belonging to Hurree Bhugtee, &c., the same must be shown to 
him in the presence of a committee of respectable and influential persons, who should be re- 
quested to attach their signature to any extracts he may make from them,” which note I 
signed, and took to the Resident along with Nurbheyram, who read the note to the Resident. 
The Resident then asked Nurbheyram, whether the note was written according to his wish ; 
he replied, yes. The note was then made over to Nurbheyram, and he was desired to tako 
it to Govindrow. Wc two then came out ; it was then about 12 o’clock. Nurbheyram told 
me, that as Mr. Andrews is acquainted with Mr. Battye, he would go and make his salam 
to that gentleman, so he went to Mr. Battye. After this he went to Mr. Hykoop’s room, to 
see some of his Broach friends who write there. From this he went to the Rewa Caunta 
Office, where he asked Nurbheyram Khooshallbhaeo in what year and in what month a 
Report was made to Government about Anoopram, but Nurbheyram Kh^oshallbhaee was in a 
burry to go to Major Brown ; he went and returned, and then gave the dates by guess. On this 
HurrecvuJlub, writer, and Nurbheyriiin were searching for tije letters. About 2 o’clock, as 
Nurbheyram w as going to his place, he came to me and said he had not taken his metU. I then 
asked him where he had put up ; he replied in Dhackjee’s warra.” He then went aw ay, when 
the Resident sent for me and told me, that though a private note was given to Nui'bheyram, 
he is not acquainted with the Guicowar people, and Mr. Andrews has requested to afford 
Iiiin aid; so 1 was directed to take carcoon Hceracliund, who is conversant with chopra 
matters, with me, and go and introduce Nurbheyram to the Maharaj and Bhow Sahib and 
to sit witli him, and to send for whatever chopras he may wdsh to see, and to afford such aid 
as may cause no difficulty. On this I returned to the cutcherry, and told carcoon Heera- 
ebund to mount my horse and go to Dhakjee’s warra, where Nurfaheynim had put up, and tell 
him to tako his meal and be ready, as I would shortly come. Af terwards I went there, about 
four o’clock, where I found Nurbheyram ready. 1 asked him whether he had delivered my 
note to Govindrow, he replied no. 1 then sat down and sent a sowar to ascertain if Bhow, 
'I'ambeykur was in the house or gone to the Durbar ; the sowar returned and said that Bhow 
Sahib is at home ; so I, Nurbheyram, and carcoon lieerachund, w'ent to Bhow Tambeykur, 
when the latter got up to receive Nurbheyram, and remarked, that m his features resembled 
those of Anooprambhaee, was he a brother to the other ; he replied yes. I told Bhow Sahib 
that Nurbheyrantbhaeo was sent by Mr. Andrews at Surat, to see the chopras of Hurree 
Bhugtee and others, and that a note was written by me to Govindrow on this subject by 
order of the Resident, and delivered to Nurbheyram ; but in order that jap delay should take 
place, I was directed to introduce him to Bhow Sahib and the Mahraj for aid. While con- 
versing it struck five. Nurbheyram then sidd it is gone five, and that bo is tired, Imving 
come m the rains, and having to attend the Durbar at night ; how will it be ? Bhow Sahib 
^en saiil, a^eeably to his wrish, he would make arrangements that be would send Shum- 
bhootam with such chopras^ &c., as he may require the next day, to his place. He then smd 
that if Buoh orders were at the nvomeut given, it would be very good, apd that he would 
come tiiq day, taking \m mcab 3how Sahib roiJicd, t&it the Durbar does not 
560. ' ^ ^ It 2 
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meet till very late, and as he intends to come early, he ^Bhow Sahib) would make arrange* 
ment for sitting at Hurry Bhugtee’s firm. On tins Nurbheyram returned many thanks to 
Bhow Sahib, and as he was about rising, Bhow Sahib sent for beetel leaves, and after giving 
nan, &c., to Nurbeyram, according to the custom of his country, they all left the place. 
Wurbheyram went to his, and I came to the Hesident and informed the Resident all that 
took place. I then returned to my house about seven o’clock. The second day, 29 Sep- 
tember 1850, about 10 o’clock, I told Heerachund to go and take Nurhbeyrambhaee to 
Hurree Bhugtee’s shop and commence an examination of the chopras, and that I would soon 
come. I went about half-past 11 to Nurbheyram’s place, and on inquiry I learnt that he had 

f one with Heerachund. 1 then went to Hurree Bhugtee’s shop, where I found Heerachund, 
Turbheyram, his man Manuklall and the goomastas of Hurree Bhugtee’s shop sitting. I 
went and sat there also. Nurbheyrambhaee then told me that Heerachund had written a 
note to Shumbhooram to send the chopras, but they had not come. I then sent a note also 
to expedite them. Afterwards I took the note before written to Govindrow from Nurbhey- 
rambnaee, and sent it to him along with another note, desiring him to make the arrange- 
ment. The goomasta of the shop then said, This is a very close place, so Jet us go upstairs, 
w here there is plenty of room in that ciitcherry.” On this wc all removed upstairs, and as 
some delay took place in laying down the carpet, wc all remained standing, when a cloth, 
“ goreea,” was spread down and a large pillow placed on it ; I sat on one side and Nurbhey- 
ram on the other, and close to him sat Manuklall; Heerachund sat near me; the goomastas 
of Hurree Bhugtee also sat. Shortly afterwards Sumbooram came in his gharry, with his 
carcoon and sepoys, and brought the chopras ; and said that agreeably to Heerachund’s note 
he had brought all the chopras that were there belonging to Purshotum liunchore, Narran 
Runchorc, Hurree Bhugtee, and Samul Bhugtee ; that the goomastas of Hurree Bhugtee and 
Samul Bhugtee having been directed to produce their remaining chopras, they were accord- 
ingly brou^it ; and Sumbooram told Nurbeyram that Govindrow had sent him word to 
assemble respectable and influential persons before him, and that it was also the order of the 
Maharaj tlmt he will get those persons to sit here. On this Nurbeyram said that he did not 
require respectable and influential persons, because he (Sumbooram) had come on the part 
of the Maliraj, and I (Soorujrain) on that of the Resident ; therefore he will take such copies 
as he may require from the chopras ; and that afterwards, if necessary, he will get the attes- 
tations of one or two sowcare made to the copies belbre the Mahraj. Sumboomm then said, 
*‘as you please;” so saying he sent a jassid to the sowcars who had before been desired to 
attend, telling them not to come. Nurbheyram then asked Sumbooran), “Who are Narranrow 
Runchore and Purshotum Runchorc?” He replied, that the latter is the name of the pri- 
vate firm of Baba, in that of the former the Mahraj has a slmre. Sumbooram, after placing 
his carcoon, duffedar, and sepoys over the chopras, took his leave and went to his house. 
Nurbheyram and bis man Manuckhill went tnrough all the chopras, and examined them 
twice and thrice, and took notes In English regarding them. This work occupied him till near 
six, when he desired the chopras to be closed, which was accordingly done. 1 told him to 
put under cover what he had written in English, and give it to me with his mark (sesil or 
signature) thereon, or to allow me to put my mark, and for him to keep the packet. He 
replied that he has no occasion for it, and thus tore up the paper. M e then left the place. 
Nurbheyram and Manncklall went to their house, and I went to the Resident (this was about 
seven o’clock), and informed him of all that had occurred. That IS urbherambhaee had ex- 
amined the chopras Iroin the year St. 1900 to 1904 (a.d. 1844 to 1848). That besides what 
related to the item of 2 1,000 rupees, he had examined many other suspicious-looking items. 
On tills the Resident said, let him see all that he wishes to see, and do not throw any obstacle 
in his wny. After this 1 returned to my house. The third day, 80 September 1850, at 10 
o’clock, I desired carcoon Heerachund to go and take Nurbheyrambhaee to Hurree Bhugtee s 
shop, and commence the examination of the chopras, and that 1 would follow him. 1 went 
to Nurbheyrambhaee and learnt from his sepoy that he had gone. I went on to Hurree 
Bhu^ee’s shop, where I met Nurbhevram on the road coming from some place. I asked 
him if he' baa not gone to Hurree Bhugtee’s shop? Replied that Manncklall and Heeralall 
are gone, and desired me to go, and that he would follow me. Shortly afterwards Nurbhey- 
rambhaee came there. In the meantime Sumbooram’s carcoon, dufledar, and sepews came 
there with the chopras; those in Hurree Bhugtee’s shop were also produced. Nuibhey- 
riimbhaee, as he examined them, gave them to Manncklall to make copies of the “ khotas.” 
In the meantime Sumliooram came and asked Nurbheyram whether all the chopras had come ? 
he replied in the affirmative, and that copies only remain to be made from them, which are in 
progress, Sumbooram, after placing his carkoon and sepoys, went to his house ; it was then 
about 12 o’clock. About four o’clock Damodhur Punt Gorquesta came to me and said that 
Govindrow Horia had been to the residency, and the Resident had told him to get the papers for 
me, and Nurbheyram signed to-day ; and that Govindrow, Bhow Sahib, and others are gone to 
the Durbar, where the sowcars have been sent for, and desired me to bring Nurbheyrambhaee 
with me to the Durbar. I told the man to go and say that we are coming. I mentioned all this 
to Nurbheyrambhaeei who said that as the Resident has ordered us to be there, we cannot do 
without going ; so saying, he commenced to examine, another chopra, which he went through. 
It was then near five o’clock when the chopras ere closed; Nurbheyram then said, come 
let us go to the Durbar, I replied, that the copies which he made this day should be put 
under cover and^ given to me. with liis mark thereon. On this he began ^ consider; 
however, after closing the packet, lie delivered it to me, with his mark thereon^ After this 
we all went to the Durbar, and sat in the room where Bhow Sahib and Govindrow Roria 
usually sit. Bhow Sahib then said, all the sowciiijgi are c6me, and asked Nurbheyara w^t ^ 

are 



FROM THE OFFICE OF RESIDENT AT BARODA. 


*33 


nre bis wishes ? He repHed, that he had still got to make further extracts ; when Bhow 
Sahib mid, that after he had finished, to let him know, as he is ready to do as the Resident 
has bid him. As Nurbheyram was about rising, Bhow Sahib asked him whether he would 
wish to see the Mahraj ? He replied, no ; that as he had seen them all, it is enough. 
Nurbheyram and Manucklall then went to their quarters. I came to the Resident, and 
Heerachund went to his house, and after informing the Resident of all that had passed, 
delivered the packet to the Sahib, and I returned to my house after eight o’clock. On the 
fourth day, the Ist October 1850, at ten o’clock, I desired carkoon Heerachund to go to 
Nurbheyram, and accompany him to Hurree Bhugtce’s place, and commenced the examina- 
tion of the chopras, as I had taken a few hours’ leave from the Resident to go to dine at 
Runchorebhaee Dadabhaee in the city, but that I would come there also. As I was going 
to the city I met Heerachund on the road, and asked him why he had come back ; he replica, 
that after keeping him waiting so long, Nurbheyram said, that as he does not feel well, for 
him to go bacK, and not to trouble him ; that when I came to him he would tell me of it. 
Heerachund then went to the cutcherry, and as I was going to the city, I saw Nurbheyram 
standing at his window, so I went in, and asked him why he sent Heerachund away, for 
had he gone, the work would have been finished. He replied, that he is lazy to-day, and it 
is good that I came late. After this, I went to the city to dine. On the fifth day, the 
2d October 1850, at nine o’clock, as usual, I sent carkoon Heerachund to Nurbeyram, and 
[ came to the Resident, at which time the Sahib got up from his breakfast and came to me. 
I told the Sahib that the work would be finished to-day if commenced upon, in which case 
I would go to the Durbar, and that I had sent llcenichund to expedite Nurbheyram; ahd 
after taking back the packet which 1 had given the Resident, on the 3()th September I went 
to Dhakjee’s wara, where Nurbheyram had put up; and as Sumbooram’s liousc was near, 
I sent word id know if he was at home. The answer I got was, that he had gone to Bhow 
Sahib. On this I sent sowar Meerza, who was with me, to call Sumboorain quickly, and 
I went upstairs to Nurbheyram, who naked rnc to tsike a drink of water, and said, “ My 
friend, why are you in such a hurry, sooner or later the business will be done ; that I made 
myself very little; that 1 have seen your Colonel. Tlmt formerly the Resident, Mr. Suther- 
land, under whom my brother Amopriim was native agent, thought very little of the Mahraj, 
and as for the karbarees, they were thought nothing, and they would imt dare to speak 
before the native agent at that time. Mr. Sutherland and A moprambhee never cared in tho 
least for the Mahraj or his carbarees. 1'hat Mr. Sutherland had employed a person on 
22 rupees j)cr month, who knows the business of a cjirpenter and blacksmith, in order that 
whenever he went to the Mahraj, the man followed his carriage, and in case his carriage 
should break on the road, he would not be under the obligation of troubling the Mahraj for 
a blacksmith or ciirpentcr; such independence he maintained.” “ That now you go froni 
house to house, and that your master goes out with the Mahraj for a drive, and when he h^ 
occasion to go to the city, he sends ibr the Mahraj’s carriage. That the time is now alterea ; 
and a native agent like you, and a Resident like Outram oahib, a military man, what can he 
know anything in matters of justice ; all he knows is about fighting.” After saying so, 
Sumbooram came from Bhow Sahib; Nurbheyram in joke observed to Shumhooram tliat 
I was in a great hurry to-day, and that he (Sumbooram) would soon get all the work 
finished. Sumbooram then sent for his carcoon, dufFedar, and sepoys from the chubootra, 
and on giving the keys, said that, putting all business aside, they should go to the Durbar 
and take the books of Narran Runchore and Purshotum R unchore from the room, and carry 
them quickly to the house of Hurree Bhugtee, and that after his meal he would follow them. 
After despatching these people, lie went to his house ; it was then about twelve o’clock. 
1, Nurbheyram, carkoons Heerachund and Manucklall, then went to the house of Hurry 
Bhugtee, where there was great confusion, owing to the goomastas, &c., taking their 
on account of the Shraad. We went and sat in the usual place ; LuHoo and other goomastibe, 
about 10 or 12 in number, were sent for, and they came and sat also. Nurbheyrambhaee 
said, ‘‘ Bring the chouras of Hurree Bhugtee and Samul Bhugtee Echaram replied, that as 
the books of Hurree Bhugtee arc ready, so let the examination of these be commenced. That 
there is a shraad at the goomasta of Samul Bhugtees, by name Damodur, who is not come, 
and he has got tlie keys, but he will be sent for; Nurbheyram got angry, and said that 
** excuses are made, and thus delaying to bring the chopras. That as many of the vagaboiid 
goomaatas who have dishonestly copied the items from the chopraa, they, together with the 
books of their shop, shall see Sumt and Bombay. That those sowcars who had attested 
their signatures at the Durbar on the copies made from the chopras, and furnished replies to 
questions put to them, shall also see Surat and Bombay ; ” this and many other things he 
said against the Mahraj, but I do not think it necessary to mention them. Afterwards, as 
he commenced to examine the chopras of Hurree Bhugtee’s, Echaram said that there is no 
** khata” whatever of Purshotum Runchore and Narrain Runchore in the chopra, nor is 
there any debit or credit items. I n these chopras there are mere entries of house expenses. 
That whatever date, page, &c., he may mention, ho would show them to him ; but if any- 
^king is found in them relating to the item of 100 rupees, to consider him os an offender of 
the Sirkar. Nurbheyram replied, that in tlie chopra of Pursliotiim ®unchore, 100 rupees 
is debit^ to tho name of Hurree Bhugte on 2d Jest, which amount has been credited 
aud debited in Assar month ; this he hcaw at Surat, and at same time pointed it out in the 
yad kehfldLby him, and ask^ to see for two months; viz., Jest and A^r, which he saw, 
buHiould ipd nothing about the 100 rupees; he went through the whole of the choprt^ as 
also the khatavye” (ledger), but could find nothing, Sumbooram then came, and said mat 
he had sent his |cark to the Durbar to Jjring the chopras, but a dispute had taken plat» 
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with tliQ j)er 80 ii in charge of the room, which is the reason of the ehopra not toving been 
Wught yet. That his business here (at Hurry Bhu^ee's) is aB finished ; on tliis Nurbheymiii 
si^d^e nas yet to examine the chopras of Samul Bhugtee, after which be will be at tho 
Durbar* That whatever he has yet got to copy* he will do it therst therefore not to send 
those cliopras here, and desired Suinbooram to In the meantune, Echaram having sent 
for tlie keys of the shop, opened the rooms, and brought the chopras of Sanml Bhugtee'a. 
JNurbheyram then coiimienccd to examine the cho|>ra8, which occupied him till after four# 
Carkooti Heerachund made copies of all those which Nurbhevrain had made, and within 
five o’clock, I, Nurbheyrum, Heerachund and Manucklall then went to the Durbar, 
where in one of tlic rooms sat Bhow Sahib, Govindrow Koria, Trimbuck Shastree, Miihdoolall, 
Bappoo Shastree, &c., in all 10 or 12 persons were sitting, and the whole of them received 
him. Bliuw Salilb then sent for Sumboorarn, and asked him to see whether Gojialrow 
.Myral and other sowcara and their mooneein gomastas have come; on this a jassood was sent 
to see. Nurbheyrani then said he has yet got to make extnicts from the chopras of Narran 
Bunchore, after which, he sent for the sowcars ; Bhow Sahib then told Sumboorarn to take 
Nurbheyram into his room, and let him take what extracts he likes from Narron liunchore’s 
chopras; on this, vSumbooram took Nurbheyram, Heerachund, and Manucklall to his roon , 
and gave them tlic choiiras to be copied. It was then near six o’clock ; I sat where all the 
officers of the court sat ; about half an hour afterwards Sumboorarn came, and siud that 
Nurbheyram had taken copies of what he required from the chopras ; on this Bhow Sahib 
desired him to ascertain if the Mahraj had come on the terrace; one of the ja^od present 
said that the Mahnij would soon make his appearance; Bhow Sahib and Govindrow lioria 
then got up, and said, let us go on the terrace ; on this, we all three went, where the Mahraj 
instantly came. Bhow Saliib then acquainted the Maliraj with everything, and said that 
tlic sherisledai* of Mr. Andrews at Surat, by name Nurbheyram, had arrived, who is brother 
to the former native agent Anooprain. He is come to examine the chopras of Hurree 
Bhugtee, &c,, and has taken extracts from them, and wishes the sowcars to attach their 
signatures to them after comparing them with the chopras, lor which purpose the Keaident 
had directed Soonyram to write a note to Govindrow Koria, and tliat Soorujruni was also 
sent in order that these attestations may be made in the Mahriy’s presence. The Mahra) 
was before informed of it. The Maliraj on this directed Bhow S^ahib to call Nimbhcyrain- 
bhace before him ; Sumboorarn brought Nurbheyram and the carkoons on the termce, and 
after having paid his respects to the Mahraj, they sat down ; Bheemashunker Shastree also 
paid his respects to the Mahraj and went away. I then said that Nurblieyrainhh.ace had 
taken copies from the chopras of Samul Bhugtee’s firm and others, and wishes to have them 
attested by sowcars; after comparing them with the chopras, Bhow Sahib, by order of the 
Mahrm, sent a jassood for Gopalrow Myral, and his carkoon Hurree Bhaee Gokley, Paruck 
JMoteelall Samuldass, and his mooneem Babajee. Paruck Choonelall Lulloobliace, and his 
carkoon Succaram Aotabutker, who all came on the terrace, and after their respects to the 
Mahraj, sat down. Bhow Sahib, by order of the Mahraj, asked Nurbheynim whether ho 
had any more chopras, &c, to examine ; he replied that he had taken copies of’ all that ho 
had examined, and that nothing more remained to be done. Bhow Sahib then, by order of 
the Mahmj, asked the sowcars to attach their signatures to the eojiies of the khatos taken 
firom the chopras of Samul Bhugtee, &c., after comparing them. On tliis the sowcars 
replieds that if copies are made from the chopras of Samul Bhugtee, &c,, the mooneem should 
attach their signatures to them after comparing them, if' necessary, but that they had no need 
to attest them ; on this, tlie sowcars were in every way persuaded to attach their signatures 
ft) the documents, but they replied that they had once attested with their signatures the 
copies made from the chopras regarding the yadee of 21,(K)0 ru{)ees; tluft if there be any 
difterence between those and what Nurbhcyrambhaee has now copied, let them be compared. 
Nurbheyram then said, he has no need to have them compared, but that it is necessary to 
have the copies taken by him attested with their (the sowcar’s) signatures; the sowcars 
replied that they did not understand why they should every time be required to attach their 
simatures in tnattei-s relating to the chopras; thus they refused to attest their signatures. 
Bhow Sahib then told Nurbheyram, that Baba Nafra is present liere, and if he bad any 
question to put to him to do so ; he replied that he had no need to ask him anything. Bhow 
Sahib, by order of* the Mahraj, reminded Nurbheyram that when Sumboorarn had told him, 
that agreeably to the orders of the llcsident, he should take copie.s in the presence of respect- 
able iiersons, lie had replied that he had no occasion for them, for that he considered the 
pative agent in the place of the Ri sident, and Sumboorarn in the place of Mahraj, therefore 
what need is there lor sowcars ? Nurbheyram then acknowledged having »aid so at that 
tim^ but added that in order to rid hiruseif of the burden (pulta |iak), he wishes to have the 
copies autlieuticated ; on this the sowcars were again directed to attest their signatures, but 
^hey refused to do so, and thus took leave. Nurbheyram, Manucklall i^nd Heerachund, 
these three persons went to their houses, and as I got up go, Govindrow told me that 
the y^ds received that day were not attested by me, which I accordingly did, and after- 
wards 1 left tlie place and c?iinc to the Resident and informed him of all that had occurred, 
and about half**past eight o’clock I came to my house, On the sixtii day, the 3d October 
J850, about eight o’clock, the Resident sent for me, and snid that the father of Joiteebaee 
$e^ee had come, and reported that the two setanees are quarrelling from the misrepresen- 
tations of the goomastas, by which the firm will be ruined, and regarding which ^’^ngement 
fhould be made, arid desired me to go to Bhow Sahib, and to send for the gooriiostas and 
make the necessary arrangement in the matter, and to inform the Resident of' it.* On this 
I rc*pne4 to my house, aqd after taking my meal went to Bhow Sahib after niqe o’clock 
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cm the road I sent word to Nurbheyrambhaee, in Dhakjee’e ** warm,” that I was ^oing to 
Bhow Sahib on some businessi but that he should go to the residency after taking ms meed; 
by which time I shall be back again. I then went to Bhow Sahib, and agreeably to the 
Kesident’s order, stated the circumstances to Bhow Sahib, and desired him to make the 
armngement. Bhow Sahib then called for the goomastas of Hurree Bhugtee, Lulloo. 
Bhugwan, &o. who were at Bhow Sabib^s at the time, and told them that they are Causing 
a fight between tlm two sotanees by misrepresenting matters, and thereby causing the ruin 
of the firm, of which they will bo held answerable, and which will certainly prove tlieir min. 
They replied, that they said nothing to the two sotanees, but if they liave enmity to 
each other, what can they the (goomastas) do. The Sirkar should therefore send for the 
two setanees at the palace and give them advice. On this Bhow Sahib said, that 
Mahluximee Setanee will not come when sent for, but that on my way back to send word to 
the setanee, that when she is sent for by Bhow Saliib she should go, and he gave a jessood 
for that purpose, with whom I went to the firm of Hurree Bhugtee, and told the two 
setanees to attend the Durbar whenever called for. I'hat they should not quarrel with each 
other, as to bring ruin on the shop, that the Mahraj would make arrangements for them; 
after saying this, as I was returning to my house, I inquired for Nurbheyram at his house, 
when 1 was told he was gone to the residency ; on this 1 came to the ResWent which was 
aliout 12 o’clock, and found Nurbheyram seated near the Resident, and 1 also sat down. 
The Resident then told me that Nurbheyram wished that thp copies which Heerachund had 
left with him should be authenticated, and desired to know by whom they were omied ; 
1 replied, they were made by Manucklall, the |>ersou who came with Nurbheyram. Those 
made by Heerachund are in the cutcherry. On this the Resident said, that those copies by 
Heerachund should be given to Nurbheyram, and those by Manucklall to be kept here. On 
this Heerachund was called with the copies, which the Resident authenticated, and those by 
Manucklall were signed and given to lleerochund to be kept in the dufter. The Resident 
then asked Nurbheyram if anything further remained to be copied as proof of what was sent 
to Surat regarding the yad of 21,000 rupees ; he replied, that the extracts which the Resident 
had sent were all right, and nothing further directly relating to the 21,000 rupees remained 
to, but that the eight coi>ie8 which he had made were required by his Sahib for the purpose 
of‘ examining one year’s transactions, w hich he had done accordingly. The Resident then 
asked Nurbheyram whether, as requested by Mr. Andrews, he got the required aid from 
Itimself and the Mahraj, or any thing was wanting ; he replied that he received all the aid he 
required, both from the Resident and the Mahraj, but that tlie sowcars refused to 
authenticate the copies made by him, but that as the Resident has done it, he has no 
occasion for any one. The Resident then told him, that Mr. Andrews had requested that 
the copies should be made in the presence of respectable jiersons, and as he was desired to have 
them done in the presence of a committee, why did he say ** No” to Sutnbooram ; he replied, 
that as Sunibooram, on the part of tlie Durbar, and 1 on the part of the Resident had come, 
there was no need to have a committee, because the copies were, after being coinjwred at the 
Durbar, to be authenticated by the sowcars, for which reason he said “ No’' to Suinbhooram. 
The liesident, upon this, asked him why the sowcars, while on the terrace, refused to 
authenticate the copies. Nurbheyram replied, that the sowcars said that as they had before 
attested their signatures to copies relating to the yad of 21,000 rupees, they sliould be 
compared with those made by liim now, and if there be any difierence, they would get them 
to agree. But they would not attest their signatures again. After tfcis the Resident gave 
Nurbheyram penukssion to go, who asked for a letter on Mr. Andrews, when the Resident 
said, that os soon as a yad was received from the Guicowar, the letter would be sent after 
him. On this Nurbheyram and I left the Resident ; Nurbheyram then went to pay his 
respects to Major Brown and Mr. Battye, in the Cutcherry. About three o’clock, Nurb- 
heyram came to me, when I asked him when he intended to start for Surat ; he said in reply, 
** Bhye, show me your house on this we both proceeded to my place ; on the road 
Nurbheyram began to sav that there was a Pamee living in camp, by name Burjodjee, who 
was a ^eat friend of his brother Anoopram, and that he was coming to place him under my 
protection ; so saying, he sent his sepoy to call him, as he lived near me. He joined us on 
the road, and we tliree together came to my house and seated oursehres on chairs; 
Nurbheyram then looked all over my house, and said that this Buijodjee was a great fHend 
of his brother, and is an excellent deserving man, and one who would be of use to me ; that if 
1 got him a place at the Guicowar or any where else, he would feel greatly obhged to me. 
After giving pan sooparce, Nurbheyram went to his house with Burjodjee in his gharry. 
When Heemenund used to accompany Nurbheyram m his gharry for the examination of the 
chopras, Nurbheyram used to speak disrespectfully about the Mahraj and others; this 
Heerachund informed me, but I have no occasion to write all this. If the Resident wish, 
Heerachund can be questioned on the subject, who will state all that had been toH to him. 
Nurbheyram came to the Resident on the 28th September 1850, and from that day to the 
3d October 1850, the date on which he took leave, all that had occurred during that time 
has been detailed above. But Nurbheyram in his report has written many things falsely. 
I shall briefly mention a few circumstances as follows : # 

1st. He states in his report, that from tlbe first to last the committee never assemUed; 
that from the beginning Sumbhoorambhaee had asked him to have a committee assembled, 
but he he did not require it. 'J'hie he aaid at the Durbar luid before the 

Bewdent, urhioh 1 have mentioned above. After saying ao, he write* faJaely in hw repc(rt» 
which lAuiuld be inquired into. 
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, 2d. He writes in his report, that he and myself after leaving the Resident came out ; that 
on the left side where there are some Europe tall trees, I tola him that Tambeykur Show 
had suspicion that through the advice of Gunesh Punt, he was making some inquiries about 
him, therefore not to get the copies authenticated. That I had gone to the Mahraj to get the 

f ad, &c. But I beg to state that I had no such conversation with him, and what reason had 
to tell him so. Nurbhoyram has falsely written this, wliich should be inquired into. 

3d, He also writes in his report, that after I took him to my house I told him that I am 
not concerned in this affair, and therefore not to bring any suspicion on me.” I beg to state 
that I have stated above the circumstances of his having accompanied me to myliouse in 
company of Burjodjec Parsee, a friend of his late brother Anoopram,whom he pmced under 
my protection in order to get him some employment, and if the Resident wish the Parsec’s 
evidence could be taken on oath, and if he deposes correctly, it will appear that what he^ 
Nurbheyram, has written in his report is false. 

4th. On the 3d October 1850, agreeably to the Resident’s order, I went to Bhow Tambeykur 
and Hurry Bhugtee’s houses regarding the dispute between the two setanees, which 
circumstance I have stated above; but Nurbheyram writes that he was informed that all 
the goomastas of Hurry Bhugtee had been got together, with whom I was in consultation, 
and that he heard in Barodu that matters were being concocted to bring .blame on him and 
his master. From whom, how, and wlicre he heard this, the Resident should institute 
inquiries, to find out the author, &c., by which all will be known. 

5th. On the 3d October 1850, as I was going to Bliow Saliib, I stopped my gharry at 
Nurbheyram’s house, and sent word upstairs by his peon that lie should go to the residency, 
as I had some business at Bhow Sahib’s ; this circumstance I have stated above ; such being 
the case, Nurbheyram in his report writes that he sent his man after me; what can be his 
motive for doing so ? The Resident should institute inquiries into it. 

The above proceedings have been written for the information of the Resident. Besides, 
I beg to state, that Meersahib’s garden is close to the bowry of Roma Wagh, where I had 
heard Nurbheyram had put up; and as the hamal of Meersahib used to bring mo some 
vegetables every third or fourth day, I asked him one day^ while being shaved, whether 
Nurbheyrambhaee, from Surat, had put up in the garden ; he replied that he does not know 
him by name, but some Government servants and sepoys, in all about six or seven persons, 
had come as guests in the garden, among whom there was a fair, stout-looking person, of a 
short stature, a Brahmin, wno had a Surat turban on. They remained in the garden for two 
days. This I had infonned the Resident. 

Baroda, 16 October 1850, (signed) Soorvjram Gungaram, 

(True translation.) 

(signed) M. Battye, Assistant Resident. 


Appendix, No. 12 B. 

Translation of the Deposition of Heerachund Hurry bhaee; religion, Hindoo; caste. Banian; 
profession, Carkoon ; aged 30 years ; inhabitant of Nuriod Zillah, Koira, now employed on 
the Residency Establi^ment at Baroda; dated 17th October 1850, and sworn before the 
Resident on the 3d December 1850. 

QuesHm. Soorujram, native agent, has written in his report, that when Nurbheyram, 
pheristedar of the Surat Adawlut, came to Baroda, for the purpose of examining the chopras 
of Hurree Bhugtee’s firm, you were with him, and that you would, on being questioned, 
state all that passed between you and Nurbheyram. Therefore, state what conversation took 
place between yourself and Nurbheyram Answer, On the 28th September 1850, Soorujram, 
after his return from the Resident, told me in the cutcherry, that I should mount his 
horse, and go to Nurbheyram, who has come from Surat, and who has put up in the house 
of Dhakjee, and tell him to take his meal and be ready, as Soorujram was coming. Accord- 
I mounted the horse, and went to Nurbheyrain’s house, who was seated on a chair 
upstairs. He asked me why I came ; I replied, that Soorujrambhaee was coming, and for 
him to take his meal and be ready. He then said that he is ready ; so I sat near him. 
Nurbheyram then asked me who got up this affair. That it was not becoming in Soorujram 
to do such a thi^ ; that if gentlemen bear enmity one to another, he should not interfere 
in it Outram &hib, who is a military man, has got the rank of a Colonel, and appointed 
Resident ; but what can he know about meting out justice, and of examining chopras, so 
08 to put him in this trouble ? He only knows about fighting. That he will never remain 
here, and Mr. Andrews will come in his place, when Soorujram will be ruined, and he will 
have no one to look for support save Providence. Mr. Andrews being of the civil line, is 
well acquainted with the business of the Adawlut, and your military Sahib cannot come up 
to that gentleman. But the end of this case will be Soorujram’s ruin. That he would not 
have said this, but for the friendship which existed between his father and Soortqram, 
This Sahib has at once raised Soorujram .to a high situation, that of native agent ; but as he 
only performed the duties of zuptu,” what can he know of the duties of this residency 1 
That ne knows Soorujram well, and that I should tell Soorujram it was not propet for min 
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to have got up this affair, by doing which Mr. Andrews would take notice of his past con- 
duct, and disgrace liim ; and that he warns mo of it. That without carrying this matter to 
any length, it should be brought to an end at once, and desired me to tell Soorujram of 
it. After saying this, Sooruirambhoee arrived, and we all w^ent to Huny Bhugtee’e shop; 
and on my return home, I told all that Nurbheyram had said to me. On the 29th September 
1850, Nurbheyium told me at the shop of Hurree Bhugtee that I was a ^Moocha” (vMabond), 
and that be could not get any tiling out of me. At which time the goomastas of Hurree 
Bhugtee were hearing this ; but he being a great person, I could not answer him anything. 
On Sie 30th September 1850, we left Hurree Bhugtee’s shop, and went to the Durbar ; and 
on our return homo, I and Nurbheyram sat in one gharry. Nurbheyram began to tell 
me, that though my Soorujrambhaee went to the Durbar, he did not meet his Highness ; but 
after meeting the karbarees, he went away. I replied that, without any business, why see the 
Mahraj ? He replied, that the former native agent thought nothing of the karbarees, and 
when he went to the Durbar, he would meet the Mahraj, but not the karbarees. On the 
contrary, it was usual for the Mahraj’s karbarry to call on the native agent. Now 
he sees the native agent does not command that respect as before, but knocks about from 
house to house. After reaching his place, Nurbheyram, got out of hie gharry and went into 
his house, and I came to camp. On the 1st October 1850, 1 went to Nurbheyram, by desire 
of Soorujram, and told him that Soorujrambhnee has taken leave to go to dine at Josee 
B-unchore, but that he has sent me to him; I therefore asked him to accompany me to 
Hurry Bhugtee’s shop, to commence the examination of the chopras. That Soorujrambhaee, 
after taking his meal, will be there also. He then desired me to sit down, and said tliat 
he does not feel well to-day, therefore begged me not to bother him, but to go back, and 
that when Soorujrambhaee comes he woum tell him of it- As I was returning, I met Sooruj- 
ramVihace on the road, and told him all as above stated, and I came to the cutcherry. On the 
2d October 1850, by desire of* Soorujrambhaee, I went to Nurbheyram, and told him to take 
his meal and be ready, as Soorujrambhaee was coming. He replied, very good,” and desired 
me to sit down near him. iSurbheyrambhaee then began to tell me that my Sahib is in a 
great hurry, but in matters of justice and of* examination these cannot be done in a hurry. That 
jny Colonel Sahib is in the habit of bullying every gentleman, but wc all shall see that Mr. 
Andrews will on twin the Colonel. That in such trivial matters, Soorujram should not have 
alluded the Sahib to make any mention of Doolun Beebcc’s name. By exposing the matter, 
it will be difficult to prove. To such a hasty Sahib, Soorujram ought to have tendered his 
advice to him, I replied, that my Colonel Sahib will not listen to any one ; if any one, by 
misrepresentations, hide anything from him, or if any bribery matter is brought to nis notice, 
he would take the life of the guilty party. Whatever public matters os are known, the same 
is brought to his notice, who, after weighing tire matter well in his mind, does as he thinks 
proper ; but l»e w ill not act up to any one’s telling, Nurbheyram, on this, told me tliat Mr. 
Andrews’ di8{)08ition is very good ; that large cases arc tried there, but if the Sahib does not 

t properly understand any case in court, he would postiionc hi.s decision, and tell him (Nurb- 
icyrain) to bring the proceedings to him up-stairs, which he would do; and after explaining 
the whole case to the gentleman, ho w’ould then pass his decision ; but that Mr. Andrews 
would not give his decision witliout consulting him. In the meantime Soorujrambhaee came, 
BO he stopt conversing with me. Afterwaixls, Sumbooram came ; he sent a carkoon to bring 
the chopras, and returned to his house. We all then went to Hurree Bhugtee’s shop, and 
after doing business there, went to the Durbar, and on our return home, I and Nurbheyram 
Bat in one gharry. Nurbheyram asked me, is the Mahraj ram gaude” (mad). 1 said, 
bhace, how is this? He said, that when all were sitting, the Maliraj laid on his stomach on 
the gadee, which was not becoming in a sovereign. He further asked, how came Doolun’s 
name to be written ? I replied, that whatever may have been written in the proceeding must 
be correct; how can I tell from memory ? He then said that I was a ** loocha,” and would 
not tell him properly. As wc neared his house, he got out of the gharry and went in, 
and I took bis borec, and catne to camp. All this 1 informed Soorujrambhaee as they 

occurred* 

(signed) fleerachund Ilutryh^oy, 


(True translation.) 

(signed) M. Battye, Assistant Resident, 


Appendix, No. 12 C. 

Translation of the Deposition on oath of Burzojee Nusserwanjee; caste, Parsec; aged 
about 50; profession, Service ; now residing in the camp of Baroda; before the Assistfmt 
Resident, ou the 25th October 1850. 

Question* On the 3d October 1850, Nerbharam, sheristedar of Surat, sent a man to call 
you for the purpose of placing you under the protection of the residency native agent, 
S^oruzram, state what conversation took place between Sooruzram and Nerbharam at the 
time ? — Answer* As Nerbharam and Sooruzram were going to the latter’s house from the 
Residency, the former sent his man for me. As I was going I met them on the road, so we 
three went to Soprujeroni’s house, and took our seat on chairs, ^terwards, Jferbharani 
560, * 8 Soonizram 
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Soonizram that this Parsce, Burzojee (alluding tome), was a friend of his brother AttoopraTn,^ 
and that I was a deserving man ; that if he (Sooruzram) would get me a situation anjrwhere, 
he would be greatly obliged to him ; on this, Sooniznunbhaee said that he would do it when 
an opi)ortunity offers. Afterwards, Nerbharam asked leave to go on, when Sooruzram gave 
him pan, soo[)aree, utter, and rose-water, Nerbharam and I then went to his house in the 
city m his ghary. Besides this, no other conversation passed between them. 

A copy of Nerbharoin’s rej)ort, made at Surat, has been received, in wliich he states that 
Sooruzram, after taking him to his house, told him that ‘‘he (Sooruzram) was not conceiraed’^ 
in this affair, and not to bring any suspicion on him. How do you account for this ^ 
What Nerbharam says, such did not transpire at Sooruzram’s house ; what passed between 
Nerbharam and Sooruzram I have stated above ; besides this, nothing more was said by 
Sooruzram. What Nerbharam says is false. 

(True translation.) 

(signed) M. Battyef Assistant Resident. 


Appendix, No. 13. 

Extracts from Hurree Bhugtee's Chtmras, of Money presented on the occasions of 
Marriages, &c., to Womunrow Baba Nafra. Debited in Sumvut 1891 (a.d. 1834-35), 
at page 257 of Khurdo, as follows : — 


For the marriage expense of Bhaw Sahib and of the daughter of Baba’s 
brother Balia - 

Paid in Sumvut 1890 (a.d. 1833-34), on the occasion of junnoee” 
Brahminioal thread given to Baba’s son 


JRs, a. p* 
15,000 - - 

1,500 - - 

16,500 - - 


Debited to exchange ” at |)age 438 of Khurda for St. 1894 (a.d. 1837- 
38) for the marriage expense of Baba’s daughter and brother Balia, 
and for gurugneer (a present made at a wedding entertainment), and 
for a pearl necklace ------ 

Debited to exchange at page 273 of Khurda, for 
Sumvut 1900 (A.D. 1843-44), for the junnoee of 
Baba’s son, Appasab and Korsaba . - - - 

Rs . a , p . 

For the marriage of ditto - ditto - 15,000 - - 
For gurugneer 600 - - 

For present of pearl necklace - - 600 - - 

For the third marriage of Baba’s brother Balia 

Debited on Assoo Vud 15th, Sumvut 1893 (a.d. 1836-37) atjxjge 447 of 
Khurda for Baba’s son Unna’s marriage, and junnoee - . - 

Total Rupees - - 



Ditto - ditto, presented to Sewlal Sunkerdass, the Mooneem 
Glocmasta of Hurree Bhugtee’e firm, before Baba Nafra succeeded 
to that oflSce : 

Debited in the month of Usaad, at page 252 of Khurda, for Sumvut 1883 
(a.d. 1826-27), for the marriage of Sewlal’s daughter Sooruj, which 
took place on Mah Sood 5th, of the said year - - - . . 

Debited on Assoo Vud 15th, Sumvut 1884 (a.d. 1827- 

28) , at page 378 of' Khurda, for the marriage of Sewlal’s 
son Petamber 

Debited on Assoo Vud 15th, Sumvut 1885 (a.d. 1828- 

29) , at page 413 of Khurda, for 2528 " thaHees,” plates 
distributed among the people of Vessalad Bunian 


7,250 - - 


5,528 11 3 


Debited on Assoo Vud I5th, of Sumvut 1895 (a.d. 1837-38), at page 494 
af Khurda. For the marriage of Sewlal’s two sons, Purmanund and 
Jomnadass - 

Totai. - - - Rt . 


(True translations.) 
(signed) 


12,200 - - 


19,700 

10,000 


58,400 - - 


10,000 - - 


12,778 11 3 


16,100 - - 


37,878 11 3 


M. Battye, Assistant Rendent. 
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Appendix, No. 14* 

TaANSi^^Tiow of Mahdoolall GungadhuFa Report to his Highnesfi^ dated 4th Assoo Sood 

1906 (9 October 1850). 

I YBSTBHDAY received orders from the Durbar to inquire about a kamdar from Surat, by 
Biune Nerbharam, who is said to have remained two nights in the Meer Sahib^s garden, 
before entering the city. I therefore sent with Lulloobhov corkoon, Beehur Pursad and 
Syul Meerum, who have returned, and reported as follows: Tnat in the Meer Sahib’s garden, 
near the Nowlucky well, it does not appear that anybody has been staying ; but in the other 
garden belonging to the Meer, near Kama Wagh’s well, on the road to Me^poora, they 
feamt from two men, Akoojee and Runchor, who were in the garden, that within the last 
15 days a man from Surat has remained there two nights. They are not certain whether 
he cooked his dinner the day he arrived or not, but the next day they saw him cooking. 
It appears that one of the men, Akoojee, stays the night in the village of Meeapoora, which 
having been previously brought to notice, I was directed to send for Akoojee through the 
koomavisdar of the village, which was accordingly done last night ; but it appears that tliere 
is no person of the name of Akoojee in Meeapoora. On previously reporting this to the 
Durbar, 1 was directed to go in person to the garden with Beehur Pursad, and take the 
depositions of the parties in question. On arrival at the garden, I put questions to the men 
who informed me, that they yesterday thoughtlessly answered some questions put to them 
by two men, but that now they would not say another word without the Meer Sahib’s orders. 
On reporting this, orders were issued to cause the attendance o(’ the parties before the 
Durbar. Sepoy Goolab was sent for the purpose, but they again refused to obey ; and 
repeated that their master had heard of what they had said, and that they had got into 
trouble. The accompanying four depositions are herewith submitted. 


Translation of the Deposition of Lulloo Bhybar, Inhabitant of Baroda, given before the 
Durlior on 3d Assoo Sood 1906 (8 October 1850). 

I came here for employment, and went the day before yesterday to Malidoolal Gangadhur> 
the business of the Amriely Mussulmcn was going on at the time. The name of Nerbharam, 
from Surat, was mentiorn^d; and I said that he remained for two days in the Meer Saliib’s 
garden before coming into tlie city. They told me the Sirkar had ordered an inquiry into 
the matter, and told me to go with Beehur Pursad, and find out in which garden Ncrbharani 

S >ut up, how long he remained there, &c., and report the result of my inquiries; upon which 
leehur Pursad, Dyed Meerum, and I went and made inquiries at the Meer Sahib’s garden, 
near the Nowlucky well, but nobody had been there. Beehur I’ursad afterwards took us to 
the Meer Sahib’s other garden ; Syed Meerum went a little ahead, and we followed ; a man 
with a beard, and another fellow sitting in the garden. Beehur Pursad asked them if within 
the last 15 days a kamdar from Sunit had put up there; the mail with the beard said that the 
kamdar had been there, and remained two days. Beehur then asked where he (the kamdar) 
cooked his dinner ; the man said he did nut know how he managed the first day, but the 
second day he saw him cooking in the room. On hearing this, we all came back, and reported 
what we had heard to iVIahdoolall Gangadhur. 


Statement of Beehur Pursad, Carkoon, before the Durbar, on 4th Asbo Sood 1906 

(9 October 1850). 

Mahdoolal sent Lulloobhoy and I to inquire at the Meer Sahili’s garden if a kamdar from 
Surat had been residing there. Wc accordingly went there yesterday with Sepoy Syed 
Murun to inquire about it. At the garden, near the Nowlucky well, we got no information, 
and we then went to the Meer Sahib’s other garden, near Hamah Wagh’s well. Meerum 
went there before by himself, and got there before Lullo and myself. We asked him if he 
had made any inquiries ; he said he had not. Meerum and 1 then asked a man, with a 
beard, who was sitting near us with another man, if within the last 15 days any man of eon- 
sequonce from Surat had been staying at tlie garden ; he replitid, that a short respectable 
man had been staying there for a couple of nights. Wo then asked how he managed to cook 
his dinner in the garden, and if he knew his name ; he said no, but that he answered to the 
description we had given of him ; that the first day he did not cook his dinner, but tlie day 
after he did so in a room adapted for the purpose, and tliat he had seen him. The other 
man, who was a short distance off, tlien asked what I was inquiring about, and I told him. 
We then asked their names, and found that the man with tne beard was named Akoojee, 
and the other Runchore ; on inquiring where they passed the night, the former rejilcd, there 
was a village near in which they slept, but, when it was necessary, they remained in the 
garden. Meeapoora being the nearest village, I imagine that is the one they moim. These 
circumstanoes were reported to Mahdoolal. The next day he sent a sepoy, Goolab, with me, 
and desired me to bring the jieople I had x^ntioned. I went with Goolab to the ^rden for 
that pur^se, and told Akoojee and Ranoti^e that the Sirkar bad sent for tliein. Tliey said, 
that we had yesterday Derailed them ip answer our questions, for \\ bich they would get 
into trouble, and tliat tney would not say anything more without the Meet Sahib’s orders. 
On their saying this, we returned and reported all that had happ^ed. 

STATBUtsarr of Syed Meerum, Sepoy, dated 3d Aeeo Sodd 1906 fa. n.'8 October 1860), 
conroboratea »he statement of bi« companioBB, Lullo, Bbybur, and Bwhur Pursad, and tells 
exactly ^ aame story n tin latter. 
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Statement of Sepoy Goolabkhan, 4th Aeso Sood (9 October 1850). 

Mahdooiae told me to day to accompany Beebur Pursad and do as he deared. ^ 
e Metr garden, opposite Kama Wagh’s well. He pointed 


together to the 


We went 
out two 

men ib the garden, named Akoujee and linnehore, and tol^ me to call them, which I did. 
The former replied that lie would not, upon which 1 told him it was the Sirkar’s order that 
he should do so, and that he must therefore obey ; ho then said that he had got into trouble 
in consequence of what ho had been induced to say yesterday, and that therefore he would 
not accompany me without the Meet Sahib’s orders, or unless one of his master’s people 
came for him ; moreover that he would say nothing. I reported all this on my return. 

Translation of the Deposition of Bhyjce Jellar; religion, Hindoo; inhabitant of Tandal 
Jana ; nsred about 25 ; proiession. Service as Sepoy in liowporra Hubootra ; taken on 
the 9th October 1850. 

About eight or nine clays ago, as I was going for some plantain leaves for Kotwal 
Shumbooraro^ I went to the garden of Meer Sahib, which is close to the Bowree of Kamah 
Wagh, to have a smoke with a relation of mine, Kunchore, there ; but he was absent In the 
carden, and as 1 went in search of‘ him I passed two rooms where some respectable looking 
ere, and after meeting Kunchore wc returned to his hut ; but as wo passed the two 
asked Kunchore who arc these persons, and from where have they come; he 


persons v 
rooms, 1 



regarding these persons, and 1 went and told him that as something is to be asked from him 
about the persons who came from Surat, he was to accompany me ; on this he got very 
angry and ran after me, and said as wc all want to ruin him, lie would not come, and that if 
his master came to know of this, it would be his ruin, so he would not come. I have stated 


his master came 
all that has occurred. 

Question, What is the name of the strangers you saw in the garden, and of what description 
were they? — Answer, 1 did not ask their names, but there were six or seven persons, the 
principal of whom was fair and stout. There is no difference in what I have here stated. 

Dated Assoo Sood 4th, 1906 (a.d. 9 October 1850). 

You have stated that about eight or nine days ago those persons of Surat had come to the 
garden of Meer Sahib, and that they had put up in Dhockjee’s hiivalce, but as Nerbharam, 
Surat sheristedar, who had put up in that hiivalec had left this 12 or 13 days ago, and 
you say that you saw liim 8 or 9 days ago; how is this? — We, as sepoys, do not know to 
read and write, so that 1 cannot say how many days it were by calculation, but this much 1 
know, it was the 7 th or 8th of the Shrad. 

Translation of the Deposition of Duflbdar •lalliun Sheerbhoy. 

About eight or nine days ago 1 was sent from the chubootra to get plantain leaves, so I 
took Bhyjce sepoy with me, and wont to Sirkar’s garden, where wc got a few, which 1 sent 
to the chubootra, and from thence wc went to the bowree of Kama Wagh in search of some 
more. Bhyjce sepoy then told me, that he has got a relation by name Kunchore in the 
garden of Meer Sahib, where, after li;»ving a smoke, he would accomjiany me, so we both 
went to this garden, but Kunchore was not in his hut. On this Bhyjce said, let us go and 
aee him in the garden, as he imust be there. And as we were going wc saw some respectable 
looking persons in the rooms in the garden, and after meeting Kunchore, we three came 
up to 3ie rooms, where Bhyjce asked Kunchore who arc these persons, and from where did 
they come ; the latter replied, they came from Surat, and as they arc acquainted with his 
master,, they have put u[) here. As I wa.s with Bhyjce, and on being asked, I have stated 
all timt had occurred. 

Question, From wliat place are these persons who liad put tip in the garden, who are they, 
what are their names, and how many were they? — Ansiver, Kunchore did not tell me their 
names, but said they were guests from Surat, and that there were seven or eight persons, 
including Brahmins and scixiys ; two had Surat turbans on, and one had a Baroda turban. 

Did you sec these persons before or subsequent to your seeing them in Meer Sahib’s 
garden ; if so, at what place, and had you auy conversation with them ? — I had no con- 
veraation with them, but 1 saw them twice in company of’ the karkoon of Sooruzrambhaee, 
of 'the residency, as they were going into the city, and also at tlie Durbar. I also saw the 
person with the Sunit turban on, and his gomashta, in comjmny with Soorujnim, at the 
Durbar. The person with the fc^urat turban on is fair and stout ; the Banian who accom- 
panied him had a sallow complexion. The sepoys were Hindoo and Mussulman, and they 
took up their residence in Dhockjee’s house. 

JDated Assoo Sood 4th (a.d. 9 October 1850). 

You have stated that the Surat guest who had visited Meer Sahib’s prden was Nerbhe- 
ram, but this person had arrived here alx)ut 12 or 13 days prior to the date of yolir making 
your deposidon, and as you say ei^ht or nine days ; how is this ? — I do not recollect the date, 
but I know it was the 6 or 7 of the dark nights. 


(True translation.) 
(signed). 


M, Battye^ Assistant Ecsident* 
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Papers marked “Copies/' A. to LL, accompanying Lieutenant-colonel 

Outram’s Report. 


Extract Bombay Secret Consultation, 20 November 1861 . 

(Copies.) No. 907 A. 

A. 

My dear Andrews, Baroda, 31 July 1861 . 

I AM sorry to have to send you the enclosed copy of a paper found among Baba Nafra’fl 
chopras, and of the explanation given by the gomashtas of the firm, which implicates 
Larkooba, formerly in this office, and his uncle Moongajee, who is under you at Surat, and 
who I am told were proteges of yours, and also, a woman Doolun, in receiving a large sum 
of money from Hurry Bhugtee’s firm, or rather from Baba Nafra, a considerable portion of 
which is put down as '' sent into cantp’" with Baba Nafra^s son Anna, for Larkooba, who 
I fear must have made a rascally use of your name on the occasion, although such does 
not appear on record, for this is the way in which such large sums were obtained by these 
scoundrels, who enhanced their unhiwl'ul gains by leading the givers of bribes to believe 
that the larger sums reached the head of the office. 

Perhaps you may think it worth while to take steps to make Larkooba explain why he 
received this money. 

Believe me, &c. 

(signed) J, Outram, 


Enclosures to the above. 

No. 1. 

Translation of a Memorandum of the Del)it and Credit, from 2d Jest to 5th Assar Sood. 

Dr. Cl 


Received from Vishnoo Narrain. 


Rupees 

On Sood 1 2th (2/) June) 

On Vud ist (29 June) 

From 4th to 8th Vud (2 to 5 July) 
On 4th Vud (2) - 350 - - 

>> 8th „ (3) - ,050 ^ - 

» » » (5) - -- 


300 

700 

1 

4,000 


t4,ooo 

OnVudioth(7) 

„ „ 4th (2) 

Assar Sood 6th {17 July) - 

Kitta » 


21 

1 ^^ 4,000 - - 


650 - - 
14,000 - - 
4,000 •* - 

350 - - 


21 

|«4,ooo - - 


Paid Paruk Narrain Rao Runchore. 

Rupees - •* 1 1 8,000 - 

On Vud 4th (2 July) 14,000 - - 

On Assar Sood 5th\ 

(17 July)- -J 


.,000 - - 


Paid S ubhagunt ee bu e o on the 8th 
(5 J«ly) taken to camp by Anna 
for payment to Larkooba -J 

Paid Ooka Sonar - 


House expense - 


3,100 - 

500 - 


18,600 - - 
2,400 - - 


21 

«4,ooo 


iV.B.-— The erasures in the figures were not shown in the copy of the memorandum first sent to Mr. Andrews. 

(signed) J. 0 . 


Notes by Mr. Battye, on subsequent examination^ after the original Memorandum liad been returned by Mr. 
Andrews on the 24 th August 

* In the original it looks as if 24,650 had been formerly inserted, and altfred to 21,000. 

't This 4,000 is altered to i ,000, but the figure 4 is still legible. 


s 3 


560, 


No. S. 
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No. 2* 

Translation of a Memorandum prepared by Sumbooram regarding a Yadee of Debit And 
Credit, from 2d Jest to Assar Sood 6th, found while examining the l)uftcr of Baba Nafra. 

Ik the yadee, 21,000 rupees hare been credited as received from Vishnoo Narrain oa 
different dates, but there is no such firm of that name, and therefore it is an assumed one. Of 
this sum, 18,000 rupees have been entered as paid to Narrain Rao Kunchore; and below is 
entered an item of 3,100 rupees, in the name of Sobhagwunteebaee,'’ which has been 
struck out and another entiy made m its stead, vk. : On the 8th, Anna took to camp for 
payment to Larkooba/' This sum is to be found in the rejmel '' (daily cash) ** sui*veya '' 
(annual account), and other documents of accounts for 1903 (a.d. 1847), from which it 
appears that this sum was expended during the year. 

2. On inquiry as to who Larkooba is, it appears that when Mr. Andrews was acting 
resident here, one Moongajee from Surat came to see this gentleman, and remained here for 
about two months ; Larkooba was sent for, and employed in the treasury as English writer. 
Some time after that gentleman's return to Surat, he sent for Larkooba, who is now 
employed at Broach. 

On inquiry as to who Sobhagwuntee ” is, it appears that she is an inhabitant of Ahmed- 
abad, by name Doolu ; was in the keeping of the above gentleman, and resided in camp ; but, 
in consequence of her bad conduct with a burgeer, she is turned away by tlie Saliib, and is 
now living at Ahmedabad. 

31 July 1860. 


B. 

My dear Outram, 

Yours of the 21st (3lBt) ultimo, reached me yesterday, with two enclosures, but not the 
explanation of Hurry Bhiiatee’s gomashtas. Have the goodness to forward to me copies 
thereof; 1 will call on Larkooba immediately. I feel certain that he can have no answer 
to give, but a denial in toto. It is astonisliiug to me that a person of your experience in 
native intrigues should have given so ready a credence to the rnemoranduni of accounts, 
which, in my opinion, is utterly worthless as evidence. Who can be safe if such papers arc 
thought worthy of consideration? The Buroda people have a habit of cheating, by entering 
the names of governors, councillors, &c. It is much to be regretted that, in this instance, 
you have allowed yourself to be in)])osed upon by those who have an interest in deceiving 
you. If you liad compared the dates given in the account, you w'ould have found that they 
correspond with the English mortths of June and July 1847, when I was back in Surat, and 
you were resident at Baroda, so that 1 am in no way concerned in them. 

Yours, &:c. 

Surat, 6 August 1850. (signed) IV. C. Andrews. 


C. 

Mv dear Andrews, Baroda, 15 August 1850. 

THEliolidays have prevented my obtaining earlier the further information I wislied to get 
for you, regarding the sums of money supposed to have been given to Larkooba and Moon- 
gujee, and the woman referred to in my former note. I am certainly surprised and disap- 
pointed at the tone in which you have received the inforniatiun contained therein, which 
was conveyed in the friendly spirit in which I should wish and expect any friend Imving 
nil interest in my honour, to communicate to me information calculated to throw suspicion 
on the cliaracter of those in whom I placed confidence, provided it were of such a nature as 
to display ground for that suspicion, which assuredly I consider what I furnished to you 
to do* 

2. You might have relied upon the experience for which you give me credit, in native 
intrigues, preventing my ‘‘ giving ready credence "to any mere memorandum of accounts 
found in the public chopras, of Hurry Bhug tee’s firm, or to any such memorandum volun- 
tarily communicated to me ; but it happens that the memorancluni of which 1 sent you a 
copy, was found among Baba Nafra’s private papers, wliich he had endeavoured to conceal, 
and that the money was disbursed, is proved by a corresponding item (as to amount) in the 
public chopras, wherein the sum is accounted for (but in a different manner, evidently for 
the purpose of concealing its real destination), as you will see from the original memo- 
randum, and extract from the chopra forwarded with my official of this date, explanatory of 
which I now enclose a memorandum* pointing out the circumstances, which prove the 
authenticity of the first-mentioned document, and display the attempts at concealment in 
the latter. 

3. I ought to have been more explicit in my first communication, which was, however, 
written in a hurry, in presence of the assembled sowcars and gomashtas, at the moment 
when the docuraenf was found, to which my attention was called by observing some excite- 
ment among them when the paper turned up; seeing which, and hearing tlienvmention your 
name, 1 demanded what was the nature of the paper they were looking at. With evident 
reluctance they explained its purport. 


A 



FROM THE OFFICE OF RESIDENT AT BAHODA. 


Hi 


4. The gomafihtas, on my qiieslioning them regarding Larkooba, and the womnu, in 
connexion with whom they had used your name, th^n explained that the former was s^yp- 
posed to have influence with you through his unde Moougajee, who, from the circumstance 
of having been much with you, and being frequently seen driving with you in your carriage 
when be visited Baroda, was supposed to enjoy your unlimited confidence. They also 
stated that the woman was intimately connected with you. Their belief evidently was, that 
these parties had obtained the money by leading the givers to suppose that their influence 
with you would be successfully exerted on the donor's behalf. 1 publicly expressed my 
extreme indignation that people should be led away by the representations of such scoundrels 
into the supposition that they could influence you, or any English gentleman, by such 
means, and informed them that I should instantly communicate to you what they had 
stated. For this purpose, I directed Sumbooram, the Durbar foujdar, wlio was present, to 
write down the suostance of what he and the gomaslitas had represented. This was the 

re I sent you as the explanation of the foujdar, and I despatched it in their presence. 

not take their depositions, lest it might lead to the supposition that 1 gave any 
credence to the insinuation, and purposed myself instituting proceedings in a matter which 
concerned you, and I concluded would be taken up by yourself. You must unde^rstand that 
all this occurred in public, and that some of the gomashtas belonged to Baba Nafra’s party ; 
others may have been against him, but his (Baba Nafra's) own confidential people were 
present, as well as Sumbooram, in behalf of his Highness, at the examination of the papers 
which had been seized in Baba Nafra's house, were then seuled up in his presence, and so 
brought to the residency, wlien the seal was broken, and the papers examined in the pre- 
sence of the parties above-mentioned ; and then it was that the paper referred to accidentally 
came to light, I should tell you also, that the examination of the jiapers hnd reference 
to entirely different matters, nothing connected with Surat having been at that time 
dreamt of. 

r>, I am perfectly aware that the Baroda people had previously been led to expend large 
sums in the expectation thereby to influence “ Governors, Councillors, &c.,” but I must 
I'crnind you, that, when the first hint of the affair alluded to reached the gentlemen con- 
cerned, they at once adopted the most energetic measures to trace the parties who had thus 
abused their confidence ; although the susjiiciori that they had done so rested, in the first 
instance, on more doubtful testimony than what I furnished to you, that is, the assertion 
merely of a single individual, who might have invented the story to reveng-e himself on 
parties in Bombay, who had just incarcerated him on a claim for debt. 

G. You, however, at once assume the innocence of the accused party, and feel certain 
that he can have no other answer to give but a denial in toto ; and doubtless such will 
be his dcifericc, if he finds it satisfies you, 1 have no furtlier concern in the matter. I have 
acted a friendly part, and done my duty, by bringing the circumstance to your notice; and 
if you are satisfied with the man’s denial, t, of course, as he does not belong to my office, 
leave the case to be dealt with according to your own judgment. 

I was also quite aware that if the money had been taacn by these people it could not 
have been given with reference to any cases pending at Baroda; neither was it supposed to 
have any connexion with the latter, but with a very important case at Surat, wdiich w^as 
about to come before you, in which certain parties at Baroda were deeply interested. 

I have now to offer an observation on the letter to your address from Moongajeo 
Dinuanathjee, enclosed in your official communication dated 8th instant.* In the private 
note in which 1 forwarded the copy of the rnemorandum found among Baba Naira’s papers, 
I mentioned that Larkooba’s uncle, Moongajee, was supposed to be implicated with him 
and the woman in taking the money, and I expressed my fear that they must have ** made 
a rascally use of your name on the occasion, although such does not appear on record, for 
this is tlie way in which such large sums were obtained by those scoundrels.” In the 
burry of writing, I appear to allude to those individuals in particular, though I really 
referred to parlies generally ** who enhanced their unlawful gains by leading the givers of 
bribes to believe that the larger sum reached the head of the office,” as had formerly been 
the ease when Mr. Williams’ name was similarly made use of here by persons enjoying his 
confidence; and, more recently, when the names of the Governor and Secretaries in 
Bombay were so likewise, by Dhakjee Dadajee and others. I have no hesitation in pro- 
nouncing such persons to be scoundrels of the deepest die, and believing, as I do, from the 
general conviction of the fact expressed by so many persons that Larkooba and Moongajee 
have thus abused your confidence, I include them in the category, and have the less hesita- 
tion in doing so with respect to Moongajee, from what I have heard of his ante’cedents, 
which by no means entitle him to even equal consideration with Dhackjee Dadajee, who 
had held a far higher rank and enjoyed far higher consideration amohg gentlemen, than 
Moongajee ever possessed, tintil he was fount! to have acted in tlie rascally manner towards 
Sir J. Carnac, that Moongajee is supposed to have done towards you. If Moongajee was, 
as I am told, formerly dismissed from Government service for bribery, or some such crime, 
his feeling cannot be greatly outraged by learning that he bad been styled a scoundrel in a 
confidential communication from myself to you. That he is devoid of truth his letter to you 
proves, as lie therein declares that he is in no way related to Larkooba, well knowing, as 
he does, tliat Larkooba is his uncle (his wife being Larkooba’s father’s sister). 1 believe it 
is equally untrue, that he was only, as he asserts, 10 days at Baroda, for all here are under 
the impression tliat he was much longer; a month’s leave would afford him three weeks at 
least, for four days only would be occupied in going to ami returning from Dhakoor from 
lienee. But perhaps it will be fouad that, if be had only a month’s leave, he exceeded that 
560. s 4 term 
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* Which being a 
mere transmitting 
letter, is not intro 
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term on some excuse or other. But the time l}e actually passed here is immaterial ; 10 days 
would have amply sufficed to convince the people of Baroda of his intimacy with you 
(probably the sole object of his visit), seeing him daily, as they say they did, in the carriage 
at your side, 

I have submitted the original memorandum, and its answering item in the chopras, to a 
punchayet of the principal sowcars here, for their opinion as to which of the documents is 
to be regarded as displaying the real transaction, and I called for Baba Nafra’s explanation, 
through the Durbar, some days ago, but have not yet received it. I, however, hope to send 
YOU both to-day, but of course it may be expected that all the parties thus referred to, will 
fee interested in concealing the real facts of a trapsuction of this nature, as all must consider 
themselves more or less liable to exposures Of a similar nature; so I can expect little 
enlightenment from them on the subject, but such as it is, 1 will send you the result of their 
deliberations, and of Baba Nafra's reply. 

Sincerely yours, 
(signed) J. Outram. 

16 August 1830. 

P. S. — The sowcars only answered three of my queries yesterday, and then requested to 

F ut off replying to the others till to-day, which I allowed, but it was then past post hour, so 
deferred sending iny letter till to-day, in hope of now furnishing you with the whole ; but 
to-day they have excused themselves, one of their bretliren having died ; so I send the 
replies they have already given, and will forward the rest hereafter. 

(signed) Ouiram, 


Memorandum referred to in the 2d Para, of the above Letter. 

Notes on the discrepancies between the yad found among Baba Nafra’s private papers, 
in which the sum of 21,000 rupees (altered from 24,0001, is credited to “ Vishnoo 
Narrain,” and the entiy in the public chopras of 21,000 rupees to the credit of Paruk 
Vishnoo Narrain.'’ 

Ist. There is no such person as the “ Vishnoo Narrain ** of the former, or the Paruk 
Vishnoo Narrain of the latter. 

2d. The item of 3,100 rupees paid to Soobagwuntcc Baee,*' altered to 100, for payment 
to Larkooba, by a stroke through the woman’s designation (which is quite legible), and a 
blotch over the first figure 3 of the item (the figure being also visible) pt the yad, is altered 
in the chopra to Soobagwuntee Baee Sahib, paid 100, besides a separate item of 100 
rupees paia to Larkooba; moreover, the latter exhibits paid on account of Hurry Bbugtee 
to Anna Sahib for Larkooba,’’ whereas in the former it is taken to camp by Anna Sahib^ 
for payment to Larkooba, 3,100 ” (altered, as above stated, to 100). 

8d. In the yad the total of the whole item credited to Vishnoo Narrain is 24,000, altered 
to 21,000, to meet the erasure of the 3,000 paid to ** Soobagwuntee Baee ** and Larkooba. 
In the chopra, the total is 21,000. 

JV.JB. — The sowcars explain the term Soobagwuntee Baee” as being usually applied to 
either a wife or a kept woman, but that, in the former case, where the party is so respectable 
aa the wife of a sowcar, it would be written Soobagwuntee Sahib,” but that the “ Sahib ” 
would be omitted when applied to a kept woman. It will be remarked that in the yad the 
term is applied without the “ Sahib;” in the chopra the Sahib is written. 

Further causes for concluding that the chopra items are entered to conceal the destination 
of the sum of 24,000 rupees, credited to the imaginary Vishnoo Narrain, the whole amount 
having gone “ to the camp” for Larkooba and the woman, is the clumsy and irregular 
manner in which answering items have been inserted in the regular chopras, which will be 
best understood by a reference to my queries to the sowcars. 

Moreover, Anna Sahib is the son of Baba Nafia, who it is not likely would be sent to 
camp” merely as the trustee of 100 rupees. 


D. 

My dear Andrews, August 1830. 

I GOT the other replies of the sowcars too late on Saturday to forward, and then had t(> 
wait till this morning to gat them copied for you* I am disappointed in not yet having got 
Baba Nafra’s examination on the subject from the Durbar, which, owing to the holidays,, 
I don’t suppose has yet been taken, but of course there is little likeliliood of eliciting any 
explanation from him. 

1 have, See, 

(signed) Outran, Resident,, 



PROM THE OFFICE OF RESIDENT AT BARODA. 


»45 


E. 

My dear Outram, Surat, 2,3 August 1850. 

Since my last, I have received the accompanying letter from Ladcoba, and two of yours ; Appendix, No. 5, 
one dated 16th instant, the other the 19th instant. I detained Ladcoba’s letter, partly that 
I might first receive the further information promised by you, and partly because I have 
been very busy, which are the reasons also for having delayed a reply to your communi* 
cations. 

I now proceed to reply to the first of these. You express disappointment and surprise 
“ at the tone in which I received the information contained therein (your first note), 

“ which was conveyed in the friendly spirit in which 1 should wish and expect any friend, 
having an interest in my honour, to communicate to me information calculated to throw 
suspicion on the character of those in whom I place confidence, provided it were of such a 
nature as to display ground for that suspicion, which assuredly I consider what 1 furnished 
to you to do.’’ 

That I did not receive your communication as you expected was, first, owing to the fact 
that I did not consider that the copy of the memorandum of the account you sent me fur- 
nished any reasonable ground for such suspicion, but that, on the contrary, the dates on 
which the transactions referred to were entered as having taken place, themselves gave the 
lie to the calumnies founded thereon by your advisers ; and the insinuations thrown out by 
them with reference to the entry regarding Ladcoba, were only applicable to you, if any one, 
as you were on tliese dates the" Resident, while 1 had already returned to Surat But, in 
fact, those calumnies and insinuations were utterly unwarranted by the paper of account; 
they were the infamous suggestions of their authors’ own corrupt minds, and however well 
tliey may have acted their part which imposed on you, the stubborn fact of the discrepancy 
of the dates sliould at once have induced you to reject the explanations given you as mani- 
festly bust; libels, inst( a(i of receiving them as credited, and giving them the weight of your 
official sanction, and this even if you had been unfriendly disposed towards me. 

In like rnamuM’, the entry made in the same paper regarding the woman, which in the 
original I see is erased, ihougli this was not shown in your copy, was perfectly incapable of 
fairly bearing the construction })Ut on it, because the term therein used is applicable only to 
a respectable married woman, and 1 believe would never be used but in ridicule (which 
would scarcely find a place in an account), with reference to a kept woman. But how dared 
your informers presume to explain an erased item ? this also is therefore a calumnious inven- 
tion of tlie same persons, and you may imagine how my feelings have been outraged by 
such a malicious libel having been sanctioned by yonr ofticiul signature, and placed on the 
records of the residency. If that man of evil notoriety, Baba Fuikeya, nave been in 
your confidence, and your adviser on the occasion, I can easily account for all the mis- 
representations. 

1 am willing to accept your assurance of a friendly feeling on this occasion towards me ; 

I can only regret that 1 should have sufli red from your want of judgment and penetration 
in not discovering and seeing through the maciiinations which were in progress. 

I think 1 was fully justified in at once acquittiroj: Ladcoba unheard, as he could not pos- 
sibly on the dates specified have acted with reference to me, and I did nut suppose that he 
could have been thought to have influence with you. 

As regards this part of the ca^e, you however (have) thrown out a new insinuation ; you 
say ‘‘ I was also quite aware that if the money had been taken by these people, it could not 
have been given with reference to any cases pending at Barodn, neither was it supposed to 
have any connexion with the lailer, hut with a very important case at Surat which was about 
to come before you, in which certain parties at Baroda were deeply interested.” 

1 request now that you will have the goodness at once to inform me to what case this 
insinuation refers, and the connexion of the parties therein with Baba Nafra or the firm of 
Hurree Bhugtee, also in what stage of these proceedings you discovered this, a.s in your 
first note you made no allusion thereto. 

I now proceed to reply to that part of your letter of the ] 6th instant, which refers to 
Moongajee ; you say “ if Moogajee was, as I am told, formerly dismissed from Government 
for bribery, or some such crime, liis feelings, See. &c.” 

It is quite true that Moogajee w as dismissed from the service of Government, and declared 
incapable of serving it again, in about 1825 ; he remained under suspension till 1838, when 
Anderson, as one of his first acts after getting into Council, had the notification cancelled, 
and Moogajee was declared eligible for public service. His dismission was owing to some 
remarks and suspicions thrown on him by Sutherland in the course of a trial of some mer- 
chants charged with fraud and offering bribes to Shaw, the present Revenue Commissioner, 

N. D., who was then in charge of the Custom-house, and who had confidentially employed 
Moogajee, who was then a clerk in the Custom-house, in detecting the frauds. The accused 
were acquitted, and Moogajee suspected and dismissed ; I well remember tlie surprise which 
this result occasioned to the other Judges of the Sudder Adawlut and to Anderson, 
who was then Criminal Judge, and had committed the case for trial before the Court of 
Circuit. 

To disabuse you of the prejudices you have imbibed regarding Moogajee, I enclose you 
copies of his certificates ; and 1 think, on candid consideration of their contents, you will 
admit that you have done him injustice, and that from his antecedents, his feelings are more 
been outraged by your contumelious expressions regarding him, than others 
who have had no previous injustice to complain of. 

With regard to Moogajee being detioid of truth, as you assert, if you turn to his letter to 
500 . T winch 
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which you refer, you will observe that you have here again done him injustice; his guarded 
language regarding his connexion with Ladcoba is quite consistent with the most perfect 
tmti), and you have misquoted him; I leave it to you, as a just and honourable person, to 
do him justice ; he has only his character to depend upon for his success in life. 

The introduction of Moogajee’s name, in the explanation given to you, was perfectly knd 
mischievously gratuitous, done with the view of implicating me; it would have been Suffi- 
cient to have said that Ladcoba was deputy accountant at the residency, and had been 
appointed by me; where was the necessity of introducing Moogajee’s name, who had only 
visited Baroda for a short time, 14 months before the dates of the transactions on which the 
explanation was iec|uii'ed. It is strange that this circumstance did nr>t strike you as 
suspicious. 

The assertions made of my having taken Moogajee with me in my carriage, and sat with 
him by my side when driving out, are so utterly and maliciously false, that no one but an 
incarnation of tlie father of lies would have invented them; 1 never in my life h{#e so con- 
descended and committed myself with any one in Moogajee’s position; I do not tliink that 
we were ever seen together in public; I once, when he first came to Baroda, lent him my 
bullock-cart, unattended with a peon, to go into the town to visit Meer Surfraz Allee, and the 
goomastas of Atmaram, Bhookun s branch firm ; I do not remfmber having ever shown him 
any other mark of regard. 

I hope soon to receive Baba Nafra’s explanation, promised in your note of the 19th 
instant, and trust that it will be a true one ; I see, from the accompam0ents to yours of the 
16th, that the sum now standing to Ladcoba’s name is only 100 rupees^ for which, if correct, 
I dare say he will be able satisfactorily to account : I know that shortly before I left Baroda, 
his nephew Mancoba was living with him, and gained a livelihood by writing for poor 
Jerrnyn, Adjutant of the 2d Grenadiers and Natives; perhaps this 100 rupees were paid on 
his account. 


24 A u trust 1850. 

This morning a note was received from Ladcoba, stating that he had a slight acquaint- 
ance with Baba NafVa’s son, Anna, who wanted him L. to teach him Knglish, which 
however L. declined. Ladcoba had allowed Mancoba to copy some j)apers for Anna, for 
which he M. was paid, not being in government service; that he L. did not mention 
this in his first explanation, as he did not suppose it liad any connexion w'ith the sum cf 
.3,100 rupees he was to account for. 

As I have at present nothing tangible to take hold of, the explanation of tlie memorandum 
ol accounts you first sent having beenylrawn uj) by one person only, J beg to be furnished 
with the depositions, on oatii, of the persons who gave the separate items of the information 
therein contained, and their proofs, also a summary of ti)e ground# on vvliich you consider 
l.adcoba and Moogajee guilty, as I cannot gather any thing connected from the separate 
papers yon have sent me. For my own safety I shall probably be compelled to submit all 
that has passed between us to Government. 'Fo Willoughby I have already sent pri- 
vately copies of the former letters e>:chaiigetl between us, and translations of the enclosures 
to your first note. 

I am, kc. 

(signed) W, C, Andrews, 

Late Acting Resident at Baroda. 


F. 

My dear Andrews, Baroda, 31 August 1850. 

In accordance with the desire expressed in your letter, dated 23d instant, 1 now forward 
copies of depositions of some of ibe persons who gave the information contained in the 
Appendix, No. G. memorandum 1 forwarded with my first note, numbered 1 to 12, also a list of all the persons 
who were present, 18 in number, the remainder of whom can also be examined if you wish. 
Much more was said among them, at the time, regarding the woman, Moongagee riding in 
your carriage, &c., but 1 put a stop to the gossip of that nature, and told Sumbooram, who 
drew up tlie memorandum first sent to you, that there was no occasion to enter any thing of 
that nature, desiring him to record in his memorandum only w^at would enable you to 
understand tlie sowkars’ opinion as to the nature of the document which liad been founds 
and the causes for supposing Ladcoba, Moongajee, and the woman, had taken your name. 

From these depositions you will see what transpired before me on finding the papers, 
though the deponents purposely evade stating much that passed among them regarding 
Moongajee riding in your carriage, the woman, &c., on which subjects I have not ques- 
tioned them, however, as it is evident, from what you tell me, that the riding of Moon- 
gajee in your carriage” is sheer invention, in which, however, they were supported at the 
time they stated it by Siimboorara, who, being an officer of the Durbar accustomed to come 
to the residency, it never occurred to me could have been mistaken in a matter which was 
not unlikely to have occurred with any gentleman ; for, as Moongajee holds a high office 
which entitles him to be received as a gentleman, there was no reason why he should not 
be allowed a seat in a gentleman’s carriage, provided the gentleman had the high opinion of 
him which you was represented to entertain. 

That circumstance which was stated as a fact is evidently false, and of course every thing 

else 
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else reflecting in any way on you is so ; I have m doubt, likewise, and it was to evince niy 
indignaftion and my confidence that ytou would share in that indignatjou at any one sup- 
posing limt such people as Moongajee, Ladcoba, and the woman, could have corrupt in- 
fluence over you in any way, that 1 directed Suinbooram to make the memorandum for your 
information of the substance of what they had stated, and I at once enclosed it to you, 
assuring them that you would soon bring the parties to punishment who had thus misrepre* 
sented their influence with you. It was to tins memorandum that I affis^ed my signature, 
which you style “ sanctioning a malicious libel by my official signature.*’ I beg to protest 
against any such meaning being aitacheti to the circumstance. Was I to permit vvbat bad 
been said to pass unnoticed, and thus leave t^se people to suppose that I could entertain for 
an instant the idea ihat there was any ground for the surmises, which it was evident,, from 
what had transpired, were entertained by them as to the object with which the suras noted 
in this secret memorandum had been paid,, the course 1 adopted at once showed them that 
I was c<5nfident your name had been abused by the people who had taken the money, lur 
that the money had been taken by Ladcoba and the woman not a single doubt appeared on 
the mind of, or was expressed by, any one of the persons present, who were so well able to 
understand the real meaning of the document which had accidentally turned up, 

1 laid no reason to doubCthen that such was tlie meaning of the entry, nor have I now, 
nor do I believe any sowkar at liaroda has any doubt of it, but the proof that the money 
was actually given to Ladcoba is another matter, and could only perhaps be obtained 
through Baba Na^aiid his son Anna, whuare not of course likely to divulge the fact, and 
have hcretoiore, I ttm told, refused any replies to the queries put to them by the Durbar on 
the subject. 

You understand the term applied to the woman diflerenlly to wliat tlie sowcars here do, 
who, when all weie afterwards assembled here, on an inquiry into the meaning of all the 
suspicious items found in the chopras, and askfid what it meant, replied that it was applied 
botli to kept women and to married women, but that, in the latter case, wliere the husband 
was respectable, sahib'’ would be added. With respect to your observation, that tlie 
entry regarding the woman, which in the original I see is erased, though this was not shown 
in your cojiy,* I assun^ you if it was not represented in the copy exactly as it is in the 
original, it is entirely the fault of the carcoon who wrote it, fiir I directed him to make an 
exact cony, and it was given me as such. I have now questioned the native agent on the 
subject, who declares that the copy sent to you was exactly the same as the original that a 
stroke was run through the words you refer to exactly in the same manner (not an erasure, 
hut leaving the w ord legible as in the original), and he ])rodueed^u copy which was taken 
at the same time for the office, in which it is so represented. 

From a perusal of these depositions, you will see that ** the stubborn fact of the discrc- 
])ancy of the dutes,” \jhieh y(ni say should at once have induced me to reject the explana- 
tions given me as “ base libels,” was by no means overlooked by me, for I pointed out the 
circumstance, and asked how, as you had left Baroda, could the interest of those supposed 
to have influence with you be sought by people here; iu answer to which ii was then inli- 
mared, much more distinctly than they have chosen to express in their depositions, although 
therein it is sufficiently indicated, that it was supposed their influence was sought with 
I'cfcnmce to a case of importance about to come before you at Surat, alluding to, as I was 
afterwards informed, the dispute between the Nuwab and the Bukshee. 

I cannot admit that 1 have displayed the want of judgment and penetration which you 
are pleased to attribute to me in this matter, and I only hope that all friends of mine will act 
by me as 1 have done by you, whenever they find my honour, or that of those in wlioni I 
placed confidence, questioned, whether directiv or indirectly. 

As to Baba Furkey, or any one else, having advised me on this occasion, or the circum- 
stance having arisen out of the maciiinations of any one, you are quite mistaken. 1 have 
shown tliHt the disclosure of the document was accidental, when persons adverse to, as well 
as in the confidence of Baba Nafra, were present at the examination of his private and 
public papers ; and so far from Baba Furkey having liad anything to do with the business, 
he has not once been admitted by me to the residency, or to a personal interview with me 
anywhere else, since my return from Egypt. 

I have already answered your query as to the case of Surat, to which 1 alluded in my 
former letter, and also as to the stage in the proceedings in which 1 discovered this, whi(di, 
moreover, the denositiqns clearly show as to the connexion of the parties therein with 
Baba Nafra, or the firm of Hurree Bugtee,” that I have not attempted to trace, nor is it 
likely to be traced, unless Baba Nafra himself chooses to disclose the fact. All that I had 
to do was to furnish you w ith the grounds which existed for supposing that ceitain persoiis 
had ublained money, by leading others to believe that their influence with you would l)f 
beneficially exerted on their behalf. 

You say, with regard to Moongajee being devoid of truth, as you assert, if you turn to 
his letter, to which you refer, you will observe that you have again done him injustice; 1 js 
guarded language regarding his connexion with Ladcoba is quite cuusistent with perfect 
truth, and you liave misquoted him,” On turning to his letter, 1 fii d he thus expres ed 
himself: ** Ladcoba is not my sistei’s sou, nor is he related to me, either on the patenuii oi 
maternal side.” My words were, That he is devoid of truth his letter to you proves, ;ts 
he therein declares that he is in no way related to Ladcoba, well knowing, as he does, that 
Ladcoba is his uncle (Ids wife being Ladcoba’s father’s sister);'* now, altiiough I here inad- 
vertently called Ladcoba Moongaiee*s uncle, instead of nephew, the text, his wife being 
Ladcoba’s father’s sister, shows thafcthe latter was meant; assuredly I was right in sayings 

^(5o. 'j'' 2 that 
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that Moongajee had departed from the truth, if not literally, at least morally, in saying that 
he was in no way related to Ladcoba/* for although not a blood relative, yet, being the 
husband of Ladcoba’s aunt, he was related, according to the usual acceptation of the term, 
and bore the relationship to Ladcoba which was implied in my first note, to which his is a 
reply, wherein I allude to him as Ladcoba’s ** uncle Moongajee/' His language is certainly 
guarded, with a view to shield himself under a quibble ; and consequently, little to his credit 
m my opinion, I enclose a note (No. 1) from Major Brown, on the strength of which I 

f rounded my first assertion as to the relationship of those individuals, in reply to u request 
made to him to ascertain the point from a person in the Rewakanta office, who, I had 
been informed, was intimately acquainted witli both parties. That gentleman’s words are, 
Moongajee’s wife is Ladcoba’s father's sister, so that Moongajee is Ladcoba's uncle by 
ma'riage.’^ On receiving Moongajee’s denial, I wrote again to Major Brown, whose second 
note (No. 2) I enclose, confirming the first. I can. if you wish, furnish other testimony to 
the fact. 

I observe that Ladcoba, in his letter, dated Broach, 12th instant, tries to deny his family 
connexion with Moongajee by a similar quibble, declaring “ I am not bhanej (sister’s son) 
of Moongajee but omitting, like Moongajee, to sav how he is connected. This similarity 
of tactics would lead to the supposition that they haJ been putting their heads together, and 
that there may be truth in the report current here, that Ladcoba had proceeded to Surat on 
hearing of his exposure, for the purpose of such consultation. If such is really the case, it 
would tend to confirm the suspicions of a close understanding between them. 

I remain, &c. 

(signed) J, Outram, 

P. 6'.-^0n looking over Moongajee’s certificates, I find he is only an English writer, 
instead of the head of the Adawliit establishment, as I understood. In that capacity, of 
course he could never have been admitted to a seat in a gentleman’s carriage. 


Note, No. 1. 

My dear Outram, 

Moonoajse’s wife is Ladcoba’s father’s sister, so that Moongajee is Ladcoba’s uncle 
by marriage : no otlier relationship. ^ 

Yours, &c. 

^ (signed) Z. Brown. 


No. 2. 

Ladcoba has no relative in my office, but the be.irer of this, Ramchunder, my third 
English writer, knows him well, and says he (Ladcoba) is a relation of Moongajee. I got 
my information from Ramchunder, and also from a Brahmin named Bhaee Shunker, who 
has established a Guzerattee school in the bazar here. 


Yours, &c. 

(signed) Z. Brown. 


G. 

My dear Outram, Surat, 6 September I860, 

As you still, as appears from your letter of the Olst ultimo, pertinaciously adhere to your 
opinion, “ that the money was taken by Ladcoba and the woman,” I am obliged to refer to 
you for further information, that the case may go before Government in the most complete 
manner possible. I request, therefore, that you furnish me with the further information 
indicated in the accompanying paper. I would also recommend to you a reference to 
Molesworth’s Mahratta Dictionary for the meanings of the designation applied to the 
Woman, as more to be trusted than the probably dishonest, interested and servile natives, 
whose disposition and character it is to natter the prejudices, views or wishes of their supe- 
riors, without regard to truth. 

I return the two notes. 

Yours. &c. 

(signed) W. (?. Andrews. 


Memokandcm of further Information required. 

Please, 

1st. To state distinctly what sum you believe Ladcoba has received, whether 24,000 
rupees, or only .3,100, as it does not clearly appear from your different letters above with 
what sum you mean to accuse hint ; also, how far, and in what manner, the woman you 
allude to has shared in it. 

2dly, To 
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2dly. To forward, by return of post, extracts from the Lodjeer Book (of Pursotum Run- 
chor ) of the entries corresponding with those of tiie Journal, of which an extract has already 
been sent here ; alsc^, extract from the books of other different parties, to whom some of the 
sums are debited, 

3dly. To state distinctly whether you have anything further to say in support of your 
belief thai the money was received by Ladcoba and the woman, than what you imve already 
said in your several letters, and to reserve nothing to be revealed afterwards. 

4thly. 'Fo forward at once, by return of post, all the proof you have to adduce to bring 
home the charge against Ladcoba and the woman ; or, if you have proof of no other 
description than the surmises of different persons that you have forwarded in writing with your 
second, third and fourth letters, to state distinctly that you have no further proof to adduce ; 
also, what proof these deponents can show, beyond the assertions founded on mere conjec- 
tures that are contained therein. 

othly. To state more distinctly than you have done In vour last letter, where, when, and 
by whom you were first informed that this transaction had reference to a case that was about 
to come before me in Surat ; and where, v\hen, and by whom were you afterwards informed 
that the affair alluded to was that of the dispute between the Nuwab and the Bucksliee, and 
for which party it is supposed that the money was paid. 

Cthly. To forward the deposition of your native airent, on solemn affirmation, whether 
Baba Fudkia is not constantly in the habit of seeing him at his quarters, or in the canton- 
ments, and wliether or not he held any communication with Baba during these pro- 
ceedings. 

7thly. To state distinctly all the information that Sumbhooram gave you, as from his 
personal knowledge in this case, from the commencement. ^ 

8thly. To state clearly the name of your informant of the particulars set forth in tlie 
first memorandum you sent me regarding the woman alluded to therein, and obtain from 
him the date on which she is said to have been dismissed by me for misbehaviour. 

Surat, 6 September 1850. (signed) JV. C. Andretcs. 


H. 


My dear Andrews, Baroda, 10 September 1860. 

I RECEIVED your note of the 6th the day before yesterday, and as you were anxious for 
a reply by return of post,*’ I immediately sent, though Sunday, to the Durbar for 
attested extracts of the chopras you required, together with a request that Sumbooiam 
might be sent to me for the purpose of taking his deposition. I obtained the extracts 
(herewith enclosed), attested by two sowcars in presence of his Highness (too late in the 
evening to despatch by that day’s post), and an intimation that Sumbooram would attend 
early yesterday ; I therefore intended sending the extracts with his deposition yesterday, 
but he did not come till late in the afternoon, when I took his deposition on oath, too late 
for the post, which is the reason they are only now sent, together with the deposition on 
oath of my native agent, taken yesterday, and the chopra extracts ; also the further exami- 
nation of the residency moonshee, taken to-day, in consequence of Suinbooram’s assertion 
that he was the informant regarding the woman. You ask rne to “ state distinctly what 
sum I believe Ladcoba and the woman to have received, whether 24,000 rupees, 21,000 rupees, 
or only 3,100 rupees.” On this and every other subject I have already given you all the 
information I possess ; for of course I reserved nothing to be revealed afterwards, neither 
have I anything further to say ‘‘ in support of my belief that the money was received by 
Ladcoba and the woman ” than what I before said, which was this: 

“ That the money had been taken by Ladcoba and the woman not a single doubt 
appeared on the mind of, or was expressed by any one of the persons present, who are so 
well able to understand the real meaning of the document which had accidentally turned 
up. I had no doubt then that such was the meaning of the eutry, nor have 1 now, nor do 
I believe any sowcars at Baroda has any doubt of it; but the proof that the money was 
actually given to Ladcoba is another matter, and could only, perhaps, be obtained through 
Baba IVafra and his son Anna, who are not of course likely to divulge the fact.” 

You ask me to “ state more distinctly than I have done, where, wlien, and by whom I was 
first informed that this transaction hacl reference to a case that was about to come before 
me in Surat, and where, when, and by whom was I afterwards informed that the affair 
alluded to was that of the dispute between the Nuwab and the Bukshee.” 

The depositions which I formerly sent you, and those which I now send, answer the first 
part of your query, so far as to the when, the where, and by whom the allusion to Surat 
first arose, t. e. when the paper was first found in the room of the residency, which is my 
public office; and by several of the goomashtas, m reply to my question, I believe by 
almost every one, but at any rale by those who admit the fact in their depositions. And, 
in answer to the latter portion, I tell you that next day, when nearly the same people were 
assembled, I asked the goomashtas what case of any importance was pending wnen you 
went to Surat; when, among them, they mentioned that the dispute between the NuuhI) 
and the Buksbee was going on. I asked nothing further, and was told nothing further ; 
and this being a mere matter of fact, as to what case of importance was going on at a par- 
ticular time, which could be substantiated at any time, I did not mark particularly what 
individuals gave the information ; nof was it necessary that I should do so, for the question 
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was not put to any particular individual, but to the people generally, and the information 
Was elicited from tiuur general conveivation. 

But that was the extent of the information given ; a supposition that the money must 
have been given with refert*uce to a very important case at ourat. I did not say that I was 
‘‘ informed thi^t this transaction had reference to a case that was about to come belbre you 
at Surat.” iVly words, in my letter of the 15th ultimo, were, neither was it supposed to 
have any connexion with the latter (Baroda), hut with a very important ease at Surat, &:c/* 
And in rny next letter, 1 thus alluded to the subject: It was then intimated much more 
distinctly than they have chosen to express in tiieir depositions, although therein it is suf- 
ficiently indicated that it was supposed their influence was sought with referem^e to a case 
of importance about to come before you at Surat, alluding to, as I was afterwards informed, 
the disf>uto lHtv\e«m the Navvah and tlie Bukshec.” I believe that almost every man pre- 
sent was more or ie^s concerned in proflering verbally their supposition that the motiey must 
have had reference to Surat affairs, and in afterwards volunteering, verbally, tlie information 
that the Nuwub’s case was then pending; but of course they were less explicit in their 
W'rittcn dejiositions, lest they should be called on as witnesses. 

In reply to your last question, I informed you that the residency moonshee was the 
informant regarding the woman ulliuled to in the first memorandum I sent you. He evaded 
the subject in his first deposition ; hut on now being taxed by Sumbooram with having been 
the informant, a fact which 1 have no doubt all the other natives present could depone to 
if they chose, he admitted that he had been so. I did not observe your calculating query, 
or rather had forgotten it, as to the date on which the woman is said to liave been dis- 
missed, wlien his deposition was first taken; but he was afterwards recalled, when the sup- 
plementary question was jmt to |iim, wliich you will see attached to his deposition. 

As you made official use (;f my first private letter, I trust you will hand up copies of all 
rny letters entire, slioiild you report the case to Government. 

Yours sincerely, 
(signed) J. Outrarn, 


J. 

My dear Andrews, Baroda, 11 September 1850. 

I VE8TERDAY forvvurdcd tlic native agent’s deposition regarding his intercourse witli Baba 
Furkia, the object of your requiring which is evidently to ascertain w hether I had any inter- 
course with that individual through him, in support of your insinuation in a former letter, 
that Baba Fudkia had been my adviser, notwithstanding I had assured you as to Baba 
Fudkia (U’ any one tdse having advised me on this, occasion, or tlie circumstance liaviiig 
arisen out of the machinations of any one, you arc quite mistaken; 1 liuve slmwn that the 
disclosure of the document was accidental, when persons adverse to, as well as in the con- 
fidence (ii\ Baba Nafra, were present at the examination of his private and public papers ; 
and, so far from Baba Furkia having had anything to do with the business, he had not once 
been admitted to the residency, or to a personal interview with me anywhere else, since my 
return from Egypt.’’ 

2. The only other channel through wdiicli I could pcissibly have communicated with Baba 
Furkia is Mr. Myk(K)p, and although the disclaimer previously given by me, as to having 
been influenced in any manner by that person, is and ought to he quite sufficient; still, as 
I. do not chocse that any nKim should remain for \ou or any one liintiiig that I might have 
had indirect comnuinication wltli the man, regarding the Ladcoba business, 1 called upon 
Mr. Ilykooj) to stale whether or not any such comnuiuieation had ever passed through him. 
IBs reply I append ; and to this 1 now add my distinct declaration tiiat Baba Fudkia never 
^ Pa»-a. 3- has communicated with me, directly or indirectly, on the subject.'^ This 1 state witliont 

making tlie .same demand for replies to queries of my own that you indulged, in reference to 
my supposed informants ; l)ut you will not, 1 suppose, object to answering the followiiig 
somewhat analogous que^tl()ns: — Have you held communications or coiisuluitit^ns with 
Gunnesli Punt, Nursoo Punt's son, and Moongajee, regarding tins uiaiter, either cnlfi'ctively 
or singly, and frequently or < tbei wise '! And, was hudeobu called to Surat, or did he make 
liis a])])eurance there, between the date of my first communication to you and that of Ins 
letter to your address, dated Broach 12th August, and if so, hud he any personal conw 
m unication w ith you, or indirectly through others ? 1 put this question, because it has been 

moniiont d to me by a person who J cannot name witliont his own consent, having been ^ta^cd 
coiifidenti'.'lly that consultations with these people had been frequently held by you, with a 
view, my informant su))]>osed, to defeat inquiry, though I assured him that he might rely on 
it, if you wore a party to the said consultations, it w^as to promote, and not to defeat, inves- 
tigatum ; and 1 am jjarlieularly anxious you should enable me to disabuse tlie mind of my 
informant ami those who may lliink as lie does, for a painful and painstaking exurnination and 
reduetit M of Die residency records for the la.st 15 years has satisfiednie thatmuchofthe notori- 
ous eorrujilion of the native political establishments of f^uzerat — much of the facilities given to 
extort monev in the f orm of bribes — much of the disbelief of the integrity of Britisli officers, 
and much of ilic belie! in the “ efticacy ofkhulput made in Bombay,” may be traced to the 
erroneous and calumnious interjuetations put by the natives on interviews and conimuni^ 
cations similar to iliose with which it is believed you recently favoured Moougajee, &( . 
These misinterpretations are, of course, first started by the guilty parties, with the view of 
deterring any one from giving criminatory .evidence against them; they are readily believec) ; 

and 



FlldM THE OFFICE OF RESIDENT AT BARODA. 


^5 


and thus is corruption fostered under the idea that it is the wish and interest o( Biitish 
oflScials to prevent its exposure, and to effect the punishment of all who Imve any share in 
the exposure. Could you, my dear Andrews, be as thoroughly, as deeply, and as hmnili- 
atingly impressed with this as a three months’ anxious study, collation, and arrangement 
of the residency records has caused me to be, you would, t am sure, appreciate the feelings 
that have prompted me to put these (|ueries, and which irritate and distress me so much 
When I find the honoured names of upright and distinguished officers so foully, yet so con- 
fidently, doupled in native eslim^tion with proceedings they abhor and despise. After what 
I liuve already said, I need not assure you that Baba Furkia was not my informant, nor did 
the information come from him, directly or indirectly, to my informant, with whom he could 
not pDJifiibly have any connexion. I say this again, because I suspect that unfortunate man 
is now undergoing persecution in consequence of his supposed connexion with this exposure 
of Ladcoba, acliarge of bribery having lately been brought against him by a chieftainess ot 
the Rewa Caunta, supposed to be indirectly instigated by Nursoo Punt’s 8f)n, who, of 
course, acquired influence in that quarter when so recently native agent there. It certainly 
appears strange that the charge should first be brought against the man at this, particular 
juncture, after being so many years out of office and out of favour, when the accused could 
have had no fear of appearing against him. With* legard to the expressions in your last * Para. 4* 

note (Bth September), more to be trusted than the dishonest, interested, and servile 
natives, whose disposition and character it is to flatter the prejudices, views, or wishes of 
tlieir superiors, without regard to truth,” I have to observe that, as you had previously been 
told, the explanation of the meaning of the designation applied to the woman, was that of 
the sovvcarsof Baroda, “ when all were afterwards assembled here, and asked wliat it meant. 

Those sowcars, so far from being likely to have any desire to flatter any prejudices, views, or 
wishes (to which, J presume, you point), were compelled to attend at the residency, much 
agaiiist their will, to pass their opinion on all the suspicipus items found in the chopras, to the 
exposure of which one and all were, of course, at heart, averse. As to my prejudioes, views, 
and wishes, 1 readily avow that I have the strongest possible prejudice against the bribery 
and corruption which have so long prevailed at Baroda, and which have led to the iniquitous 
prostitution of the names of high-minded atid honourable British gentlemen, wlio have been 
represented as the recipients of the monies obtained by unprincipled native blackguards, 
male and female. I readily avow that my views and wished are to uproot bribery and cor- 
ruption, and, with the blessing of God and support of Government, I hope 10 do so. And, 
in such prejudices and such resolves, I feel very certain no one will sympathize with me more 
than yourself, no one give me a heartier God-speed and knowing and believing this, 1 
cannot tell you how I have been hurt ut the tone of your correspondence, conscious as I am 
of having only acted tow^ards you that friendly part which 1 should have looked for at your 
hands, had it come to your knowledge that my name had been falsely and calumiiiously 
mixed up, by unprincipled people, with questionable transactions. Your tone would lead au 
unconcerned reader to fancy that I had been your accuser, instead of the indignant 
repudiator of allusions made by others — that I had sought out and sanctioned charges 
against you, instead of warmly expressing displeasure that any one could for a rnomeut 
believe that any mingling up 01 your name was not a foul prostitution of it by base men, 
for base and selfish purposes; a prostitution of it which I thought it ray duty, as a friend 
and as a fellow countryman, to make you aware of, that you might seek out those guilty of 
it, and have them punished. 

Should you send our previous correspondence to Government, you will of course submit 
this at the same time. 


Y ours sincerely, 
(signed) J, Outranu 


Enclosure to the above. 

Sir, 

Agreeabiy to your orders, directing me to state wliat J Iiave ever communicated to you 
from Baba Furkia, and particularly whether any communication lias ever been made by him, 
through me, to the Resident, respecting the money said to have been paid to Ladcoba, 1 beg 
to state that, after you resumed charge of‘ your appointment here, you desired me to obtain 
certain information respecting Baba Furkia’s services in the Rewa Caunta, when making 
your report, in answer to your written queries, whose reply was duly communicated to you 
in writing, but I had no conversation with him regarding the yad of 21,000 rupees, con- 
cerning Ladcoba, which was found in the private duller of Baba Nafra, when under 
examination at the residency. 

I remain, &c. 

Baroda, 11 September 1850. (signed) i. Ht/kooj). 


XV* 

My dear Outtam, Surat, 12 September 1850. 

Thb extract from accounts sent with your letter of the 10th instant, is not what I want, 
It IS a copy of the extract from ttfe ** Averah books.*' I asked for extracts from the ledger 
560. X 4 



\ppendix, No. 9. 
Forwarded with 
Ticiat, dated 


>pcndix. No. 9. 


152 PAPERS ON THE REMOVAL OF COLONEL OUTRAM 

or “ kbatta vuhee/’ eonespoiiding with the extract from the journal which you had already 
forwarded. I should be ghul if you can procure me for inspection the original journal and 
ledger containing the entries in question. I wish also for extracts from the accounts of the 
parties, to whom" several of the sums are debited in Baba Nafra’s yadee of accounts, as 
requested iu my 2d query. I wish to know from you distinctly whether or not you still 
suspect or accuse Moongajee, and that you will take Sumbooram’s statement, on solemn 
affirmation, of the circiiniBtances he told you, regarding Moongojee/s driving in my carriage 
with me, or his acknowledgment in writing of their falsehood. His depoj^ition sent by 
you is entirely silent on the subject; you will also oblige me by putting the same questions 
to him as were put to your native agent, regarding his intercourse witii Baba Furkia, and 
take his answers thereto on solemn affirmation, and ask him what, if any, connexion exists 
between them. The chopras could be despatched by a horseman or by bangy dawk ; of 
course, if I submit tins correspondence to Government, it will be sent entire. 

Yours, sincerely, 

(signed) W. C, Andrews. 


L. 

My dear Andrews, Baroda, 16 Seplember 1850. 

I COULD not get hold of Sumbooram to take his deposition which you wrote lor on tlie 
12th, until this afternoon, I now send it, lie could have no common interest with Baba 
Furkia in this or any other matter, for they are bitter enemies. Besides, as I told you^ 
the paper wdiich implicates Ladcoba & Co., having accidentally come to hand, could not 
possibly have been framed in consequence of any machination. 

You also wish to know from me distinctly, whether or not I still suspect or accuse Moon- 
gajee.” I have already fold you, that I am not the accuser of any one ; I have placed before 
you the grounds on which the persons mentioned in my first note are suspected of having 
obtained money by representing that they had influence with you. The suspicion is strong, 
from tlie circumstantial evidence of the paper, that money to a large amount was obtained 
by Ladcoba, although, as 1 said before, it can oidy perhaps be proved by Baba Nafra himself; 
and the evident belief of the people, who were present when the paper was found, certainly 
was, that Moongajee was Ladcobids coadjutor on the occasion. This belief was spontaneously 
displayed, and was too evidently believed by the persons then present — a class of persons 
not likely to be easily deceived in such matters, and who could liave had no motive for 
bringing forw^ard Moongujee’s name had not there been good ground for their suspicions — to 
leave much doubt in my mind that Moongajee had purposely led the people of Baroda to 
believe that he had undue influence with you, and that, whatever money had been obtained 
by Larcoba under that impression, was duly shared by him (Moongajee) ; nothing that has 
since occurred has tended iu the slightest degree to remove my suspicions of Moongajee’s 
foul play tow'urds you, and I trust that, sooner or later, the truth will come to light ; and you 
may always rely on my aid to elicit it. 

Of course the sowcars object to send their chopras to Surat, but I have, I think, obtained 
attested extracts for you of all you want.* 

You may not be aware that Purshotum Runchorc, and Narrain Runchore, are brother and 
son of Baba Nafra, The entries in their chopras are evidently fictitious, for the under- 
standing of the family alone, as stated in the replies of the sowcars formerly sent to you, 
and to conceal the real jiarty to where the payment was made. The fictitious nature of 
these entries are transparent, for instance, in the daily cash account (rojmail) of Purshotum, 
for Sunivut 1903, 18,000 rupees have been debited as follows: — 


jRs. 

Jest Vud, 7th 12, 000 

„ „ 5th 2,000 

Ussad Sood, 9th - 4,000 


Total - - 18, 000 


Now, the last item, 4,000, although said to have been paid in Assad, is debited in the 
accounts of the previous month of Jest, to make up the item of 18,000, it being contrary 
to sowcarry practice thus to mix up the accounts of two months, 

Again, the entries in the rojmail, or daily cash account of Purshotum, do not agree with 
the owra '' or monthly account, of the same person, which they ought to do, as the latter 
is framed from the former ; thus, in the daily cash account, 18,000 rupees have been debited 
in a single item, and in one month, whereas, in the monthly cash account, this amount has 
been debited in two items, and in different months, i. e. 2d Jest 14,000, and Assad 4,000 ; more- 
over the 500 rupees put down in Purshotum’s rojmail, as paid to the goldsmith, is not to be 
found in his (the goldsmith’s) account, as you will observe from his deposition herewith 
sent; and the item of 12,000 rupees, attempted to be accounted for by the similar sum 
credited to Narrain Runchore in the owra of Sainuldass Bliugtee, is proved to have no 
reference to the item embodied in the 18,000 rupees, as it is not credited in Hurree Bhugtee’s 
accounts for 1903. Again, in the accounts of Hurree Bhugtee and Saraul Bhugtee, for 
1903, the item of 100 rupees, debited in the chopras of Purshotum Runchore to Hurree 
Bhugtee, on 2d Jest Vud 13, does not appear credited. 


These 
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These are some of the most obvious proofs of the falsehood of the accounts prepared to 
conceal the real destination of the 24,000 rupees, but sowcars could point out to you many 
others, which do not ai present occur to me. 

Yours sincerply, 
(signed) J, Oaf ram. 


M. 


My dear Outram, Surat, 18 September 1850. 

With reference to your letter of the lllh instant, I beg to assure you that my object in 
requiring your native agent’s deposition regarding his intercourse with Baba Furkia, was 
not, as you suppose, to ascertain whether you had had any intercourse witli that individual 
thrqjigh him, but merely to ascertain the fact stated in the query, as 1 thought he might 
have had intercourse with him quite without your knowledge ; 1 had no ulterior object 
therein, your disclaimer as regards your non-intercourse with Baba Furkia was quite suffi- 
cient for me. 

I have not the slightest hesitation in replying to your queries ; with Gunesh Punt I have 
not had the slightest communication on the subject, with Moongajee and Nursoopunt’s son 
I have ; Moongajee is an accused party, and as such, has a right to know everything that 
is going on. Nursoopunt’s son is here with the young Raja of Bansda, and is of course 
constantly with me about the young Raja’s adairs, and as being an intelligent person, well 
versed in the mode of keeping Mahratta accounts, I take advantage of liis presence and 
consult him regarding those you sent to me; 1 have, from experience of him, a high opinion 
of his integrity, and I have sometimes consulted him or Moongajee when they have both 
ha} opened to be with me together. 

Ladcoba did not appear at Surat until long after the despatch to you of his letter of the 
12th August last, nor was he sent for. I have been all along aware of the connexion 
existing between Ladcoba and Moongajee, there could not have been any sinister object, 
therefore, in their answering the charge of their relationship in the manner they did. They 
honestly confined themselves to denying the degree of relationship in which they were said 
to stand to each other, and the manner in whicii they did so, naturally implied that they 
were in some other way connected. 

I have no desire, my dear Outram, to defeat inquiry, I wish to encourage it in a right 
direction, as 1 am satisfied that that is the only way to clear myself, Moongajee and Lad- 
coba, of what I am persuaded are utterly groundless charge.s, founded on false interpre- 
tations and constructions of an erased item in an account, and infamous falsehoods. The 
only item standing against Ladcoba is one of 100 rupees, of which, to my mind, he has 
given a satisfactory explanation ; you have not, I can assure you, mistaken my character, as 
could be shown in several instances during my course of service, but it is equally a 
characteristic of my conduct to shield those whom I have long known as persons of tried 
integrity, against charges as unsupported by a tittle of credible evidence as those brought 
against Moongajee and Ladcoba. My experience in the service has satisfied me of this, that 
there can be lew measures more injurious to tlie interests of Government, as being calcu- 
lated to lower the respectability of our native service, than to accuse on light and insu^cient 
grounds parties whose honour and integrity have been tried and proved throughout a long 
period of service, and which have obtained for them the esteem of their superiors, men of 
undoubted talent and discrimination. To accuse such men, except on the most convincing 
and irrefragable proofs and facts, is, I think, a fatal error, and against such accusations, 
against such characters, 1 will always set my face; with the sentiments you express, and in 
which I fully sympathize with you, regarding your abhorrence of knavery and knaves, I am 
indeed astonished at your support of fiaba Furkia, a man of whose untrustworthy character 
there is not a doubt entertained by Government, or any one who had an opportunity of 
forming a judgment of him. How inconsistent do our prejudices make us, and how do 
they warp our judgments ! 

On the one hand you have encouraged the most baseless charges of corruption against 
parties whose integrity has never been permanently impeached, and which are evidently 
as unsubstantial as any phantom that ever haunted a diseased imagination ; while, on the 
other hand, you discredit imputations of knavery which have been substantiated to the 
satisfaction of Government, and others of as mucli discernment as you lay claim to. 

As I have before said, 1 accept your assurance of a friendly disposition towards me, but 
I must confess that I wish I could find a greater proof of this disposition than is at present 
observable in your proceedings. In the first place, you left me wholly in the dark on the 
only point that could have connected me with the alleged bribes ; yoar first note and copies 
of the memorandum of accounts, and Sumbooram’s yadee, were calculated to mislead me 
into the belief that the items found in the memorandum of account were connected with 
Baba Nafra’s or Hurree Bhugtee’s affairs. They made no allusion to other supposed 
mattem, and as the strange discrepancy of the dates struck you at the time, as you say, as 
perfectly irreconcileable with the charges founded thereon, and led you to make inxjuiries 
thereon, it is most surprising to me why that inquiry and its result were not communicated 
in your note, or the yadee, which, from its style, appears to be a record of the result of 
what inquiries were made at the time, or that they should not have b^n in any way alluded 
to therein; this is most inpomprehensible tome, and as the case now stands, there is to 
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my mind a painful discrepancy between your first note and the yadee, and your subsej^uent 
aBsertions regarding your inquiries about the dates at the time, which I shall be glad if you 
can consistently clear up. In the second place, I would observe on the ready manner in 
which you appear to have adopted the vague and inconsistent explanations given you to 
account for the discrepancy of dati-s, so utterly contradictory and worthless as they were. 
A friend would have spurned (hem with disgust, at least I should have done so, had I been 
acting as you profess to have acted towards me ; and bad the indignation been shown as 
well as felt, tlie false constructions of words, and far-fetched, unwarranted and infamous 
conclusions drawn therefrom, could never have been hazarded. 

To satisfy you regarding the degree of confidence wdiich can be placed on your native 
agent, I return you for inspection the copy of the memorandum of account sent with your 
first nole, having taken the precaution of having it examined by Mr. (ilyn, lest it should 
be tampered with in your office. 

With reference to this memorandum, and to the second, of the notes on the discrepancies 
between it and the public chopras of Baba Nafra, “ forwarded with your letter of the 
16’th August last,'’ and to the observations you made in your letter of the 31st idem, I would 
lake this opportunity of correcting an error in the second note. On reference to the enclosed 
cojiy of the vadee, you will observe that Sahib is not affixed to Anna, as stated therein, 
any more than ‘‘ Sobhaywuntee Bhye,” while in the chopras, the term ‘‘ Sahib” is affixed 
to both ; what else is to be concluded from this fact, but that the private memorandum was 
written in a familiar style, while in the chopras the entries were as usual made in a formal 
manner ? I know not. On this point, to which you attach so much importance, you must 
have been wilfully misled. 

This supposition is strengthened by the fact of tlie verb agreeing with its nominative, 
and is in tlie third [)erson singular instead of the third person plural, which it would have 
been according to the idiom of the native language, as indicative of a re8})eclable person, if 
it harl not been a private or lamiliarly worded paper. 

I have thought it right and fair to inform Kessowrow (Nursoopunt s son) of your insinua- 
tion legarding iiim in connexion vvitli the complaint made against Baba Furkia. He 
Appendix N. entirely denies its truth, and will write to you direct on the subject. 

Yours, &c. 

(signed) IV, C, Andrews, 

P.S, — 1 am in daily expectation of receiving the account books requested in my letter of 
the 12th instant. 


N. 


Sir, Baroda, 21 September 1860, 

I HAVE received your letter to my address, dated 18Lb instant. 

In that letter you have, in more than one passage, presumed to accuse me of disin- 
genuousness, and such a charge no man shall bring against me with impunity. I have, 
tlierefore, to request that you forthwith withdraw it, and apologise adequately for having 
made it. Should you decline to comply with this demand, I shall feel it my duty to submit 
the whole of our correspondence to the Bombay Government and the Court of Directors, 
with a statement of the circumstances out of which it has arisen, and such other elucidatory 
remarks as may appear to me requisite for placing the whole afiair before them in clear and 
intelligible light. 

I shall solicit their decision as to whether my conduct throughout has not been straight- 
forward, honest and friendly ; whether, had 1 acted otherwise than 1 did, I should not have 
been false, both to you and to them ; and whether I have deserved either the inferential 
reproaches and sneers contained in your foregoing letters, or the more open accusations 
dealt forth in the communication under acknowledgment. 

Utnier tliese circumstances, 1 might fairly be excused from entering into any of the sub- 
jects adverted to in that communication, but I wish to refrain from aught tliat might be 
construed into discourtesy, and shall therefore offer some few explanatory remarks. 

In the first place, I once more, and once for all, and that in the must emphatic manner, 
repeat, that I never, at any time or in any place, either preferred or encouraged charges 
against you of any kind whatever. 

In the discharge of a ])iiblic duty, I caused certain bankers’ books, and the private papers 
of a man under accusation, to be examined. In the course of the examination, a paper 
came to light, which caused a commotion among the examiners. I inquired what the 
paper meant, and received for reply, that it contained entries of sums of money given to 
certain parties, one a servant of Government, supposed to have influence with you through 
a relative known to enjoy your confidence, the other a prostitute living under your pio- 
tec t ion. 

And it was indicated to me that these sums of money had been given with a view to 
obtain from you, through the instrumentality of the recipients, a decision different from that 
which your unbiased judgment might have dictated. 

That you were amenable to Bxich influences was a dishonouring idea I never for one 
ifioment entertained ; but that you were supposed to be amenable to them by the ajiBemi^ed 
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gowcam wa« evident from their titterings, tbeir looks, and their remarks. I expressfid myself 
indignant at their believing that you, or any Britisli gentleman, could be oapable of yielding 
to any considerations, save tlie claims of truth and the dictates of justice; and it was pre- 
cisely because I was sincere in what I said, and because I was your friend, and sensitive of 
the British honour, that I did not adopt the very foolish course you imply I should have 
i^practised ; viz. to let my indigiiation be shown in such a way that ** the false constructions 
of words, and far-fetched, unwarranted and infamous conclusions drawn therefrom, would 
never have been hazarded. 

By doing this, by terrifying the sowcars, or ordering them to hold their peace, and not 
tlms unjustifiably to take your name in vain, I perfectly agree with you that I should have 
effectually prevented their again alluding to this or similar matters in my presence ; and had 
1 believed you guilty of yielding to irregular considerations, and had I at the same time 
thought only of your individual interests, 1 should undoubtedly have pursued such a 
course. 

But I believed you incapable of such conduct; and, as the best method of satisfying the 
natives of this place that they had grievously mistaken your character, 1 hastened to apprize 
you of what 1 had every reason to believe was a foul abuse of your name. My suspicions 
might have been right, or tliey might have been wrong; but the guilt of the parties indi- 
cated to you was not a matter of d priori improbability. That these parties had received 
money was a point that seemed to admit of little doui)t; the money in question had been 
received from a house notorious for its lord profligacy and habitual al tempts to pervert 
justice; one at least of the recipients of the money was a person supposed to I e on pecu- 
liarly intimate terms with you, and the object of its bestowal was clearly believed by those 
around me to have been the effectuation of a particular end, through the influence one or 
both of tfje recipients were supposed to exercise over you. When these circumstances are 
borne ia mind by Government and tlie Court of Directors; when the systematic and deej)- 
rooted corruption of Baroda is taken into consideration ; when the flagrant attempts tiiat 
have of late years been made to bribe even the Government itself are called to recollection ; 
and when it is remembered that those who have undertaken the office of irre^gularly 
influencing the autlioi ities have been men supposed to enjoy their confidence, and who have 
appropriated to their own use what they have pretended to bestow on their superiors, I do 
not believe that 1 shall be considered to have betrayed a diseased imagination in having 
thought that the native servant and prostitute adverted to might have accepted the money, 
under the pretence of influencing your decision. And when due weight is given to the fact, 
that Government have recently had occasion to issue a circular, seeking counsel as to the 
best means of uprooting the prevalent belief in the efficacy of khutput; when it is known 
how firm, up to the present day, is llie belief at Baroda that men high in ofliee are accessible 
to bribes ; when all these matters are considered, those to whom my apfw^al lies will, I doulit 
not, decide that, had 1 foll(»vved the course you have indicated, Inid I scowled down the 
dishonouring belief, instead of seeking your aid to demonstrate its falsity, I should have 
pursued a course inconsistent with the interests witli which I am entrusted ; inconsistent 
with the duties I owe our common masters ; inconsistent with those I owe the moral dignity 
of our common country ; inconsistent with real friendship to you ; and equally inconsistent 
with straightlbrvvard gentlemaniy action. It would have only tended to impress tlie natives 
of this place with the idea that I shared Ihulr own opinions, though 1 had reasons for 
forbidding the utterance of these opinions. 

I therefore adopted towards you the course I could wish you and every other friend to 
observe towards myself, under similar circumstances. I wrote to you regarding what had 
occurred, and I forwarded to you a copy of the document thut had been discovered, together 
iVith a statement of the opinions of the natives present, regarding it; and, when 1 did so, I 
never doubted that you would, with unfeigned gratitude, thank me for the disclosure, and 
entreat me (as, under like circumstances, I should have entreated you,) to aid you to sift the 
matter to the very bottom, and to expose and punish the jiarties who had led to so unworthy 
an association of your name. 

Your conduct was, however, very different ; instead of gratitude, you displayed an un- 
accountable irritation, and you at once assumed the innocence of those whom [ suspected 
to be guilty of misusing your name ; and not only did you instantly declare your belief* 
that an indignant denial would be their only reply to the charge, but you have, from the 
very first, in a manner that I cannot comprehend, identified your cause with theirs, as though 
their guilt implied your complicity, and you have continued to address me as though 1 hud 
put you on your defence, instead of expressing, as I did, a friendly concern lest the objects 
of your present powerful and eulogistic advocacy had played you a treacherous and rascally 
trick. 

Persisting in this (to my seeming) extraordinary tone, you now complain that, in a private 
letter, written on the spur of the moment, in the presence of the sowcars, and out of tiie 
jmrest friendship to yourself (in order to show these very sowcars how deeply genuine was 
my conviction of the foul injustice they did you), 1 failed to make out a formal statement of 
the matter, entering into it with judicial minuteness. When I wrote that letter I thought I 
was addressing one whose blood would boil, as mine had done, at the very mention of the 
suspicions here entertained, and who, instead of assuming that an indignant genial would 
have been the sole reply of the suspected parties, would have set to work to trace the matter 
^ origin i and^ tliinki^ this, I did not consider it necessary to point out that the date 
^ retorded in tile m showed that these, though mad© through 

could not refer to purely Baroda matters ; nor did it occur to me as necessary 
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to enter into particulars either as to the case in which the receivers of the money had been 
expected to influence you, or to expatiate on the connexion you were believed to have with 
the prostitute implicated. 1 thought it unnecessary, inasmuch as you must have been well 
aware what cases involving the interests of parties at Baroda had come before you, or were 
expected to come before you, on or about the dates specified in the memorandum, and 
inasmuch as 1 was addressing a friend, and acting in behalf of a friend, and one who I * 
thought would have rightly appreciated my friendly services, I told Sumbooraro, who wrote 
the yadee explanatory of what was understood by the sowcars to be the meaning of the 
memorandum found in Baba Nafra's papers, to confine himself to that point, and to the in- 
terpretation put by them on the designations therein employed ; I did not think it neces- 
sary to mortify you by bringing formally to your notice all that was said regarding the cour- 
tezan implicated, or about the alleged fact of Moongajee driving in your carriage. I thought 
1 had done enough to open your eyes to the fact that an improper use had been made of 
your name, and to induce you to take active and energetic steps towards the discovery and 
punishment of the guilty parties, and delicacy forbade me to do more. 

But your reply compelled me afterwards to reveal what otherwise I should not have men- 
tioned; and, inasmuch as in compliance with your demands for explanations I stated in my 
second note what a regard to your feelings prompted me to withhold in my first, you have 
presumed to insinuate that I palter with truth, for such is the only meaning 1 can attach to 
your assertion that there exists a painful discrepancy,” and this is one of the charges of 
tlisingenuousness which 1 require to be retracted and apologised for. 

Your assertion that I was wilfully misled,*' seems to me, if it means anything at all, to 
mean that I adopted a view of the matter which 1 had reason to believe was incorrect. I 
therefore require you to withdraw that expression also, and to apologize for having used it. 

1 do not choose to imitate your style of correspondence, of characterising this and your other 
charges of disingenuousness, as they deserve either in direct terms or by implication. 

You are of course at perfect liberty to form any opinion you choose as to the amount of 
money received by Larcoba. It is enough for me to say, that in estimating it at 100 rupees, 
you arrive at a conclusion somewhat at variance with that which the Baroda bankers and 
myself have adopted. 

You have thought proper to accuse me of encouraging ‘‘the most baseless charges of 
corruption against parties whose integrity has never been impeached, and ^hich are 
evidently as unsubstantial as any phantom that ever haunted a diseased imagination," 
w hile, on the other hand, “ I discredit imputations of knavery which have been substantiated 
to the satisfaction of Government and others of much discernment as myself," This is 
not the occasion to argue with you as to the moral purity of the public servant and the 
courtezan you so highly eulogize, nor have I any intention of entering on a vindication of 
Baba Furkia, the individual to whom you seem to refer, for the past character of these 
parties have nothing whatever to do with the immediate matter at issue, though circum- 
stances may arise to induce me, not for your information, but for the satisfaction of our 
masteis, and to promote the ends of justice, to shed a little light on this point. 

As regards Baba Furkia, 1 shall only observe, that when 1 relieved you in 1847, I found 
that he had been refused employment. J took for granted that there were valid reasons for 
objecting to him, and therefore had nothing to say to him till about two months before my 
departure for Fgy]>t, when seeing no one else sufficiently Iree from Nurroo Punt's influence 
to aid Battyeiii unravelling the rascalities perpetrated in the managemeni of the Pal's affairs, 
rascalities to which 1 had reason to believe Nursoo Punt a party, I was induced to look into 
the reasons for the disfavour with which he was regarded by Government. I found that the 
opinion Government entertained regarding Baba Furkia was founded on misrepresentations 
leferrible to the enmity he had excited against himself by assisting Malet in exposing the 
Magur intrigues in 1837-38, and that no specific charges had been brought against him. 

1 do not vouch for his honesty. I should be very sorry indeed to vouch for the honesty of 
any native who has so long breathed the corrupt atmosphere of Baroda ; but I have reason 
to know that the insinuations to his prejudice by which it was endeavoured to influence 
you, and me, and French, against that man, emanated from his bitter enemies, Nursoo Punt 
and Baba Nafra. No disavowal on the part of Nursoo's son will satisfy me that he is not 
ai the bottom of the charges now brought, at this late hour of the day, against the Baba. 
But 1 would as soon think of adopting your high eulogy on the moral character of the 
parties suspected by me of having abused your name, as I would of screening Baba Furkia 
from the fullest inquiry into any allegations against him. Were, however, the latter proved 
guilty of one or a dozen crimes to-morrow, it would in no degree lessen the guilt of other 
parties accused of diftbrent ofiences. 

But in following you into your irrelevant allusions to the past character of individuals, I 
unnecessarily prolong this letter. It is enough for me to say that you have had every 
assurance you could w^ant that Baba Furkia had no more to do with the matters that have 
caused this correspondence than the Governor of Van Diemen's Land, or the President of 
the French Republic. 

The question between us, divested of all its unnecessary complications, stands thus. Has 
my conduct throughout this unpleasent business been such as became an honest man and a 
servant of Government in his dealings towards another servant of Government, who was also 
his friend ? Believing that it has, I call on you to withdraw your unwarrantable imputations 
against me, and to apologise for having indulged in them ; should you fail to do so, I shall, 
as 1 have before said, solicit the decision of the Bombay Government and the Court of 
Directors, * 
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In reference to the account books which you are ** in daily expectation ” of receiving, I 
have already, in my letter of the 16th instant, told you that of course the bankers object to 
send their books to Surat/^ a circumstance which you cannot otherwise than iiave expected. 
But as you are in possession of attested extracts, I do not apprehend the absence of the 
books can put you to any iticonvenience. 

As regards my native agent, I regret to be obliged to confess that he had been guilty of 
negligence in the matter referred to, and that he endeavoured to excuse his carelessness on 
a fictitious plea ; two grave faults in a person occupying his position. 

As I reported to you on the 31st ultimo, he assured me that the copy of the entry regard- 
ing the woman sent to you, was exactly the same as the original ; that a stroke was run 
through the words you refer to, exactly in the same manner.’* Now when the copy is pro- 
cured, which shows no stroke through the words referred to (though the words themselves 
are the same as in the original),'**' he admits that he did not himself examine the copy, but 
that, having directed the carcoon to make an exact copy, he took it for granted that such 
was sent ; and he owns that, .when, in consequence of the questions I addressed to himself, 
he interrogated the carcoon, he was assured that the stroke had not been omitted ; however, 
the original document was long since transmitted to you ; 1 now return the copy. 

No considerations of personal convenience will prevent my complying, to the best of my 
ability, with any further requisitions you may be pleased to make for information, but, 
warned by the unexpected tone our correspondence has taken, and the style of proceeding 
you have thought fit to adopt, I have to request that henceforth your communications may 
be conducted in a strictly official manner, and on the express understanding that they are to 
be submitted to official scrutiny and applicaliorr, 

I have, &c. 

(signed) J» Outram, 


O. 

Sir, Surat, 27 September 1850, 

I HAVE received yours of the 21st instant, and, as requested therein, adopt the official 
style of correspondence. 

2. 1 will reply to that letter when I have greater leisure than I have at present to do so 
fully, but in the meantime I requcHt the favour of your again sending me the original yadee 
of accounts found in Baba Nafra’s private papers ; it shall be returned immediately. 

3. Oblige me also by informing me, whether you have yet received any communication 
from the Durbar on the subject of^Baba Nafra’s explanation, of which, in your letter of the 
16th ultimo, you promised to send rne a copy, 

I have, &c. 

Lieut.-colonel J. Outram, c. b., (signed) W, C, Andrews. 

Resident at Baroda. 


P. 

Sir, 30 September 1850, 

In reply to your letter, dated 27th instant, I have the honour to inform you, that on 
Friday last it was intimated to me by the Durbar vukeel, that the expectation which had 
been held out by Baba Nafra, that he would ultimately make known the real nature of his 
various secret transactions, was now terminated by his declaring that he would make no 
revelations whatever. I directed, therefore, that any examinations previously taken, relating 
to the Larcoba affair, should be forwarded to me for the purpose of being sent to you. They 
were brought accordingly on Saturday (28th instant), and having been read tome, I requested 
that the Durbar would finally examine Baba Nafra on Monday (this day), in the presence of 
your sheristedar and my native agent, who should be allowed to put any questions they 
pleased to the man. 

When I receive the record of this examination it shall be forwarded to you ; in the mean- 
time, I send the original yadee of accounts called for in your second paragraph. 

I have, &c. 

W. C. Andrews, Esq. (signed) «/. Outram., 


Q- 

Surat, 3 October 1860. 

I HAVE received your letter of the 21st ultimo, but for want of leisure I would have re- 
plied to it before. 

2. I cannot comply with your demand for an apology for the expression painful dis- 
crepancy,” 


* pie erasure was, however, pointed out in the yadee which accompanied the memonmdum and 
my first note.^(sigiied) J. 0. ^ ^ 
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crepwicy” used in my letter of the ISUi ulem, as I am satisfied, from tim evident inoonsis- 
tency pointed out therein, that I was warranted in using it ; but at tlie same tiine I stated, 

that 1 should be glad if you could consistently clear U tip,'' as it ^was painful to observe 
such incongruity in a person whose public conduct I have always regarded with respect end 
esteem, in a case in which tl)e most perfect accuracy and explicitness were required* 

.3. It is most unfortunate that you hiiled in your first note and Sumbooram’s yadee to give 
i^ie even the scanty (though with rclerence to the depositions you sent to me apparently 
erroneous) information contained in your subsequent letters, regarding the supposed object 
of the payment in question, which could alone have given me any concern as regarded 
Moongajee, Lurcoba and the woman, as explained in my first note. Had you been more 
explicit, much of this unfoi tunute correspondence iniglit have been saved, as I should have 
been more excited by your information, and you would probably have had no cause to com- 
plain of my lukewarmness in the matter, as you have now explained your reason for that 
omission, though I confess that I do not fully concur in its sufficiency; I quite willingly and 
gladly retract the term you complain of, in so far as it implies anything offensive, but I 
could quite confidently abide tlie decision of Government on that point; and I have no rea- 
son to object to the reference you propose, except as regards my private feelings as a 
gentleman. 

4. I do not myself see what there was in the further explanation contained in your 
second letter to hurt and outrage my public or private feelings more than iliey had been by 
what you had already communicated in your first note and yadee, wliich seem to have 
contained every thing except the only essential point, vix., the reconcilability of tlie date 
with the supposed object of the payment. 

5. 1 liave been advised by intelligent, highly respectable, and independent natives, both 
Duccanee Brahmins and Goozeratee of respectable classes of society, whose opinions are 
also supported by the authority of Moleswovtli’s Dictionary, that the term “ soobhagvvunteo 
baee is never applied to courtezan, or a kept woman ; I had good grounds therefiiie for 
saying that your informants were not wari'anted in putting the constructions they did on the 
paper discovered, and wdien I raised this olijection, I think (as 1 believe you do not claim 
for yourself a perfect knowledge of the language) that you should have taken the opinions 
of a higher class of natives than mere bankers’ goomashtas and the residency mooashec 
and carcoons, to ascertain the jxiint more satisfactorily, which it does not appear from any- 
thing before me that you have done; and if you slioiild have found reason to suspect that 
you had been led into error, you should have taken measures, 1 think, to contradict it as 
publicly as it had been made, and to liave expressed your regret that you should have been 
so misled into countenancing what I consider to be charges implicating my private character 
and official discretion. You cannot, 1 think, be surprised that 1 was irritated that you should 
have countenanced sucli unsupported charges against me. Their authors appear to me, from 
their depositions, to be the moonsbee, Sumbhooram, and one Lulloo, who have evidently 
played into each otlier’s huiids. 

(), I assure you that when I received your second letter, alluding to a case at Surat, 
1 was utterly ai a loss to know what was referred to ; my first idea w^as, that the case of 
Jumnobae(? ( kessowdass’ widow) and Bhanubhaee was allmied to, as it had been referred 
to me by Government, but on comparing the dates I discarded that notion, and 1 was ULiaiu 
quite at a loss to imagine what case was intended. The liukshce’s and Jaifer Ali'o case 
never occurred to me, as I considered the parties and Serfrazullee alxwe such tampering, 
and that they w^ere much too intelligent not to be aware of the folly of such an act, us also 
because their case had been ponding since 184*2. However, your informants were so vague 
and wild iutlicir surmises (not assertions), supposing cither that the entries were post-dated 
in tile accounts, though tlie items might have been paid before, or that they might have been 
paid on account of the Shastree’s Potdaree disputes, or perhaps on account of some dispute 
about to come before me at Surat, or perhaps on account of the dis[>ute between the 
Bukshee and the Nawab, wlncii was still pemliug, that they were quite worthless, and should 
never, I think, have been in the smuilesl demee recognised by you as evidence in any case, 
in the remotest degree even, uHectmg my character and honour. 

7. You complain of my assertion, that “you must have been wilfully misled,” as im- 
plying “ that you bad adopted a view of the matter wliich you had reason to believe was 
incorrect I do not think that the observation is capable of this construction ; no one can 
be supposed to be “ wilfully misled,” or “ wilfully guided a wrong way,” or “ wilfully 
betrayed to mischief or mistakes such expression, as applied to the persons acted on, 
appear to me to be a contradiction of terms. Tlie word “ wilfully” i applied to your 
informers, whoever they were, and never dreamt of its being applied to you ; this explanation 
will, I. hope, satisfy you. 

8. You have, in your letter, made use of the expression “ the courtezan you so highly 
eulogise 1 request you will be so good as to specify the passage in any one of my letters 
whi(*ii is capable of being taken in this sense, and if you cannot do so, that you will retract 
this assertion, so dishonouring to me; I have, throughout, denied tlie applicability of the 
temi uaed in the yadee of accounts to any woman of such description, and expressed the 
disgust 1 felt that a peg should by that construction have been intentionally furnished for 
haogiog thereon the defamatory assertions of a libeller, to vilify my private charactei*. 

9. There is one part of your letter which I cannot allow to pass unnoticed* I beg to 
assure you, that notliiug was ever furtlmr from my desire than to stop fair inquiry, or that 
you Bhoirid Wghten your informants into silence, The kngih to which this oorrespondohce 
him grdwh shbw that I have courted inquiry throughout ; but what I do complaiii of is, that 
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you hove all along recognised assertione based on false premises, and that, when the errors 
on which the superstructure was built, were urged upon you, you did not, so far as I can 
see, take the trouble of inquiring from people of a respectable class of society, in order to 
correct them, and thus to put yourself in a position in which you would^have been able fairly 
to put tl»e libellers out of court ; not one of the goomashtas whose depositions you have sent 
me has given his own opinions that the meaning of the word ** sobhaywuntee’’ is a kept 
woman ; but the word was in the yadee, which appears to have been first discovered by the 
moonshee, who gave it to Sumbhooram/' not the native agent; and at the same time he 
alleged that there was a kept woman in cantonment, named Dhoolun, and that statement 
seems to have been adopted as a matter of course by the people assembled, as explaining the 
meaning of the words, its correctness seems never to have been discussed. To this hasty 
adoption of an unauthorized interpretation, and to the reserve observed by you in your first 
note and Sumbhoram’s yaclee, and to the incorrectness of the copy of the yadee of accounts, 
are to be attributed all the misunderstanding in which we have unfortunately got involved. 
I am, from a careful consideration of the 12 depositions you sent me, more convinced than 
ever that we are both the victims of a foul consjunicy unsuspected by you, the chief actors 
in which are the moonshee, Suinbhooram, and Lulloo. I feel satisfied that this fact will at 
last be established, and that no one will more regret the painful position in which I have 
been thereby placed than yourself, as 1 regret tlie tone of my letters of which you complain, 
and whicli, in a state of justifiable irritation, I have adopted, for 1 believe that you have 
meant honestly by me, though from your ha^ty adoption of groundless assertions I have 
deeply suffered. 

10. As regards my surmise of a conspiracy, I beg of you kindly to satisfy me on the 
following points, viz. : Who were sent to seize or secure Baba Nairn’s papers, and bring 
them to the residency? What length of time was occupieid in the fulfilment of that duty ? 
Can you tell me from your own knowledge, whether or not they were at all looked at by 
the persons employed in Baba Nafra’s presence before they were sealed and carried away to 
the residency r How long a time, or how many days were occupied in their examination at 
the residency, and whether the yadee in question was discovered on the 1st, or on what 
subsequent day. 

11. I request that you will not misunderstand me, and imagine that I, in the remotest 
degree, insinuate anything against the truth of your original account of what occurred in 
your presence after the papers had been brought to the residency ; but do you feel satisfied, 
from personal knowledge, that the papers were not looked at in Baba Nafra’s house, or shop, 
wherever they were found, and that the paper in question had not been seen by any one 
until the moment before it was shown to you, on your attention being excited by the tittering, 
Stc- of the persons assembled ? 

12. If, on all these points, you are not certain from personal knowledge, you cannot have 
any assurance that the whole affair has not been the result of a conspiracy got up by the 
persons named al)ove, 

13. You say, have reason to know that the insinuations to his (Baba Furkia’s) pre- 
uidice, by winch it was endeavoured to influence you, and me, and French against that man, 
( Mianated from his bitter enemies, Nursoopunt and Baba Nafra/’ &c. I think it but justice 
U) say, as regards myself, that I do not remember that Nursoopunt ever endeavoured to 
influence rne against Baba Furkiu, not even on one occasion when be had a great oppor- 
tunity of doing so. I formed my judgment of him from the records of the residency, and 
from a case which came before me while in charge of the Reewa Caunta agency, which led 
me to entertain a most unfavourable opinion of his integrity and trustworthiness. Much 
interest was made for him with me, but as 1 have always set my face against khutput,” 
i of course refused to listen to his friends in opposition to my own convictions, and 1 believe 
lliat Mr. Remington, who first got rid of him, was equally free from extraneous influence. 

14. I may add, that so late as Captain French’s and his Highness’s late visit to Surat, 
I was similarly importuned on his behalf to exercise any little influence it was thought 
I might still possess in his favour. 

15. If you have lately, in any report you may have made to Government in favour of 
Baba Furkia, mentioned my name in the same connexion as you have done in your letter 
under reply, I request that you will lose no time in correcting your statement to Governinent. 

I Ijave, See, 

(signed) W, C. Andrews, 

Lieut.-col. J. Outrani, c, n., Late Acting Resident, Baroda. 

Resident, Baroda. 


R. 


From Lieutenant-colonel J. Outram, c.b., Resident, Baroda, to TF, C. Andrews, Esq., 

late Acting Resident, Surat. 


(Political Department.) 


Sir, 

I HAVE the honour to acknowledge 
me on the evening of the 4th. # 


9th October 1850. 

receipt of your letter of the 8d instant, which reached 
U 4 


2. In 
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2. In that letter you decline to withdj*aw or apologize for one of the passages of your 
• S. 0. communications of the 18th ♦instant, in which you charged me with disingenuousness, and 

you in a measure reiterate that charge in the form of an exposition of the reasons that origi- 
nally moved you to advance it. 

3. This consideration alone would render it my duty to refer our correspondence; but 
1 deem it right to apprize you that J should have felt constrained to adopt that step, even had 
you unequivocally retracted the imputations in your letter of the 18th September, for the 
proceedings of the sheristedar of your court, whom you deputed to Baroda to act on your 
behalf, and on instructions not communicated to me, were, during his residence at this 
place, such as to compel me to report them officially to Government, and to explain their 
full weight and their pernicious effects on the minds of the people of Baroda ; it will be 
necessary that I submit our correspondence, and accompany it with a detailed account of 
the circumstances out of which it arose, and of those whicii have marked its progress, 
I shall of course furnish you with a copy of the letter I address to Government on this 
subject. 

4. i\s in the letter now under reply, you persist in asserting and implying much that 
I thought I had disposed of in rny former communication, 1 deem it right to answer it at 
some length, not so much for your satisfaction — for 1 think I have already been sufficiently 
explicit on the point to be adverted to — as because I do not choose that you sliould have it 
in your power, when explaining your share in this correspondence to Government, to advance 
the same untenable assertions and arguments you have adopted in your last letter, assertions 
and arguments which are in a great measure merely reproductions and modifications of 
those 1 have already disposed of. 

6. You say, I do not myself see what there was in the further explanations contained 
in your second letter to hurt and outrage my public or private feelings more than they had 
been by what you had already communicated in your first note and yadee, which seem to 
have contained everything except the only essential point, viz. the irreconcilability of the 
date with the supposed object ol payment.’' 

6. What you mean by my first letter failing to contain (query, explain) “ the irrecon- 
cilability of the date w^ith the supposed object of payment,” is best known to yourself. To 
me your langua<^e is unintelligible. I had not deemed it necessary in my first letter to con- 
descend on particulars, thinking I had done enough to rouse you to action by giving you a 
clue to the parties through whom I supposed your mime had come to be associated in 
native estimation with irregular practices. You — aware, as you could hardly fail to be, of the 
native belief that judicial equally with political officers are amenable to improper inlluences, 
and likewise fully aware that about the date referred to you we;re judicially concerned in 
eases (to come before you at Surat) involving the interests of parties at Baroda — choose to 
assume, in your reply to my first letter, that I must have meant that the memorandum 
relcned to affairs transacted while you were acting Resident at Baroda ; and, in my second 
letter, I explained to you tluit you had assumed that which was not the case. The irrecon- 
cilability of the date with the transaction was a creation of your own mind — a groundless 
and, to me it appears, an unreasonable assumption. 

7. Still, adverting to the same paragraph, I deny emphatically that in any of the com- 
munications I have addressed to you, 1 have written a single word intended or calculated to 
hurt and outrage the pjiblic or private feelings of any honourable man ; if your feelings have 
been hurt and outraged, they have been so by inferences you yourself have drawn from my 
letteis, inferences which, on the honour of a gentleman, I solemnly declare the letters were 
never meant to convey, nor supposed capable of suggesting; for 1 cannot suppose that the 

pain'' and outrage ” of wliich you speak applied only to the mention made by Shumb- 
hooram of the woman Doolun ; yon surely would ni>t Jiave had me to refrain from apprizing 
you of the opinions entertained regarding you by the natives of Baroda, simply because, in 
apprizing you of these, meiiLiun re(|uircd to be made of a liaison generally known by these 
natives. To this liaison I myself abstained from alluding ; and both my letter and its 
accompaniments were never meant to reach any other eyes than yours. That they did so, 
was your fault, not mine. Hud you done as 1 anticipated you would, Doolun, whose con- 
viction tliere was no great object in obtaining, need not have been prominently brought 
forward. But even had it been otherwise, you surely would not have wished that, for the 

f mrpose of keeping her, and your connexion with her, out of sight, I should altogether have 
mshed up the matter. 

8. I saw that your name was, in the estimation of the natives here, coupled with trans- 
actions of a discreditable nature : I had no more doubt of your integrity than I had of my 
own, and having this perfect certainty, I had very substantial grounds for believing that 
certain depraved individuals had made an improper use of your name, as others had done 
of various honourable and distinguished members of Government ; it was due to that Govern- 
ment, and to my friend, that I should communicate these suspicions to the latter, in order 
that by himself investigating or authorizing me to investigate the matter, he might at once 
disabuse the natives of this place of an opinion not only dishonouring to himself, but most 
injurious to Government, and that, by bringing the guilty parties to justice, he might co- 
operate with me in my efforts to root out the mischievous belief, so prevalent in this part of 
the country, that both judicial and political officers are amenable to corrupt influences ; had 
I done otherwise, whatever might have been the state of your feelings, your reputation would 
have been effectually hurt and outraged. For the natives who had communicated to me 
thmr interpretation of the memorandum, would, had I not communicated it to you^ haye 
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very naturally assumed that I was^as satisfied of your complicity with Doolun and Larcoba, 
as themselves* 

9. But though I deemed it my duty to apprize you of my susniciqns, and to indicate 
their sources, 1 did not think it necessary to enter into details, and tnus, as it were, volunteer 
to initiate the investigation, which I had no doubt you would instantly insist on having 
prosecuted : nor did 1 think it necessary to repeat the gossip that the discovery of the 
memorandum had evoked ; I should have avoided such a course intentionally, had I written 
tlie letter leisurely, but I did not write the letter leisurely, I wrote it in haste, deeming it of 
the utmost importance that it should be written and despatched in the presence of the 
gooinashtas ; and written in liaste, it was probably less clear and explicit than I might have 
made it, had there not been a great moral effect to be attained by promptitude of action. 
But to one familiar as you are with native tricks and intrigues, and aware as you can hardly 
fail to be of the extent to which the efficacy of khutput’' is believed in by the people of 
this province, the docunients sent ought, 1 fhink,to have been sufficient to awake your sus- 
picions, and to incite you to a course of procedure different from that you saw fit to 
adopt, 

10. Your reply necessitated my entering into explanatory statements, not deemed necessary 
at a time when I had little doubt you would receive my letter in the same friendly spirit as 
that in which it was written. 

11. My second letter, tiierefore, was more |)recise than its predecessor ; but there was no 

more discrepancy” or “ incongniity” betw^een the two documents, than tliere necessarily 

must be between a paper that states a conviction, merely glancing at the grounds on which 
that conviction rests, and one which explains these grounds at moderate length. 

12. In reference to para. 5 of* your letter now under reply, 1 beg to decline entering 

into tuiy discussion as to the possible conditions under which the wan'd 8obagv^untee ” 

may be employed. It is totally irrelevant to the matter of our misunderstanding. Were 
1 proceeding criminally against the woman Doolun, I might join issue with you on the plea 
in her favour, which you raise on this point of philology. But 1 am not proceeaing 
criminally against her, or any oilier of those in whose behalf you have been e.xercising an 
ingenious advocacy ; and alter the occurrences of the last month, it would be utterly futile 
in me, or Government, to attempt to proceed criminally against the parties suspected by me, 
for there is not now llie slightest chance of their guilt bring legally established ; a result 
which it will he my duty to ])Vove to Government is in no slight degree attributable to the 
course you have seen fit to pursue. It is but right, however, to remind you, that you state 
what is inconsistent with the real facts of the case, w hen you assert that I had not ** taken 
the opinions of a higher class of natives than the mere bankers’ gooinashtas, and the 
residency rnoonshee and carkoons.” The opinion given was that generally expressed by 
the assembled banker.s of Baroda (not their goomaslitas), a class of persons every way 
competent to decide on any point of literaiy criticism that can be raised in reference to the 
usages of bankers, and the designations they may apj)Iy to their constituents and customers ; 
1 had informed you of this in my letters of the 11th and 31st August. But, as I have said, 
this is a matter quite irrelevant for the defence of Doolun. 

13. In the same paragraph, ycu presume to make a statement I cannot pass over without 
indignant notice. You once more accuse me of ** countenancing charges implicating your 
private character and official discretion.” Once more, therefore, I beg to deny the im- 
putation ; 1 countenanced no charges against you. On the strength of my estimate of your 
character, 1 repudiated implied diarges, clearly believed in by those around me, and I 
hastened to put it in your power to demonstrate the falsity and injustice of these implied 
charges ; and instead of doing this, you turn upon me with discourtesy and bitterness; you 
talk of outraged feelings, and you enter into counsel with, and evince much ingenuity in de- 
fending those into whose conduct the informuiion given by me should have induced you to 
institule a very rigorous investigation. Again, I repeat, I never made n single charge against 
either your private character or your public discretion. It was yourself, not 1, that put you 
on \ our defence. It w as you, not 1, that assumed the vindication of yourself to necessitate the 
vindication of your clients. I spoke of you as their victim ; you have thought fit to represent 
mv as making them your accomplices, and you have conducted your defence accordingly. 

J 4. In your (Jth para, you stale that when you received my second letter, apprizing you that 
tl'.e memorandum was supposed to have reference to a case at Surat, **the Bukshees and Jafler 
All’s case never occurred to you, as you consider the parties and Surfrazallee above such tam- 
pering, and that they were much too intelligent not to be atvareof the folly of such an act, ns 
also because their case had been pending since 1842,” The period through w Inch their litiga- 
tion iiad extended seems to me a circumstance having little to do with the matter. 1'he per- 
tinent consideration was, the date of the decision ; and as to Meer Surfrazallee's high-minded- 
nesft and intelligence, I think that on inquiry you will find that he w'as concerned, not many 
years ago, in a tar more comprehensive attempt to bribe, than that suggested by the goo- 
mashtas, and one intended to influence people of higher rank than yourself, and your equals 
in integrity. 

15. in the same paragraph you write; However, your informants were so vague and 
wild in their surmises (not assertions), supposing either that tlio entries were post-dated iu 
the accounts, though the items might have been paid on account of the Shastrees Potdaree 
disputes, or |>erhap8 on account of some dispute between the Bukshee and the Nawab, 
which was still pending, that they were quite worthless, and should never, I think, have 
been in the smallest degree recognized by you as evidence in any case, in the remotest 
dec rets even, affecting my character and •honour.” How often will you compel me to reiterate 

560. X l^hat 
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** Deposition of 
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Deposition of 
Bhugwan Bhow- 
anee. 


that ray coraraumcations to you were made in the purest spirit of friendship and honour, to 
enable you to demonstrate the base falsehood of native surmises which, without such a 
demonstration, no assurance of mine could eradicate ? IJow long will you persist, in spite 
of my disdaimer, in assuming that I could not otherwise than have believed that you were 
improperly influenced ? Do not tlie depositions show that the date was pointed out by rne 
as indicating that the memorandum could have no reference to purely Baroda att'airs? 
Take the following illustrations; — “The Resident said, that as Mr. Andrews was not here, 
but in Surat, at the date mentioned in the yad, what reason could there be for giving to his 
carbarry T* “ The Ihjsident then observed, that suspicion is entertained about the Shastrees 
and other cases ; but Mr. Andrews had left this prior to the date of the entry in the yad. "'f 
** The Resident then said that we all had expressed suspicions regarding the yad ; but as Mr. 
Andrews was not here at the time, what necessity was tln re to pay anything to his kamdars 
and others ?” J “ On which the Resident said that you all entertain doubts against those 
persons, but Mr. Andrews was at Surat on the date mentioned in the yad, therefore 
what necessity was there to give those people any money ?’’§ “ The Resident said, 

tliat gentleman was not here on the date mentioned in the yad, tlierefore what necessity 
was there to give any money to this karbarry ? ’^ )| . “On this the Resident said, that MiV 
Andrews was not here on the date mentioricd ; what necessity was there to give any money 
to his carbary ?”** “The resident, who said tl\at Mr, Andrews was not iiere at the date 
mentioned, hut in Surat, tiieretbre, what necessity was there to give money to the kam- 
dar ?''f f I have already, in my letter transmitting these depositions, told you that, when 
called on formally to depose what they liad previously stated, they wdthheld inucli of what 
they had actually said. But, meagre as are the depositions, do they not unequivocally 
show that the inemoramlum was regarded by those who examined it, as referring to attem]>ts 
made on you ? And do tliey not further show that so firm was their belief that such had 
been the case, that, wlien reminded of your having loft Baroda at the date given in the me- 
morandum, they were not shaken in that conviction ? Some observed, that in matters of 
this sort, dates might be made the means of concealment and dexieptioa ; while others 
adhered to the btdief that the money hud reference to a case on vvhicli you had to adjudicate 
at Surat. None present could deal in other than surmises ; they were not giving evidence; 
they wQVi\ called on merely to give their opinions as to the meaning of a particular do- 
cument, As regarded one [)(>int, their opinions were identical ; viz. that the memorandum 
indicated disreputable transactions, with which your name, at least, was mixed up. None 
appeared to doubt that Doolun, Larcobu and Moongajee liadbeen employed tlirough Baba 
Nafra to influence you. The only discrepancy was as 1o the particular instance to which 
the discovered items referred; and the majority of them, as I have already said, inclined to 
the belief that it referred to a case coming before you at Surat I did not take the depo- 
sitions at first, for reasons previously intimated to you ; viz., from an unwillinouess to lead 
them to believe that I was, on my own authority, about to institute an investigation into 
matters afl’ecting you ; and when 1 did take their depositions, it was not as “ evidence'* 
against you, but to afford yon the information you were desirous of obtaining. And these 
remarks I beg you to eonsider as applying to the following passage in your 3d para, 
that is, so far as 1 can auderstand your meaning, and 1 confess that it appears to me ob- 
scure : — Your first note and Sumbooranrs yadee (failed) to give me even the scanty (though, 
with reference to the depositions you sent me, apparently erroneous) information contained 
in your subsequent letters, regarding the supposed object of the payment in question.*’ 

10, Your 7th para, requires no further notice than an expression of satisfaction at the 
explanation given Ijy you of the inoffensive meaning in whicli you employed the term 
“ wilfully misled." 

17. In your 8th para., you call on me to specify the pa.ssages, if any, which justify 

me in saying that you highly eulogised the courtezan Doolun. You did not eulogise her 
indirect terms, but you did so by implication. I had intimated iny suspicions that she, 
hsircoba and Moongajee, hud made a rascally use of your name; and, in reference to these 
suspicions, you have, in the course of our correspondence, made use of the subjoined 
expressions : Persons of tried integrity." “ Parties whose honour and integrity have 

been proved throughout a long period of service." You have encouraged the most base- 
less charges against persons w hose integrity has never been impeached, * * while 

you discredit imputations of knavery which have been substantiated,” &c. 

18. In paragraph 9, you assure me “ thar nothing was further from your desire than to 
stop fair inquiry, or that I should frighten my informants into silence/ I find it diffmult, 
nay, impossible, to reconcile your conduct throughout this business with the sentiment 
above expressed, Jn your letter of the 18th .September, you thus wrote: — “A friend 
would have spurned them with disgust, at least I should have done so had 1 been acting as 
you profess to have acted towaids me, and had the indignation been shown as w^ell as felt, 
the false constructions of words, and far-fetched, unwarranted and infamous conclusions 
drawn therefrom could never have been hazaided." What other meaning can be attached 
to this than that I should have indignantly told them not to couple your name with aught 
dishonourable? If 1 had clone so, I should, as 1 previously observed, have effectually 
prevented them from again broaching the subject before me ; but should I have satisfied 
them of your innocence ? Assuredly not ; I should only have confirmed their belief that 
you had been improperly influenced by appearing to believe it myself, the only inference 
they cquld have drawn from my summarily stopping their mouths. If you were anxious 
for inquiry I wliy^the warmth you have from the first displayed, and why did you ado||t the 
step of all otbe)^ most calculated to defeat inquiry; 4:ry at once submitting to two of the 
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pai*ties my confidential letter, with its accompaniments, thus putting them on 
their guard at the first stage in the proceedings, and by apprizing them of the nature of the 
evidence lik(dy to be adduced against them, enabling them to lake steps for baffling my 
infpnries ? Why so indignantly assert their innocence before you had even taken steps to 
inquire into the particular allegations against them ? Why take the suspected parties at 
once into your counsels, and along with them the relative of the individual to whom the 
memoranauni belonged, with whom you might be well assured he would he in close com- 
munication ? 

19. You now say you would not have had me sU>p the mouths of rny informants; what 
would you have had me do with the information acquired from them ? Would you have 
had me keep it within my own councils, communicate it to no one, and thus take no steps 
to clear your reputation from wliat I believed to be gross and base calumiries, no steps to 
vindicate the puiitv of Eugiish administration, that had been falsely maligned through the 
calumnies of which you were the victim? Would you have had me pursue such a course 
as this ? If you would, then would you liave wished me to adojjt a plan which would 
have been unjust to you and unjust to Government, and a plan which would have destroyed 
your usefulness, if, as your sheiistecifer has been industriously engaged in asserting;, you 
sliould be my successor in this office ; and if you would not have hud me adopt tliis course, 
what course, in the name of candour, would you have had me pursue? Did 1 not display 
the utmost delicacy iu leaving you u> lake the initiative in the investigation, and thus putting 
it in your power to give it such a direction as wais best calculated to keep the woman (uit of 
promimmt view, her conviction being comparatively unimportant ? 

20. You aikluce ** the length of this correspondence as a proof of your anxiety to have 
a searching inquiry into the conduct of the suspected parties. I regard it only as a proof of 
your zeal as an advocate iu behalf of those parties, and of your determination to leave no 
stone unturned for bringing them through uncon vie ted ; and f am ready, on this point, to 
abide, by the arbitration of any honest and im])artial man, be he lawyer or layman. 

21. You conijilain, in para. 9, that I have all along recognised assertions baaed 
on false jiremises, and that when the errors on which the superstructure was built weie 
urged upon me, I did not take the trouble of inquiring from peofile ol‘ a respectable class of 
society in order to correct them, and thus put myself in a position in wiiicl) 1 would have 
been ui)le to put the liludlers out of com t.** 

22. 'fhis complaint evinces a singular luisajiprehension on your part of the circumstances 
of our correspondence. My object was, in the first instance, to apprizr; you of certain 
suspicions, and to put you on the track of those whom 1 suspected. All niy subsequent 
communications were either categorical replies to questions put by yourself, comfdiances 
with your demands for information, or vindications of myself from the very unfair imputa- 
tions in which, bom the first, you indulged. I wuis not sitting in judgment on Doolum, 
Lareoba and Meongajee. I souglit to bring these individuals to trial; but they have not 
been subjected to me. And the strange [dienomenon has been presentea of the individual 
apnartmliy most interested iu their being subjected to trial actually making an ex parte 
defence in tht ir behalf. 

23. That 1 myself am designed to be the victim of a conspiracy, in consequence of the 
part taken by me in this matter, is rendered more than probable by tlie revelations that 
have been made to me of the proceedings of your sheristedar during his notable visit to 
Baroda. But I do not apprehend that even his ingenuity will be able to make it appear 
that the discovery of the memorandum was the result of, or a stage in, any conspiracy having 
you or me Ibr its objects. What possible object could influence any one at Baroda to 
conspire against an obscure purvoe at Broach, a purvoe at Surat, and a prostitute at 
Ahiuedabad, or even against yourself ? For I am not awnire that you incuried the enmiiy 
of Baba Nafra, Shumboorain, or any of Baba Nafra’s fiiends, secret or avowed. 

24. And this brings me to your luth para., in which you put e itain queries 
regarding the ciicumstanees attendant on the discovery of tln^ memorandum. To these 
I proceed to give you clear and explicit answers, merely premising that they are unneces- 
sary, as Baba Nafra never attempted to deny the authenticity of that document, 

2ft. On the 24th July, I sent to his Highness tlie Guickowar to request that the pvivate 
papers of Baba Nafra might immediately be seized. In reply, 1 was informed that the 
cotwal (Shumboorain) had been directed to do > 0 , and I expected to have had them in the 
course of the afternoon. They did not, however, come; and next (}ay, getting impatient 
at the delay, I scut my native agent to the Durbar to ascertain its cause. His Highne.s.s 
expressed to the minister his astonishment that my requisitioji had not been complied with, 
and the minister in his turn expressed his surprise that the tjfficer to whom the seizure had 
been confided had not acquitted himself of the duty. Govindrow, tlie Durbar vukeel, was 
directed to inquire immediately into tlie matter, and my native agent accompaniei! him to 
Baba Nafra’s house for that purpose. On reaching it, they found the Baba and the officer 
silting together in the midst of the Baba’s papers, several bundles of whicli had been put 
aside in a manner that indicated that it was intended to seeicte or destroy them, besides 
many loose papers. All that were found were then tied up in a sheet, and sealed up m tlu^ 
presence of tlie Baba Goviud Row Shumbooram, the native agent, and others wlio had 
followed tliem to the house. '1 hus sealed, they were brought to the residency, 'i'he exa- 
mination of the j>apers by the goomashtas, &c. was commeuced on the 2(5ih July, extended 
over nine days (the tnemorand urn was found on the sixth day), that by the puncliayct of 
bankers fived^yB, At the termination of each day’s inspection, the booml and papers were 
sealed and deposited in’ the treasury /tinder tlie residency guard. 
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26. I cannot say whether the paper in question had or had not been seen by any one 
until the moment before it was shown to me on my attention bein^ excited by the uttering,*' 
&c, of the people assembled ; but I decidedly incline to the belief that it was not OjDened 
in the Baba’s house stibsequentiy to the intimation he doubtless had received of the intended 
search, because, if it had, there is little doubt so important a document would have fol- 
lowed the fate of the other papers which he had found time to secrete or destroy. The 
bundle of papers in whicli it was found had the appearance of not having been opened for 
a long time before it was untied at the residency. It was one of those whicli had been 
set aside for concealment, when my native agent’s fortunate arrival on the spot prevented 
that purpose being earned into effect. 

27. With regard to paras. 13, 14, and 15 of your letter, I have only to say, that in 
pleading a re-investigation of V’enack Moreshvvur Fudkey’s case, I did not introduce your 
name, nor have J made use of your name in any matter connected with that individual. 

1 have, &:c. 

(signed) J , Outraaiy Resident. 


S. 

ISir, Bnroda, 13 October 1850. 

I HAVE at last obtained from the Durbar the examinations ot Baba Nafra relating to the 
Larcoba item, which were taken on the 13th, 20th and 2r)th August, and his final examina- 
tion on the 10th instant, copies of which are herewith forwarded. 

The three fcunier were brought to me a few days ago, their production having been 
deferred so long, because it was expected by the Durbar that Baba Nafra would ultimately 
confess, and they being unaware of the importance of tlie Baba’s admission regarding the 
100 rupees paid to Larcoba, not liaving been informed of the defence set up by the latter 
relating thereto. 

Wlien they were brought to me in the first instance, I suggested that the man sliould be 
examined in the presence of or by your sheristedar, the latter however declined the propo- 
sition to that effect made by bis Highness, I then sent to request that his final examination 
should be taken, which was accordingly done on the loth instant. 

As I had all along supposed. Baba Nafra does his best to conceal the real nature of the 
transaction, but as it happened that his first examination was taken before he could compare 
notes with Larcoba Co., his explanation regarding the lOO rupees is directly opposed to 
that given by Larcoba. He therein declares, that 100 rupees were paid to Larcoba on 
account of some English petitions sent to Government.” Larcoba writes on the 12th 
August, I know nothing about the sums of money in Baba Nafra’s memorandum, nor 
has a single rupee readied me directly or indirectly.” * * In fact I have nothing to do 

with the firm or its affairs, neither had I any personal acquaintance with Baba Nafra or any 
other goomashca in the employ of tiiat house.” Afterwards, Larcoba adopted the explanation, 
wliich you liad suggested as probable in your letter, dated 23d August, and pleaded that 
** he Jiad allowed his nephew to copy some papers for Anna (the Baba’s son), for which he 
was paid,” and that “ he had not mentioned this in iiis first explanation, as lie did not 
suppose it had any connexion with the sum of 3,100 rupees lie was to account for.” 

Now, Larcoba’s assertion that he knew nothing about the sum of money in Baba Nafra’s 
memorandum, and that nut a single rupee readied him directly or indirectly, and moreover, 
that he had nothing to do with the firm or its affairs, is somewhat at variance with Baba 
Nafra’s assertion, that he had paid him (Larcoba) 100 rupees for writing petitions on behalf 
of the firm, even had the money only been paid tlirougli him (Larcoba) for his nephew. 

1 he fraudulent nature ot the chopra accounts, shown by the circumstances noted in my 
letter, dated 16th ultimo, and in the memorandum which accompanied that of the 15th 
August last, relating to the expenditure of the 24,000 rupees (thereby showing the outlay 
to have been incurred in a transaction which it is an object to conceal), is confirmed by Baba 
Nafra’ji own admissions, reserved as he is. 

Thus he admits that tlie name “ Vishnoo Narraen ” of the chopras is fictitious, and he 
admits that the memorandum was prepared for his own understanding,” although he, of 
course, declares that the eliopras, not the memorandum, arc to be depended on for the true 
representation of the transaction, winch you will recollect is directly opposed to the decision 
of the sowcars on the subject. Moreover his explanation of the mode m which the balance 
of 18,000 rupees arose, is very lame and su-^picious, to say the least of it. 

I have, &c. 

W. C. Andrews, Esq. (signed) Oulram^ 


(Postscript.) 

Sir, Baroda, 16 October 1860. 

The abose letter was draft on Sunday last for the purpose of despatching with copies 
of Baba Nafra’s examinations, but was deferred till next day, for the purpose of being 
copied. On Sunday night I received your letter of the 12th Instant, which suggested th« 
propriety of myself questioning Baba Nafra, lest he might hereafter deny the correctness 
of his examination before his Highness. On this account, I deferred despatching my letter, 
and on Monday had the Baba brought before me. The questions I then put to him, and 
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his replies, are now appended, which you will observe, clearly prove Larcoba to have received 
the 100 rupees himself for himself alone, and that he alone copied papers for the firm, and 
not JMancoba. 

Moreover, the absurdity of his (Baba Nafra's) attempt to account for the 18,000 rupees, 
as being his own money, the accumulation of the surplus of various marriages, is apparent. 
For what so wear, carrying on business, would thus hoard up cash locked up in a box, for 
many years, instead of putting it out at interest? 

1 have, &.C. 

(signed) J* Out mm. Resident. 


T. 

Sir, Surat, 12 October 1860. 

I HAVE the honour to acknowledge the receipt of your letter of the 30th ultimo, enclosing 
•the original yadee of accounts first forwarded with your letter of the 15th August last. 

2. 1 am obliged to you for your compliance with my request, and hope you will excuse 
me for not returning it to you at present, or until the charges against Larcoba and myself, 
by implication, be finally disposed of, because it is of too important a nature to me to be 
entrusted at present out of iriy possession. 

3. My reason for asking for it a second time was to compare it with a copy 1 had taken 
of it by a Mahratta carcoou in the IJclalut, but which I liad forgotten to have authenticated 
by others ; and I thought it necessary, at the same time, to make a more particular examina- 
tion of the erasures, additions and alterations in the figures of several items, which I had 
seen before, but had not particularly considered in connexion with the depositions of the 
parties whose opinions you had taken thereon. 

4. The result of this has been, that I am satisfied that not only was a grossly false copy 
of this paper, though autlienticated as true, sent to me with your first note, there being ten 
♦erasuies, additions or alterations in the original, whereas not one was shown in that copy; 
but on a comparison of the depositions with the items in question, 1 was convinced that the 
copy which had been kept in your office, and shown to the deponents as correct, was also 
false, and that consequently their opinions must be equally erroneous. 

5. It is impossible that these false copies could both have been otherwise than prepared 
by your native agent orcarcoons intentionally to deceive, and that they could not both have 
been the result of carelessness; and being so convinced of this, 1 am not willing that this 
paper, which is the foundation ol the charges against Larcoba and myself, should be again 
put into the hands of your native agent, lest it should be tampered with. I fear that his 
three years* imprisonment with hard labour in tlie Kaira gaol, has not had any permanently 
good effect in improving his moral character. 

0, Mr. Forbes, the Assistant Judge, an excellent Marathee scholar, has most kindly 
superintended the copying of the original paper in duplicate, and has most carefully exa- 
mined and marked the alterations made in the several figures of the original. One of those 
copies I now forward to you, in lieu temporarily of the original, and the correctness of the 
duplicate copies has been further authenticated, after comparison by the dufter^ar of the 
Collector’s establishment, the mamlutdar of the Chorasee purgunnah, and the Chitnes, all 
Maratta scholars, which must be sufficient to satisfy you of the correctness of the enclosed. 

7. I also enclose a paper, containing copies of questions founded on the original yadee 
and the explanatory depositions you sent me, and of the answers given thereto by the same 
respectable officers of the Collector’s department, to whom the original yadee, and the ex- 
tracts from the chopras you sent me, were shown when the questions were put into their 
bands. They satisfied themselves fully respecting them ; and having compared the original 
yadee with the copy which I had had taken at first, the latter was given to them, for the 
purpose of preparing tlieir answers during their leisure hours ; and when they brought their 
answers to me, they again compared them with the original yadee, which was in my keying, 
and then signed them in rny presence, and delivered them to me on the 9th instant. These 
circumstances will account for my delay in replying to your letter under acknowledgmeid. 

8. On the receipt of your letter of the 21st ultimo, containing the passage, you are of 
course at perfect liberty to form any opinion you choose as to the account received by Lar- 
coba, &c., ’ I was induced to make a reference to Mancoba, as to his alleged employment 
by Nuna, Baba Nafm’s son; 1 enclose copy of mv letter, and Mancoba’s reply in original, 
which latter I beg you will return. Mancoba calls Larcoba his brother, but they are first 
cousins, being brothers’ children. I, in a former letter, inadvertently called Mancoba Lar- 
coba’s nephew. 

i). I confidently trust, that after a careful consideration of the true copy of the yadee, 
and of the observations contained in the papers with which you are now furnished, you will 
be led to hesitate to believe in the truth of the conclusions volunteered to you bv designing 
parties; and as you profess to have been actuated throughout this inquiry by a friendly 
regard to my character, you will, I am sure, rejoice in finding that their scandalous insinua- 
tions have proved utterly groundless. 

I have, kc. 

Lieut.-cplonel J. Outram, c.b, (signed) W. C\ Andrews, 

Resident, Baroda. 
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IJ. 

Sir, Baroda, 16 October 1850, 

1 HAVE the honour to acknowledt’e your letter of* the 12th instant, intimating the receipt 
of the original yadec of accounts, which had been once before forwarded to you with my 
letter of the 15th August last, but which you, a second time, applied for on the 27tn 
September. 

2. In a])})lyinn for that document, you backed up your application by the volunteered 
promise that it should be returned immediately, underlining the word as I have done. 
Your application reached me on the 29th ultimo, was complied with on the aoth, and on 
the 12th instant, after retaining the document in your possession for at least ten days, you 
intimate vonr intention not lo return it at all till tlie subject of our correspondence has been 
disposed of. 

a. It will devolve on higher personages than either ol‘ us, when judging of the figure 
respectively cut by us throughout this correspondence, to pronounce on the validity or 
cogency of the reasons you assign I’or this extraordinary procedure, and to determine how 
far, in adopting it, and in assigning your reasons for its adoption, you have comported 
youi si If with judicial bearing, good taste, and gentlemanly usage. Tliese are matters on 
wdiicli I pretend not lo pass an opinion, and though it appears to me that a “ true copy*’ 
authenticated in tlie manner of tliat forwarded to me, would have answered every legitimate 
purpose yon can have in view, just as wallas the original, and would moreover have afforded 
{id{*quale pjotection against the original being tampered with, 1 do not objr ct to > our 
relaining the latter ; but at the same time 1 must remind you, that by retaining it, you 
effectually prevent my taking the stojis I deem desirable with a vi(?W' to establish the. identity 
of the document as last sent to you, with the document as submitted to the various parties 
previously consulted regarding it. And as it appears from your letter that you mean to 
change om(‘ or mon* members of my t stahlishment with having altered the document, I do 
not exactly see tlie good taste or judicial propriety of the arrangements. 

4. iVuisjdering the tone you have adopted towards me, and the general aspeet of your pro- 
ceedings in lefereiice to the subject of our correspondence, it is not my duty to set you right 
in respect of matters of fact which have been already over and over explained to you, but 
still I am uuw'iiliug that you should, in your communications to Government, be betrayed by 
inadvcrteiicti into inaccurate statements or untenable arguments. I therefore beg to inform 
you, that it was the original yadee,not a copy of ii, which was submitted to the goomaslitas 
when the document turned up ; that it was the original also which was examined by the 
goomashtas when they gave their depositions on the 27tli, *28th and 20th August, and it was 
the niiginul yadee on w hich the coiumiltee of Baroda hankers pronounecd their judgment 
on thf* 5th August. It w^as on a careful examination of the original that both tliese bodies 
of intelligtnt and experienced men expressed themselves salisfietl that the document referred 
to illicit transactions. 

5. And now, as to the incomplete ccqiy authenticated liy me as correct, I have already 
informed you, on more than one occasion, that when, after tlie discovery of the memorandum, 
I became apprized o( the opinions liere entertained to the prejudice of your probity, and re- 
specting your connexion with Dooluii, Larcoba and Moongajee, 1 deemed it due to you, as 
my private friend, and as a public off cer, and not Jess due to the honour of the British name, 
and the dignity of the British Gov('rnmeiit, both of which are so deeply and so sadly coni- 
pioniised liy the jaevaleut belief in the efficacy of khutput, to adopt .^ome decided mode 
of practically demonstrating my [icrh ct confidence that you wouki sift tlie matter to the 
boltom, and punish those through whose agency your name had come to be lightly men- 
tioned. With this viewy as yon have been lepcatedly told, 1 ordered a copy of the memo- 
randum to he made for you, with an explanatory note by Sumbhoorain, both documents 
being intended for enclosure in a short letter t<; be f>eniied atid despatched in the presence 
of the goomashtas who had witnessed tlie discovery of the documeat, and w ho had given 
me then interpretation of the nature of the transaction to which it referred. 

(». Two co})ies were simultaneously made lyv different ( arcoous, one f)f these was [iluced 
before me for signature. I have already explained to you the moral oliject 1 luid in view in 
aciiug promptly on this occasion, and in my haste to ilespatcli my letter, and in the press of 
other business, I did not stop to compare the alleged copy with the original, a precaution 
rar(dy adopted in any public office in signing copies ofTiative papers prepared or examined 
by oflii iai servants, even where tlie signature is appended under circumstances of greater 
leisure. 

7. Assuming, as a mattci of course, the copy submitted by me to be correct, I signed it, 
retaining in tlie office the otlier eojiy, winch proves to be an aecurate fac simile of the original. 
The latter (the original) 1 sent to the Durbar to have tlie bandwriting traced, an object 
which WHS successfully attained. 

8. Of the oversight I committed in my zeal for your reputation, and for that of (jovern- 
luent, you are welcome to make any use to which you think it can be turned; but in any 
argumei/ts you may be pleased to found on it, and on any narrative into the structure of 
vvhicli >ou may weave it, 1 have to recpiest that, in common candotir, you will give promi- 
nence to the fact tliat Shumbooram, in his yadee which 1 forwarded along w ith the supposed 
true copy of the memorandum, alluded to one, and the most inijiortunt, of the erasures in the 
original d( cument, tlnil of tlie terms “ Sobagwuntee Baee;” if you give the prominence to 
this fact which itdeseives, }ou will practically exonernte tlie parties whom you suspect of 
the guilt attributed to them, of having purposely substituted an iinperkct, and therefore a 
spurious, document ibr a genuine one. For to suppose that they would attempt to foist on 

you 
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you as correct a document which another paper whose contents were known to them (for it 
was read aloud) proved to be defective, would be to suppose tlu3m devoid of common sense, 
to an extent utterly incompatible with the artfulness and other phases of depraved ingemiity 
which you have been pleased to attribute to them ; and on their assumed possession of which 
many of the irrelevant arguments with which you have unnecessarily given lengti) am) bulk 
to our correspondence have been based; and, by drawing, as in common honesty you 
must, attention to the fact that Sumbhooram, in ])reparing his yadee on the original 
document, did not allude to all the erasures it contained, you will enable those to whom 
this correspondence must be referred, to judge of the logical force of the arguments 
founded on the depositions of the goomashtas by which you arrived at the conclusion 
that it was a copy, and a false copy, of the memorajidum that was submitted to them 
for examination; and when they learn not only that that conclusion was in itself 
erroneous, but that the copy in my olBce is an accurate copy of the original document, it 
may possibly occui* to our masters tliat yon have displayed more of the keen advocate than 
of the dispassionate judge, in so hastily assuming that it was impossible my native agent or 
my (‘arcooiis could liave otherwise than have sought intentionally to deceive. And though 
it has not occurred to you, it may possibly occur to the final arbitrators in this matter, that 
there could have been no objec^t for (fetcpiion. They will bear in mind, what you have with 
strange persistence all along forgotten, that I was not engaged in judicially investig ating the 
guilt of Doolun, Larcoba and Moougajee, tliat I was only indicating to you certain suspi- 
cions which 1 entertained, and the individuals in whom these suspicions vested. They will 
bear in mind that in forwarding to you the alleged true copy of the memorarulum, one great 
object I had in view, and one which I communicated to those around me, was to lead to a 
judicial investigation being instituted for the vindication of your character, and the punish- 
ment of those through whom it had been maligned; and as in a judicial investigation, 
original documents, not copies, would he called tor, it will occur to our common masters 
that had not any native agent an<l any carcoons been the veriest dolts, they would never 
have dreamt of pe^rpetraling an imposture, certain to he detected when the judicial inves- 
tigation took place, even could they have hoped that the discrepancy betwee% Sumbhoo- 
ram*s yadee and the copy would escape your notice, and an imposture the detection of 
which could not fail to cover them with shame and to lead to their dismissal ; and as the 
very erasures in the original document, whicii were omitted in the copy, were by the goo- 
mashtas deemed confirmatory of the opinion that the memorandum referred to discreditable 
transactions, it will, I doubt not, appear to higher autliority, that not only must the inutility 
and punishment of such a deception as yon imply havr? been obvious to those you charge 
with pnictisiiig it, but that its tendency, if it had a tendency at all, would be rather in favour 
of the suspected parties than otherwise : but why dwell longeron this point, after having 
show'll you that your assumptions arc. in utter antagonism to the facts of the cases. Two 
erroneous copies were not made, and it was the original, not a ctipy, on which the hankers 
and the goomaslitas founded their opinions. 

9 . I am much obliged to you for the conclusive evidence of Larcoba^s disingenuousness 
furnished me by the letter of Maiicoba. I did not, however, require it ; he had already 
proved himself unworthy of credence, having first solemnly denied that a single rupee had 
reached him from Hurry Bluigtee's house, directly or indirectly, anti then admitted that 100 
rupees had passed through his hands to Mancoba, every piece of which Mancoba declares 
to have been retained by Larcoba, but every piece of which Baba Nafra himself declares to 
have been paid to Larcoba on his own account, as a remuneration for the pro[)aration of 
certain petitions, which he (Larcoba) had been selected to write, precisely because he was a 
Government servant, and therefore able to understand the subject better. 

10. Your 9 th para. I have read many times over, in vain attempts to comprehend it ; but 
I confess it is utterly unintelligible, except on the supposition that you wish deliberately 
to insult me, by again accusing rne of countenancing charges, or entertaining suspicions 
against you. 

1 1. Either 1 must have signally failed in my attempts to write plain English, or you must 
have as grievously failed to comprehend plain English, if you have yet to learn that I 
never for a moment “ believed'^ in the truth of the conclusions volunteered to me by de- 
signing parties, or by any parties whatever: I disbelieved — utterly and entirely disbelieved 
and repudiated — the conclusions regarding your diameter for integrity, which I with pain 
discovered were adopted by the people around me ; and it was precisely because I dis- 
believed and repudiated them that I sought to enable you to demonstrate their fnUity, and 
thus not only set your own character in its true light, but at the same time deal a heavy 
blow to the prevalent belief in the efficacy of khutput. 

12 . Which of us makes the more creditable figure in our voluminous correspondence, and 
whether your proceedings and those of your councillors and employ^ have been of a nature 
to strengthen or weaken the belief in the efficacy of khutput, are questions which it shall 
be my endeavour to have submitted to the decisions, not only of Government but of the 
Court of Directors, for the dignity and interests of the latter { conceive to be deeply con- 
cerne<l in the recent history 01 my office. 

13 . I have to thank you for the information cominnuicated regarding the early career of 
my native agent, for so important do I deem it, that I shall lose no time in communicating 
the same to Government ; for, had it been known before to me, I should not have failed to 
make the Honourable Board aware of the fafet, notwithstanding that since his imprisonment 
Soornjram had served 15 years in the capacity of a vukeel in the Audalut, notwithstanding 
that Major Lang had thaught him worthy of being made manager of the Edar State, and 
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notwithstanding the high certificates he has from Captain Wallace, Mr. Spens, Mr. Betting- 
ton, and others. On receipt of your letter I sent for the native agent, and asked him why he 
had never mentioned to me the fact of his imprisonment. His reply was, that he fancied I 
was as well aware of it as Major Lansj and Captain Wallace, who, believing him to have been 
the victim of a conspiracy, did not allow a sentence passed on him 36 years ago to weigh 
against the intellectual and moral qualifications for winch they gave hini credit. 

14. Prior to the date of your letter, you must have been in receipt of my communication,^ 
dated and despatched on the 8th instant, requesting information ‘‘ with as little delay as 
possible” regarding the movement of your sheristedar ; and I cannot hut regret that you 
should not have thought that letter worthy of an immediate acknowledgment. 

I return the letter for Mancoba. 

I have, &c. 

W. C. Andrews, Esq, (signed) «/. Outram. 

— Since the above was written, I have obtained your tardy reply, which will receive- 
due notice. 



Sir, Surat, 23 October 1850. 

In acknowledging the receipt of your letter of the 16th instant, which reached me on the 
19th, I deem it necessary to make some observations on the arguments advanced by you 
therein, evidently with the view of demonstrating that the reasons assigned by me in my 
letter of the 12th idem were too inadequate, and too far from truth, to justify my retaining 
possession of the original memorandum of account*, in direct opposition to the promise 
with which I had backed up tny application for it. 

2. In the first place, then, when I promised that the document in question should be 
returned to you immediately, I fully intended doing so, and had not the least intention of 
retaining m>ssession of it ; and in order to show this clearly, J must repeat the circumstances 
which compelled me to apply for it. When it came to me first, I directed a writer in this 
Adalut lo make an exact copy of it for me, which he did ; but before returning the original 
to you, I did not take the ])recaution of getting the copy compared by another writer. On 
comparing with this copy the depositions of the goomastas, which were subse‘quentiy 
furnished to me, Fdiscovored that the erasures noticed by them did not exactly coincide 
with it. 1, therefore, thought it necessary to refer to the original to get this copy corrected, 
as it was difficult to f)resnme at once that all the goomastas could liave fallen into the same 
errors, consequently I had no hesitation in backing up my application with an intimation 
tliat the paper should be returned to you immediately ; and I never dreamt oi' the necessity 
of retaining possession of it until after I hud discovered that the copy made by my writer 
was correct, and found cause to conclude that the copy kept in your office must be false. 
1 thought it was immaterial to you wliether the original was in your possession or mine, 
otherwise I should have been more explicit in iny letter, in which I informed you of my 
resolution of keeping it with me. Hud it been a private matter, I should have certainly 
considered myself bound, as a man of honour, to have returned the paper, under any cir- 
cumstances, since, on applying for it, J had intimated to you that it should be returned 
immediately. But this was a pulilie affair, and for public interests am I obliged to act as 
matters turn up ; Ibr, considering the circumstances of this case, 1 think I have as much (If 
not a greater) right to keep it in my possession as you liave. I retain possession of it to 
secure justice, and you could require it for no other object ; consequently, there could be no 
culpable breach of a voluntary promise in acting as I have found it necessary to do. In 
retaining possession of it. [ have no farther object than to see tliis document, which is the 
basis of our misunderstanding, and which has been .so unfortCinately misinterpreted to you, 
reach the higher authorities in its original state, in order that they may be able to judge 
how far you liave been misled by designing parties ; and I should not have been constrained 
to adopt such a course, had I not been perfectly satisfied, after the receipt of the document, 
as w'ell us of fhe information brought to me by iNurbheyram, of the wane of candour on the 
part of your establishmcni. 

3. In para. 3, you observe that a true copy” authenticated in the manner of that 
forwarded to you, would have afforded adequate protection against the original being 
tampered with. But I did not think it could, otlierwise I .should not have acted as I did; 
for, as mentioned by you in para. 4, you have submitted the paper to so many people, 
that such a true copy could not have weighed against tlie evident uniformity observable iii 
the ( iToneous opinions they all gave to you with regard to the erasures. 

4. 'I'he conclusion drawn by them all evidently was, that it being necessary to alter the 
figures of the total in more than one place from 24,000 to 21,000, in Older to meet the 
reduction of 3,000 rupees, the erasures were fraudulently made, to evade the attention of 
others. Another of their gratuitous assumptions was, that the entry of Sobagwuutee Baee 
and Larcoba was originally one and the same. On examining the original document, how- 
ever, I was perfectly satisfied that neither of these was a fact. The figure of 24,000 was no- 
where to be seen, and the evident interpolations observable at the first cursory glances, 
proved that the one entry was converted into the other; and that there could, consequently,, 
be not even as near a connexion between the Sobagwuntee (whoever she might have been) 
and Larcoba, as there is between any two of the heavenly bodies* For your satisfaction^ 
however, I deemed it necessary to submit the paper to respectable Maharatta scholars, and 
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obtain their opinions thereon. This occasioned the delay (as explained in my letter of the 
12th instant) of 10 days, complained of by you in para. 2, and the 9th para, of that letter 
would have been sufficiently intelligible to you, bad you but calmly considered their 
answers, Xvith the true copy of the memorandum of accounts, with Mr. Forbes' explanatory 
notes thereon. 

5. I cannot exactly understand what you mean by saying that in adopting the course I 
have done, I have etfectually prevented your taking the steps of establishing the identity 
of the document last sent to me with the document submitted to the various parties pre- 
viously consulted." For, as stated by you in para. 4, you are confident that it was the 
original yadee that was submitted to them on all occasions. 

(). With regard to para. 4, 1 shall merely observe that the copies of the depositions authen- 
ticated by yon distinctly prove that it was the cojiy, and not the original yadee tliat 
was submitted to the goomastas, wlien these depositions were taken on the 27th, 28th and 
2I)th of August. And as I Imve not beet) lurnished with a copy of the judgment pronounced 
by the committee of Baroda bankers on thq 5th August, I have not the means of knowing 
how carefully they examined the original yadee submitted to tliem on that occasion; but as 
to how tar the original was eaiefuily examined by every one of the goomastas personally 
when the document turned up, and ho#far tho misinterpretations originated with them, it is 
not necessary for me to comment on here, as the depositions of the parties will best expose 
that to the higher authorities. 

7. ‘With regard to paras. 5 and <>, I beg to assure you that nothing was further from my 
mind tlian to blame you for the incorrectness of the copy of the original memorandum of 
accounts fiist furnished to me ; I was fully aware that it was the duty of your native agent 
to superintend such work properly. 

8. With reference to para- 7, and the concluding part of para. 8, I assure you tliat the 
copy retained in your office (since it proves to be an accurate fac-simile of the original) 
must exactly correspond with the copy I forwarded to you authenticated by Mr, Forbes, 
but I know not how to reconcile with it the comments made on the erasures by the 
goomastas in their depositions, unless that I should take sm h grave discrepancif#as addi- 
tional proofs of the whole aftair being tlie r esult of a stiulied conspiracy. 

9. In para. 8, you endeavour to prove that as one of the most important of the erasures 
in the original yadee had been alluded to by Sumbhooram in his inemoiauduui, the parties 
suspected of having substituted an imperfect copy are practically eiMWierated from the 
guilt attributed to them, and that in furnishing me with an imperfect copy there could have 
been no object of attempting any deception wdiich could not possibly succeed, as the 
detection of such an imposture could not fail to cover the guilty parties with shaau?, and 
lead to their dismissal," With reference to this 1 shall merely observe that the imperfect 
allusion to the erasure made by Sumbhooram was not sufficient, as you suppose, for lie 
merely mentioned tliat there was a line drawn over Sobagvvuntec's name, without mentioiiing 
that tiie figure (3) of3,lu0 rupees was likewise erased ; such imperfect allusion eould have 
been made with no other motive llian that of deceiving me into the belief tliat ‘‘ Sobagwun- 
lee Baee" and Larcoba were connected together in the original, as in <me and the same entrv, 
a conclusion supported by the false assertion made therein by Sumbhoram that the disburse- 
ments, as shown in the niemorandum of accounts, were proved to be correct by the accr>unt 
books of the firm. The fact is tliat in its original state, without erasures, the memorandum 
is not at all supported by the account-books in respect to the sums as represented by Sum- 
bhooram. And when it is borne in mind that th<i copy kept in your office, and the comments 
passed on it by the goomastas, could not l>oth be conect at one and the same time, our 
masters will, I trust, be able to judge rightly as to how far 1 have displayed more ol the keen 
advocate than of the dispassionate judge in assuming iliat two false eo|)ies had been made, 
nud 7} ice versa. You observe that as “ the very erasures in the original document, which 
were omitted in the copv, were by the goomastas deemed confirmatory of the opinion that 
the memorandum referred to discreditable transactions, it will, 1 doubt not, appear to biglicr 
authority that not only must the inutility and jiunishuient of sucli a deception as you imply 
have been obvious to those you charge with practising it, but that its teiidimcy, if it had a 
tendency at all, would be rather in favour o/‘ tlie suspected parties than otherwise." With 
respect to this 1 Iiave to remavk that it is not so much in the omission of erasures as in the 
imperfect and false rejuesentations of them, that the attempt to deceive was practised in botli 
the instances. And as for the fear of ultimate detection and consequent punishment being 
sufficient to deter tlie parties concerned from attempting such u fraud, I now merely remark 
that if this were a fact, your native agent should never have had to pass some part of his 
early life in gaol, and much less should he have ventured to assure you that the copy first 
forwarded to me was correct, a r’oint which, as lie must have been fully aware, could be 
detected within five or six days. 

10. With reference to para. 9, suffice it for me to remark that Larcoba’s denial in the 
first instance had reference to the accusation of his having received (3,100) rupees in 
connexion with one Dooluu. It is a point for the higher authority to decide how far Maii- 
coba's evidence falsifies Larcoba's statement, and how far Baba IVafra's statement supports 
the original charge, or proves Larcoba to be guilty of severely punishable misconduct for 
having received the sum of 100 rupees as admitted by himself. 

11. With reference to the 31th and 3 3th paras. I have to remark that it is neither 
your nor my assertions that can decide the question ; the higher authorities will be guided 
by the papers connected with the Case. When they see how far the original memorandum 
is susceptible of the constructions pu4 upon it: wlien thev observe what imperfect means 
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were furnUhed to me to sift the matter to tlie bottom, and what consistency marks the 
whole of the proceedings ; when tliey contrast the studied misinterpretations oi the Baroda 
people with the opinions passed by a committee of respectable and impartial native officers 
in the Government service on the same document in Surat; and, above all, thoy perceive 
how anxious I have been to turn the iiujuiry into a right direction, and how determined you 
appear to have been nt>t to weigii and consider facts suggested for the exposure of the 
falsity and grouudlessntiss of the opinions you had hastily, and perhaps inconsiderately, 
once adopted, — they will surely be able to judge how fiir you, as repudiator of the suspieioris 
entertained agidnsl my character, “ sought to enable me to demonstrate their Iklsity your 
vague insinuations against iny proeeetllngs in this case, &c., can be exposed only when 
I have an opportunity of knowing at what you aim. But 1 can assure you that it was not 
at all necessary to hold out to me, as it were, a threat to have the case ultimately submitted 
to the Honourable the Court of Directors. U is guilty conscience alone that can be awed 
down by such tli rents ; biit, confident in the justice of my cause, 1 have uo objection to your 
laying the case before any higher authority you pfifefer. 

12 " Witli regard to the last paragraph but one of your letter under reply, I need only 
observe that nothing short of a nderence to the Kai^ia records can satisfy any authority as 
to how far a thief' legally convicted by a British ju<(||[e, sentenced to three years' impiison- 
ment with hard lab(jur, could have been the victim of a conspiracy ; and as for the man's 
moral cjnalificatioiis, for which you say Major Lang and other gentlemen gave iiirn 
credit. 1 mast confess I have had no good sainple of them in his fearless yet utterly false 
assertions communicated to me in para. 7 of your letter, dated 3 1st August, in direct 
opposition to my own statement, based on personal knowledge, and winch in para, 10 of 
your l(*tter of the 21st September, you have styled “ a grave" liudt in a person occupying 
his position. 

3 a. I have to aeknovvlt'dge the receipt of your letter of tJie l;Uli instant, forwarding copy 
of Baba Nafra’s explanations, with whicli I am well satisfied, as he confirms the opinions 
found here of the original item of 3,100 rupees, charged to the Sobagwuntee Baec, having 
no coni^j^xion wdth the item of' 100 rupees charged to Larcoba ; and 1 deem it of no moment 
whetherlhc latter item was given to Larcoba or Mancoba, as it was paid for a legitimate 
purpose ; and, on a reference to the papers themselves on your records or in Bombay, it can 
be satisfactorily proved by whom they were copied. 

^ I have, &.C. 

Lieut.-coloiiel X Outrarn, c. n. (signed) C. Andrews, 

Resident, Baroda. Late Acting Resident at Baroda. 


A A. 

Delivered by Nurbheram Sheristedar, on the 28th September 1850. 

My dear Outrain, Surat, 21 September 1850. 

I have received yours of the 10th instanf, and its enclosures. Li your letter of the 
31st ultimo, you said that “ they " (the deponents) “ were supported " (in what they had 
stated regarding Moongajee's riding with me in my carriage) “ by Sumbhooram who, being 
an offierr of the Durbar accustomed to come frequently to tJie residency, See/' In the first 
place, I beg to inform you that during my residence at Baroda, Sumbhooram was not in 
the habit of coining to the residency, he may have been once or twice in the office, but 
never to my recolh^ction visited or had any interview with me; the only person I commu- 
nicated with was the vukeel Govindrow. In his deposition, 1 see that Sumbhooram denies 
having said more to you on the subject than repeating what others had said, and denies for 
himself all knowledge of the alleged fact. It is a pity that you did not take his first state- 
ment in writing, as it is disgusting to be made the victim of lies, and not to be able to bring 
their author to account for them. 

The extracts from the accounts you sent me are not all which 1 require ; and a« I cannot 
<>).Uain the accounts for personal inspection, and it is impossible, without a full examination 
of those which bear on the items referred to in the memorandum you first sent me, satisfac- 
torily to clear up the doubts you have thrown on them, and the suspicions I entertain 
regarding them, I send wiih this the sheristedar of my court, Nurbheyram Kussondaes, to 
examine them, according to instructions I have given him, in presence of a committee of 
Sirdars and other principal officers of tlie Durbar, and to make extracts from them (accord- 
ing to those instructions), wliich should be authenticated by tlui committee. As a matter of 
simple justice to niysclf and others, I request that you will obtain from his Highness the 
permission and assistance necessary to the speedy execution and furlherance of Nurbhey- 
raiu's commission. 

Yours, &c. 

(signed) IF. C. Andrews. 

N. B. — Immediately after perusing this letter I sent for the native agent, and ordered him 
to furnish tlie sheristedar wdth a note to the Durbar vukeel, of which the following’ is a 
translation; at the same time directing the native agent to accompany the sheristedar to the 
city, to afford every assistance that might be required of him. 
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Translate of a Lettor from Soorujrain Gungaram, Native Agent, to Govind Rovv Roreya, 
his Higlmess’s Wukeel, dated 28 September 1850. 

I Aii directed by Colonel Outram to write you privately, and introduce you to the 
bearer, Mr. Andrews' sheristedar, from Surat, by name Nurbheyram Kissondass, and to 
request that you will allow him to examine the chopras of the fitm of Hurree Bhugtee, and 
that established in the name of Baba Nafra’s son, as also those of BabaNafra’s private firm, 
as many as he pleases, before a committee of respectable and influential persons, who should 
be requested to attach their signatures to any extracts which he may make, after comparing 
them with the chopras. 


n B. 

Sir, Baroda, 5 October 18^0, 

I HAVE the honour to inform you, that your sheristedar called on me the day before 
yesterday to take his leave, and to obtain my signature to the extracts which he had taken 
from various chopras, which, on the ^urance of iny native agent that they were correct 
extracts taken in liis |>resence, 1 endoirod to that eflhct. 

Your sheristedar admitted that all the items w^hich I had transmitted to you had been 
correctly extracted, and tfat all had been furnished by me which directly related to the 
Larcoba case. On my asking him why in tiiat case he had thought it necessary to make 
sucli copious extracts from several chopras which liad no direct reference to that particular 
case, he replied, that they might be useful, therefore he had taken them. 

Having previously learnt that your sheristedar had declined to assemble a punchayet of 
Sirdars, or to examine Baba Nafra in presence of the Durbar, I questioned him on the 
subject, when he admitted that he had not thought it necessary to do either. 

On my questioning him as to whether he had received every assistance in HIkS inquiries 
from the Durbar and from my native agent, and whether he had been allowed free access 
to all the chopras he demanded, he stated tliat every assistance had been given tc^liini, and 
that every chopra required had been shown to him. 

I have now called on the Durbar to take Baba Nafra’s final examination, and furnish me 
with a copy thereof, together with that of his former statements, alluded to in my last. 
When received, a copy will be furnished to you. 

1 have, kc. 

(signed) J\ Outram, 


cc. 

Sir, 8 Octob|r 1850. 

Foil reasons hereafter to be shown, I request you will communicate to me the purport of 
the instructions under whicli you deputed your sheristedar to Baroda. 

Also, that you will do me the favour to take the sheristedar's deposition on oath, and 
send it to me, with as little delay as possible, on the following points : — 

First. The date and hour of his departure from Surat, and of his arrival at Baroda, speci- 
fying the places where he stopped on the road, and the time he delayed at each place. 

Secondly. The same information with respect to his departure from Baroda, and arrival 
at Surat, and regarding the intermediate stoppages. 

And I request you will be so good as to furnish me copy of his report to you of his pro- 
ceedings while at Baroda, or, should he have made no formal report, the substance of his 
communications, or the information he may have furnished to you. 

I have, &c. 

W. C. Andrews, Esq. ‘ (signed) J, Outram. 


DD. 


Sir, 3 0 October 1850. 

I SHALL esteem it a great favour if you will have the goodness to obtain for me, with the 
least possible delay, a statement from Meer Jaffer Alie, of the number of his horsemen 
despatched to Baroda, and the dates on w hich they were despatched, between the 1st August 
and 1st October. The information is sought for public purposes, for the interests of 
Government, and the furtherance of justice. 


W. C. Andrews, Esq. 


I have, &c. 

(signed) J, Outram. 


Surat, 15 October 1850. 

1 HAVE the lionour to acknowdedge the receipt of your letters of the 5th and 8th instant, 
and, as requested in the latter, forward a copy of Nurbheyram's report to me of his nro- 
ceedinffs at Baroda.'^ ^ r 1 

reference to the former of these letters, I beg to observe that you must have 
misunder^ot^ Nurbheyram, regarding his admission ** that all the items had been furnished 
by you directW related to the Earcoba case.*' If they had been, why should J have 

despatched him to Baroda, fcr the putpose of foaking extracts? And he has brought aivay 
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with him many that I had not seen, especially extracts from tl)e Khata, for several years of 

Sobhagwuntee Bace Sahib,** which are the most essential of all. 

3. You will observe froni his report, how Nurbheyram was frustrated in carrying into 
effect my instructions to have a committee to examine and authenticate his extracts, and 
how he was disappointed when the sowcars at last refused lo comply with his Highness’s 
order to do so, an act of disobedience to their despotic sovereign unheard of, I should think, 
in the annals of Baroda, and would never have been ventured on if it had not been fully 
understood that the order was not sincere. 

4. Nurhlieyram also gives his reasons for having declined to see Baba Nafra when asked 
by the Durbar if he wished to do so. To examine Baba Nafra did not form part of my 
instructions, nor does he appear to have been directly invited by you to do so. 

5. By whomsoever you were informed that Nurbheyram voluntarily declined to assemble 

a punchayet, lie has, by Nurbheyram*s account, been guilty of a gross falsehood; and 
1 cannot believe that Nurbheyram would w'illingly h^ve neglected to obey one of my positive 
instructions, particularly as he could not have liad any motive for his disobedience, and the 
assembling of a committee did not rest willi him at all. It appears most strange, also, 
that the books should liave been examined in lluiiee Bhugtee’s shoj>, instead of in the 
Durbar. ^ 

(). In short, from his own report, you will observe the degree and nature of the assistance 
Nurbheyram received fiom the Durbar and your native agent. 

7. It is obvious, from your letter of the 6th, as well as other letters, that Baba Nafra had 
already made some statements regarding the items found in the yadee of accounts. Is it 
possible, then, that np to the present moment, you liave not received the smallest intimation 
of their purport /foin the Durbar ? If you have, I think you were bound in honour and 
candour to have communicated it to me, whether it was satisfactory to you or not, and 
surt'ered me to form my own judgment thereon. 

8. Referring again to your second letter under l ejily, 1 have to inform you, that Nurbheyram, 
on the third day after ins return on Monday last, was seized with fever, and I have not seen 
him since^ but if I could do so, I should not feel myself justified in any way in taking his 
deposition on oath on the points you require, without knowing the reasons for which you 
require it, and the use to be made of it. This is a step which may be consistent, perhaps, 
with your notions of political expediency, but is quite at variance with my notions of 
justice; but 1 ca#^ssure you, at the same time, that he has nothing to conceal regarding 
the progress of his journeys to or from Baroda. 

I have, &:c. 

Lieut.-colonel J. Outram, c.n., (signed) W, C. Andrews, 

Resident at Baroda. 


F F. 

Sir, Baroda, 20 October 1850. 

Yuuit letter of the 15il) October reached me on the 10th, just as I liad despatched my 
packet containing Baba Nafra’s examination. 

2, Any further information you may recpiire, documentary or otherwise, shall be trans- 
mitted to you on intimation of your wishes to that effect; but 1 positively decline to be any 
longer insulted under cover of a now profitless discussion, characterised on your part by 
u n vva n an ta b le d iscourtesy . 

3. I shall now% without unnecessary delay, draw np a statemt nt of the circumstances out 
of wliich it arose, as well as those which liave attended its progress, and I shall req^uest 
the decision of Government as to which of us has in this disagreealde business best acquitted 
himself of his duties as a gentleman, and as a public sm-vant charged with ])romoting the 
interests of justice, and with vindicating within his owm sphere of action the dignity of the 
British Government. 

1. To their decision shall it be referred whether 1 was justified in asking for the depo- 
sition on oath of your sheristedar, and whether you were justified not only in refusing 
it, but in making your refusal tlie vehicle for a deliberate insult. To them shall it be 
referted, whether you or I have evinced the greater teiulene.y to sacrifice justice to expe- 
diency, and they may perhaps contrast to your disadvantage the unquestioning readiness 
with widely I obtained for you depositions on oath from my native agent and Sumbhooram 
regarding their proceedings, with the virtuous indignation displayed by yon when informa- 
tion was requested by me regarding the movements of a man, the recital of whose proceedings 
while here will, I doubt not, startle as well as grieve them, 

5. A copy of my communication to Government shall of course be forwarded to you. 

0. Although, for the reasons above slated, ] shall not tenter into any discussion on the 
merits of your siieristedar’s report, my sentina*nts on which shall he communicated to 
Government, there are certain allegations in it which demand explanation, and oblige me to 
put further queries to you ; these you will reply to or not as you please, but I deem it my 
duty formally to demand them, on the double ground that, under the circumstances of the 
case, 1 have a personal right to such answers, and that the interests of truth require that, 
before I prepare ray report to Government, I be provided with them. 

7, You state that your slieristcdur “has brought away with him many (extmets) that I 
had not seen, especially extracts from tlie khata for several years of ^ Sobagwuntee 
Baee Sahib’ which aie the most essential of uli;” having reference to my assertion, that 
your sheristedar had admitted before me that all ‘'«.he items had been furnished by me 

which 



FROM THE OFFICE OF RESIDENT AT BARODA. 


^73 


which directly related to the Larcoba case/' I therefore require of you to specif every 
item extracted by your sheristedar not furnished by me, which relates directly to the Larcoba 
case. I do not care about his extracts of items credited or debited to Sobagwuntee Baee 
Sahib." But if he has any item clearly relating to a banker’s wife, in which the word 
Sahib" is omitted after “Sobagwuntee Baee," 1 shall thank you to communicate it to me. 
And if he has succeeded in finding any item in which the nani^ of a banker’s wife, or any 
term designating a banker’s w ife, is mixed up with that of a male of a difl’erent caste, and 
necessarily unconnected either hy marriage or consanguinity ; such items also I shall feel 
obliged by your communicating to me, 

8. Your sheristedar also states “ as from first to last the committee did not sit, nor sign 

the extracts, lest some new obstacle might be raised, I sent my man after Soorujram’s 
garry, and having learnt that he was sitting near Bhow Tambeker, as also the goomashtas 
ofriurree Bhugtee and Sumbhoorain, I prepared to start for the residency, when I was 
further iniormea that Soorujiam was at the shop of Hurree Bhugtee, where he was in deep 
consultation ” # * ‘^1 had heard at Baroda, that, in taking the extracts, everything had 

become known, therefore they were concocting matters to bring blame on the Sahib and 
myself." 

9. I call upon your sheristedar to (tate how, when and where he lieard this, and from 
whom he received this information; your sheristedar further states, that in the name of 
Sobagwuntee Baee Salnb was debited 100 rupees in the item of 3,100 rupees; this I saw 
written in the rozmail of Purshotum Runchore "; and as he at t!ie same time declares that 
the ehopras are correctly drawn up according to sowcarree custom, I therefore require him 
to inform rne where lie found any corresponding credit for these 3,100 rupees recorded. 

Again intimating that while I sliall be ready to furnish you with any information and 
explanations, &c. you may require, I decline entering into any further controversial 

' Il)avc,&c. 

(signed) J, Ouiram. 

P, S, — 1 enclose a note for Meer Jaffer Allie, and cannot but express my suiprise that 
under the circumstances of the case you should have deemed it your duty to transmit the 
letter in a manner tliat seemed to imply you expected an answer to that person’s queries. 

(signed) «/. Outranu 


G G. 

Sir, Surat, 25 October 1850, 

In acknowledging the receipt of your letter of the 20th instant, I must confess tliat I am 
as much if not more disgusted with llie unprofitably extended controversial correspondence 
betwixt us as you can iiave been, and it was no less owing to this than to indis]>osition and 
press of official business that latterly I have been so tardy in replying to your letters, and I 
cannot but express my satisfaction at your determination of declining “ to enter into any 
further controversial discussion." 

2. As, liowever, before the receipt of your letter under reply, an answer to your letter of 
the 16th was drafted, 1 have despatched it, but agreeably to your wishes, I save myself the 
trouble of answering one or two of your long letters, which have as yet not been noticed by 
me for want of leisure. 

3. Until I have an opportunity of perusing copy of your statement to Government, I 
know not what further informations and explanations I may require from vou. But the 
case itself is so simple and self-evident, that had it not been made unnecessarily intricate by 
the unfortunately protracted discussions between us, the higher authorities would have 
been saved much trouble, and what share each of us has had in rendering it as it is, it is 
for Government to decide. Divested of reciprocal complaints of insult " and unwarrantable 
discourtesy, &c. &c., the clearness of the main point at issue will, I think, scarcely make 
it necessary for me to require any furtiier information or explanation from you, and while on 
the one hand I rejoice at your submitting the case to Government, as at once putting a stop 
to such a grievous discussion, I am extremely sorry on the other hand that unnecessary 
trouble should be caused to that authority in arbitrating a case in itself so utterly groundless- 
1 fear that our discussion of it to such u length wdll reflect no great credit on either of us, 
but 1 trust that Government will excuse me when they see liow I have been unavoidably 
driven to it, 

4. W hat you mean by the proceedings of my sheristedar startling and grieving (hwern- 
nient," I cannot understand, until I know^ of wdiat be is accused. Is it his having examined 
the ehopras for me, and brought to me such extracts as would enable me to demonstrate ihe 
irrelevancy of the discrepancies in the account books pointed out to you by your advisers as 
proof of the whole matter referring to illicit transactions ? What is meant by such a vague 
charge, or what else I have yet to learn ? I am not at all surprised that he should have 
become obnoxious to all parties concerned in this case. As an illustration of his proceedings 
1 may mention to you that the corresponding extracts from the ledger books of Narryenrow 
Runchore and Samul Bhugteedass, brought to me by Nurbheyram, distinctly prove that 
the following statement in paragraph 6th of your letter of the I6tli September is utterly 
erroneous. 

And the item of 12,000 rupees attempted to be accounted for by a similar sum credited 
to Narrayen Runchore in the ‘ avirv’ of Samuldass Bhugtee is proved to have no reference 
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to the item enibodied in the 18»f)00 rnpees^, as it is not credited in the accounts of Hurree 
Bbugtee for Sumvut 1903,’' because tliey (the extracts) show, that not only is this sum of 
12,<K)0 rupees, but all other sums similarly debited in Narrayen Runchore’s account 
throughout the year are credited in Samul Bhusrtee’s and not Hurree Bhugtee's account 
l)Ook8. 'J'be iniperfect extracts tlmt had been first furnished to me from the avra” had 
not made tliis point so clear, and surely your native agent does not either understand 
accounts, or else be wilfully keeps you in ignorance. 

6. When Government give due consideration to the circumstances under which we 
required from one another depositions of subordinates on oath, I doubt not but they will 
justify my having deemed myself unauthorized to take Nurbheyram’s deposition on the 
points and in the manner you required. 

a. As you Jiavc copies of the extracts brought by Niirbheyram, as well as translations 
if not copies of the extracts furnished to me by yon direct, you can easily find out what 
new extracts have been brought by him. Those for which 1 had written to you were 
required from the ledger books, instead of* which, with tlie exception of Vishnoo Nurrayen's 
account, all the other extracts furnished were from avra” or monthly cash-books ; but 
Nurbheyram brought extracts from the ledger hooks. 

7. As fVu* your observation regarding the infiS'lgfntial connexion attempted to be 
established between “ Sobbagwuntee Baee’’ and Larcoba, from the contiguity of the two 
names I beg to refer you to para. 4, of my letter of the 23d instant, and once for all 
beseech you, tor your own sake, to consider well the answers Nos. 2, 3, 13, See, of the 
committee 1 had assembled here (copies <»f which were furnished to you with my letter of 
the 12th idem), and to compare them with Mr, Forbes’ notes on the copy of the original 
rough menibrandum of private accounts. Should this not convince you of the errors into 
wliich you have been led, I ;uu not to be blamed for not having taken the mentis of 
proving to you the justicti of my convictions so far as it lay in my power, in my present 
situation. 

8. For ti»e explanation you recniire from my sheristedar, I beg to forward herewith a 

copy of hifi statement. j have kc 

(signed) W, C. Amhews^ 

Licut.-colonel J. Outram, c.b., Late Acting Resident, Barorla, 

Resident, Baroda. 


H n. 

Sir, Baroda, 2 November 1850. 

The copy of your shoristedar’s report of his proceedings at Baroda having been submitted 
to the Durbar for such notice as his Highness might deem it deserving of, 1 received a yad 
in reply, dated 24tli ultimo, copy of which is appended, in which his HighnCvSs objected to 
certain allegations contained therein, as contrary to truth, and requiring explanation. As 
in the meantime 1 had, under date the 20th October, requested you to obtain such expla- 
nation from the slieristedar, I awaited your reply ; your letter, dated 25th October, furnished 
me with Nurblieyrain’s statement, which having been forwarded to his Highness, elicited a 
second yad, dated 31st ultimo, w hich also, witli its accompaniment, is enclosed. 

From this document you will observe tliat the slieristedar has misrepresented facts; and 
you will further perceive that cautaiii circumstances which he professes to have had com- 
municated to liim, are e(|ually devoid of truth ; his Highness consequently demands that tl»e 
person be brought forward w ho thus falsely imposed on your sheristedar, in order that the 
matter tnay be subjected to the decision of a legitimate tribunal. 

I need not point out to you, that should your sheristedar persist in asserting that lie really 
was informed, as he alleges, and still decline to give the name of his informant, but one 
conclusion can be drawn. 

I have, &c. 

W. C. Andrews, Esq., Judge, Surat. (signed) ./. Outram, Resident. 


J J. 

Sir, Surat, 7 November 1850. 

I HAVE the honour to acknowledge the receipt of your letter of the 2d instant, with its 
accompaniments, and beg that in reply to the demands tor explanations made by his 
Highness tlie Guicowar in the accompaniments to your letter, the purport of the accompany- 
v,No. 9E. ing Mahratee yadee may be communicated to the Durbar.”*^ 

2. Nurbheraiii, 1 beg to add, declines to commit a breach of confidence by giving up the 
name of his informant, and I have no power, even if I wished, to compel him to do so. 
You are of course at perfect liberty to draw what conclusions you think proper from his 
refusal. 

3. I do not veiw well understand why you sboukl have considered yourself necessitated 
to forward to the Durbar copies of Nurbheram’s reports to me. 

I have, &c, 

(signed) fV, C. Andrem, 

Late Acting Resident, Baroda. 


Lieut.-eolonel J. Outram, c.ij,, 
Resident at Baroda. 
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K K. 

Sir, Baroda, 22 November IBOO. 

With reference to the Maruthee yadee which accoin pained your letter of the 0th instant, 
and which in accordance with your desire I communicated to the Durbar tm the irith, I have 
the honour to transmit copy of a yad from his Highness tlie Guicowar, received yesterday, 
us requested therein to do. 

You will observe that his Highness is by no means satisfied with the explanation of your 
slieristedar’s misrepresentations contained in your yadee, and still expects more explicit, 
information from you. 

I have, &c. 

W. C. Andrews, Esrp (signed) J. Outrenn^ Resident. 


LL. 

Sir, Surat, 7 December 

1 RECEIVED your letter of the 22d,|iiltimo, with its enclosure, some days ago, but could not 
answer it imniexl lately, in consequence of Nurbhey ram’s absence, who has not yet returned 
from Bombay. 

1 h(jwever think it not only unnecessary, but also unbecoming to cany on a discussion 
with the Durbar on such points ; and 1 therefore beg you will do me Ihti favour to com- 
municate the same to his Highness, witli an assurance from me, that 1 never doubted his 
sincerity and good-will towards me. 

Should his Highness be not satisfied with ibis, you can adopt wliatever steps you may 
deem necessary, just and fit, in the matter, communicating the same lunvever to me, if 
YOU see no objection. 

As it is a very long time since you expressed your intention to me of submitting the case 
to Government, I think you must have done so ere this, and therefore anxiousl\#‘await a copy 
of your letter to that authority, with which you promised to lurnlsh me in one or two of 
your letters, dated in October last. 

1 have, &c. 

(signed) W, C. Andrews^ 

Ideiit. -colonel J. Outram, c. b., Late Acting Resident, Baroda. 

Resident at Baroda. 


(True copies.) 

(signed) M. Battye, Assistant Resident. 
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5 . 

Appendices (A.) lo (V.) accompanying Lieutenant-colonel Outram’s 

Report. 


Appendix (A.) 

(Original Yad* — not printed.) 


Appendix (B) 

Extract Bombav Secret Consultations, 20 November 1851. 

(No. 907 A.) to the Jury. " Ansivers from the Jury. 

1, To notice all the erasures and correc- 1. We have examined the yadee therein 
tions, stating particularly what the original on the creditor side. 

figures were, and what they have been 1st. The first sum total of 23,650 is altered 
altered to, and whether they can discover in to 21,000. 

any of the totals the figures 24,000. 2d. The third item of 4,000 embodied in 

the above sun), is alttu'ed to 1,000. 

3d. Of the third item of 3,10f» embodied 
in this latter sum, that of 100 is retained, 
while 3,000 rupees are reduced by erasing 
the preceding figure 3. 

4th. The sum total of the three items including the above is 
altered from 4,000 to 1,000. 

5tb. The last sum total on the creditor side, is altered from 
23,650, to 21,000. 

In this manner there are erasures in five places. 

On the Debit side. 

Of the second item of 3,100, tlie latter figures of 100 are re- 
tained, and 3,000 are reduced by erasing the preceding fii^ure 3. 

The last item of house expenses, which was 2,050, is increased 
by 350, and altered to 2,400. 

The sum total, which was originally 23,650, is altered to 21,000. 

In this manner there arc erasures in three places. 

The figure of 24,000 rupees is nowhere to be seen on creditor 
and debtor sides in the original, or among the erasures and 
alterations, 

2. To give their opinion as to whether 2. The sentence regarding Larcoba did 

Sobhagywuntce Bayee's and Larcoba’s was not form a part of the itetii of 3,100 rupees, 
originally one and the same entry, or whether originally debited to Soubhagy wuntec Hayce, 
Bayee’s entry of 3,100 rupees has tiot been because the letters “ .Soubhagywuntee Bayee 
subsequently converted into Larcoba ’s entry Yanche Nuwey Meetee WVdya 8^' (Soub- 
of’ 100, and to state distinctly the grounds of hagyvvuntec Bayee, Dr., date 8 of the last 
their opinion, and the occasion when they half of tlie month) are in the same hand- 
think this alteration was made. writing, and written at one time ; of wdiich 

tlie letters from “Soubhagywuntee” to 
“ Kawey ” are drawn tlirough by a line, 
w'hile the letters Meetee Wudya 8 ” (the dale) are retained of 
this old item, and afterwards subjoined by the letters “ Kapant 
Annagheoon gela Larcoba budul” (Anna took to cantonment on 
account of or for Larcoba), which being somewhat f-maller than 
t])e preceding letters, and most of which being introduced with- 
out a line, for want of space, and which being written with 
different ink and jH*n, appear different from the original entry ; 
con.sequcntly it appears that as the entry dedhted to Soubhagy- 
wuntee Bayee w^as to be entirely taken out, and that of 100 on 
account of Larcoba was to be introduced, the alteration was 
subsequently made in this manner, by retaining the figure of 100 
from the original entry of 3,100. Thus it appears that as iha 
entry debited to “ Bayee” was taken out from tlie debit side, 
3,000 rupees out of the suras credited on the same (lute were 
reduced from the Cr. side, and 100 rupees were debited on 
account -of Larcoba, and a sum of 350 rupees having been 
squeezed in at the end of the Cr. side, under the head 
“ Keeta'’ (ditto), tlie total of 23,650 w'as reduced to 21,000 ; it 
further appears, that at the same time that the sum of 350 
rupees w'as introduced iut<i the Cr. side, the entry of 3,100 

rupees 


* See Translation, 
p. J41. 
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rupees debited to Soubhngywuntee Bayee was i-ubstituled by 
one of 100 for Larcoba, for if fiuch was not the case, the sum 
total on the Cr. side should have been increased fo 24 , 000 , 
which figures however were not introduced, and the sum of 
23,060 is at once altered to 21 , 000 . This is adjusted by putting- 
in 18,600 as the sum total of all the entries on the Dr. side, 
with the exception of that of house expenses, which latter is 
altered to 2 , 400 , in consequence of the increase of 350 on the 
Cr. side alluded to above, and llius the last sum total of the 
Dr. side was, as a matter of course, altered from 23,650 to 
21,000 ; in this manner, in order to introduce the entries of 350 
and 100 on the Cr. and Dr. sides respectively, as well as to 
omit the entry of 3,100 debited to Bayee, the various eiasures 
and alterations appear to have been made in all the places 
simultaneously. 

3 . To state their opinion with regard to 3 . As out of the money transactions noted 
the reasons of each erasure and alteration. in this memorandum there might liave arisen 

some objection in Soubhagywuntee Bayee's 
receiving the amount debited to her, this 
item was altogether omitted from it. The 
reasons of the other alterations will be per- 
ceived from the above answer. 

4 . To compare this yadee with attested 4 . On comparing this memorandum with 

extracts from the chopras, and state whether, the extracts from the account-books, it does 
because there are erasures and corrections in not appear that any fraud was practised in 
more than one place in this rough yadee (from the tornior, beeaujse the total sum of 21,000 
which the accounts have been entered in the lupecs, of which the details are given in the 
chopras), do they find any reason to suspect memorandum, is credited in one lump in the 
that there was any fraud of concealment acconnt'books, and tlio entry of 18,000 ru- 
attempted in this. pees to Narayen Rao Runcliore, as well as 

the sum debited to Sonar (goldsmitli) are 
found debited to these parties respectively, 
while that debited on account of Larcoba is 
debited to Hurec Bhugtee. In comparing these entries, no other 
difference is obseivahle between the memoramluia and the ac- 
count-books but discrepancies in dates. Besides these, there is 
a separate sum of 100 rupees debited to “ Bayee” in the ac- 
count-books. This sum is debited to her account, where it ig 
distinctly specified as received in part of 3,100 lupees. From 
this it appears that even in erasing and omitting the item of 
3,100 rupees debited to Soubhagywuntee Bayee, no fraud could 
have been intended. 

6. Because in tlic erased entry in the 6. On account of the affix ** Saheb ” in 
rough yadee the term Soubhagywuntee the item in the account-books, which is not 
Bayee ” is merely used, while in the chopras mentioned after the words** Soubhagywuntee 
there is an entry debited to ** Bayee Saheb,” Bayee” in the rough memorandum, it cannot 
does this difference of the affix ** Saheb ” be inferred that the two persons must be 
indicate tliat the parties alluded to must be different ; for, as stated in the preceding 
different, or if they both refer to the same answer, the entry in the account-books dis- 
person, to state the grounds of their opinion? tincily states the item to be a part of 3,100 

rupees. As for the difference in the omis- 
sion of the affix ** Saheb,” then, it is to be 
accounted for in this manner, that when a 
household person writes, he merely says ** Soubhagywuntee 
Bayee,” wtnle a goomashta or a carcoon (in writing the same ac- 
count) affixes the title, and writes ** Bayee Saheb,” and such 
appears to have been tlie case with this memorandum and the 
account-books. In illustration of this may be observed the 
fact, that for the sum of 100 rupees debited on account of Lar- 
cobu, the entry in the memorandnm is worded Anna Kapant 
glieoon gela,” in the singular or familiar style in reference to 
“ Anna,” while in the same item in the account-books is written 
** Uustey Anna Saheb ” (paid tlirongh Anna Saheb). This prin- 
ciple is equally applicable in explaining the difference between 
** Bayee ” and ** Bayee Saheb.” 

6. When the corrections in the rough 6. Unless satisfactory proof is obtained to 
yadee are borne out by the chopras, are the demonstrate that a sum just equal to the 
erasures and alterations in the rough memo- reduction from the account of the rough me- 
randum to be considered false or made with morandum has been absorbed in some other 
fraudulent motives ? items of ex pend iture, there appears no ground 

to assume that the alterations made in the 
rough memorandum are false; and as tlie 

Z 
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7. In Marathee accounts, is the term 
Soubhagywuntee Bayee ’’ ever used for a 
kept woman, or would the addition of tlie 
affix Sahel) distinguish the wife of a re- 
spectable living husband from a concubine? 


8. Why are rough notes and memoran- 
rand unis drawn up before entering any money 
transactions into regular account books as 
accounts ; and which are more worthy of 
credit, the former or the latter ? 


9. If the debit entries are corroborated by 
the accounts of the parties, is there any 
reason to doubt the payments, merely be- 
cause the party to whom credit is given is 
unknown, or because the sum is credited 
under a fictitious name ? 


10. If, in order to conceal certain pay- 
ments of bribes, fictitious accounts were en- 
tered, and false credit given, would it not 
be necessary, in adjusting the accounts for 
the year, to close up the account of the fic- 
titious party ; or, in other words, should 
there be no debit entries in that account at 
all, and if there are no debit entries equal to 
the sum credited, can it be said that the 
party to whom credit is given must be ficti- 
tious, merely because it is not known ? 

n. Supposing that false accounts were 
written, and money credited to a person 
from whom it was not received, and debited 
to fictitious persons to conceal the real re- 
cipients; and if afterwards corresponding 
reductions are made on both the Cr. and 
the Dr. sides from the total sum, is the 
reduction not a proof that the actual pay- 
ment was less by so much, or what else was 
to be inferred from the erasures and altera- 
tions made to effect the aforesaid reduction ? 

12. Would payments of bribes be debited 
(in the accounts of the giver) to any parti- 
cular party as debtor ? 

13. What woman do you think was, pro- 
bably, meant by the terms ** Soubhagy- 
wuntee Bayee/' to which patty the sum of 
3,100 rupees was originally debited, and 
what might be the probable cause of the 

reduction 


Cr. and Dr. entries in the extracts from the 
account books correspond with this memo- 
randum, and are subjoined by the pages of the 
ledger-book, there is no ground to assume 
that the alterations in the rough memoran- 
dum were made fraudulently. 

7. In addressing or writing, the terms 

Soubhagywuntee Bayee are applicable to 

a married woman whose husband is living ; a 
household person writes merely Soubhagy- 
wuntee Bayee,’* while a goomastha or a car- 
coon writes Soubhagywuntee Bayee Saheb,” 
but it is not customary to designate a kept 
woman Soubhagywuntee.” 

8. While 'any money transactions are not 
finally settled, should they be entered in the 
account books (in this imperfect slate), no 
correction can be made therein afterwards by 
erasing any item, consequently u rough me- 
nioraiidum is first drawn up, in which, if 
necessary, alteratifms are made by erasuies; 
and after it has been corrected, the items are 
transferred to the account-books as finally 
confirmed, and the latter are therefore worthy 
of credit. According to the custom of keep- 
ing accounts, the rough memorandum is not 
worthy of greater credit than the account- 
books themselves, because it is from these 
(the latter) that the bankers’ accounts are 
adjusted and reckoned as true. 

9. Should the items debited to different 
parties be found in tiieir accounts respec- 
tively, there is no ground to suppose the 
payments suspicious, merely because the 
sum (out of which these payments are stated 
to have been made) is credited by a ficti- 
tious name ; for among the bankers in this 
country, it is customary to credit even their 
private family funds under fictitious names 
in different trades. 

10. Under the circumstances nientioued 
in the query, it is imperatively necessary to 
adjust the account of the party appearing 
Cr. ; and should there be no debit entries 
to his account, merely the fact of the mo- 
ney being credited under a fictitious name, 
does not furnish any ground to conclude that 
originally the transactions were falsely en- 
tered to conceal payments of bribes. 


11. If so, the actual disbursements were 
less bjr so much at the time, and nothing 
else can be inferred from it. 


12. Such an item cannot be debited to the 
pany ; for when it is made Di*., it follows 
that repayment is expected from it. 

13. When great men or bankers give any 
money on any account to their motliers or 
other elderly women in the fitmily, or to their 
own wiyes, in debiting the sum the name of 
the woman is not specified, consequentiy 
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reduction of 3,000 rupees from both sides of 
the account, as well as of the addition of 350 
rupees to the Cr. side 1 


(signed) W. C. Andrews^ 

Late Acting Resident of 
Baroda. 

Surat, 4 October 1850, 


this item appears to refer to some woman of 
the family. The reduction of 3,000 rupees 
from both sides of the account, and the sub- 
sequent addition of 350 on the Cr. side, 
appear to be owing to some alterations in the 
original arrangements regarding the receipt 
and disbursement of this money transaction, 
which seems to have been settled down to 
rupees 21,000 ; and as the payment of 3,100 
could not, probably, be accommodated for 
within this amount, the item might, pro- 
bably, have been dispensed with, as being a 
private one, 

(signed) Jeybkoy Hureebhoy, 
Veenayek Ounesh, 
Sudamio GopalL 

9 October 1850. 


Appendix (C.) 


(Original Yad^ — not printed.) 


See Translati 
p. 141. 


Appendix (D.) 


Translation of a Memorandum that accompanied Colonel Outram'^ Letter 
of the 16th August 1650. 

On the subject of a yadee relating to a bribe of 21,000 rupees found in Baba s dufters, 
during the course of the investigation of the case of Joeeteebayee s son, the following 
question is proposed to sowkars : 

Motee Heerachund, of Attur Soomba, obtained a sum of 15,000 rupees from the firm 
known as Girdhur Samul, through Lalbhaee Gulalwala for the purpose of paying it (on 
behalf of Baba Nafdya) as a bribe to Soorujram, the native agent of the residency. It 
appears tliat Baba caused this amount to be debited in the chopras of that firm, advanced 
as a loan by Baba to Motee Heerachund, on condition of one month’s time at an interest 
of eight annas (per cent, per mensem). From this it appears, that Baba is in the habit of 
doing such things. Therefore, after inspecting Lalbhaee Gulalwala’s chopras, state whether 
or not Baba can, if so inclined, credit the amount of 21,000 rupees in question to the 
account of Vishnoo Narayen, and having paid the money as a bribe, account for it by 
debiting it to Narayen Runchore and others ? 

Gopalrao Myral answers as follows : 

^‘The deposition of Lalbhaee Gulals son, Nuthoobhaee, taken before the Sircar is read to 
me; and having inspected the entry of the item of 15,000 rupees in the chopras (of 
Lalbhaee Gulal) shown to me, I am of opinion that Baba woukl debit payments of bribes 
in the name of other parties (under false pretexts), such as bearing interest, &c. instead of 
debiting them in the name of the real recipients ; therefore such is Baba s practice.^’ 

Moteelal Samuldass, Damodur Kessno, Chooiieelal Lalloobhae, and Hureevulubdass 
Ruttonjee give the same answer as above. 

Dated 15 August 1850. 

Before me, this 15th August 1850, 

(signea) J. Outram^ Resident. 


Appendix (E.) 


Accompaniment of Colonel Outram's Letter, dated 13th and 16th October 1850. 


Substance of Baba Nafdya'*8"i!xaminutiott Baroda Durbar, on tlie 6th 

Shrawunshood (13 August 1850). 

I. On being questioned, he states that the yadee of 21,000 rupees is written by Tatyaba 
Oorpadkur, On being questioned with regard to a Goczerattee version of an extract from a 
despatch of the (Honourable) Court, dated 27 May 1860, bearing upon the subject of Joeeta 
Shetanee’s case, Baba denies all knowledge of it, and declares that the paper was not 
m bis dufters. . 
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On being questioned, he states, that Poorshotum is Baba's younger son. and Rundioie 
is the name of the deity at Dakore, and in the name of Poorshotum Runchore the business 
of the firm is managed, according to Btfba's advice, by that son and two goomashtas who 
are under him. 

On being questioned, he states that Narayen Rao is Baba's eldest son, and Runchore is 
the name of the deity, and in the name of Narayen Row Rnnchore, the business of the firm 
is managed by Baba personally ; the Guicowar Government has a share in this firm. 

On being questioned with regard to the erased item, and Larcoba, 8tc., Baba declares, 
that the'Soubhagywuntee Bayee " is his own wife, who had (first) required a sum of 
3,100 rupees, but as she did not want it afterwards, she did not draw the amount ; conse- 
quently the figure of the item debited to her, as well as her name, were erased, while the 
figure of 100 was retained for the entry of the sum paid to Larcoba. Anna is Baba's son, 
and Larcoba was Government servant in the residency office, and as the latter resided in 
the cantonments, the former went there to pay him the money. 

On being questioned as to why, instead of writing a separate sum of 100 rupees against 
the date of tne entry regarding Larcoba, the figure of 100 from the item of 3,100 >va» 
retained, Baba says that this yadee was merely to assist his own memory, and was pre- 
pared for his own understanding, that he might recollect the different suras in general. 

On being questioned whether there were any other sums debited to “ Bayee Saheb/' 
Baba states, that she has an account current of the sums received and paid by her. 

On being questioned if he has paid any more money to Larcoba, Baba says he does not 
recollect if he has done so. 

With regard to the reason of paying 100 rupees to Larcoba, Baba says that lie paid him 
for preparing translations of some petitions in English, which were forwarded to the Bombay 
Government in the cases of the disputes witli Gungadhur Shastree and Bhasker Row VeetuI, 
as well as for making copies, &c. of English ))apers. 

II. On (he 7th Shrawiin Shood (14 August 1850), Wednesday, wnth regard to Vislmoo 
Narayen, Baba declares that it is the nanm of the deity, and in that name he has credited 
his private funds, bearing interest in the account books of the firm of Poorshotum Run- 
chore, of which he himself is the proprietor. 

On being questioned as to the writer of a memorandum of 20,000 rupees, dated in 
Sumbut 19(il, found in his dufter, Baba denies all knowledge of it, and asserts that lie 
never saw it in his dufters, and that he got nobody to write it for him. He had not absolute 
management of the firm during the lifetime of his master. 

III. On the 14th October, Baba is examined by Colonel Outi-am, before whom he admits 
his above statement as correct. 

On being told that for a sum of 100 rupees a good deal of work must be performed, 
and asked how much Larcoba wrote that so many rupees were given to him, Baba states 
that it does not depend upon the quantity of work, but it lias reference to the emergency 
of the case, for Larcoba was not his servant, and it was necessary to pay him to get his 
business done. 

On being told that if he had got any other man to write for him he would not have had 
to pay so much, and asked why he incurred greater expenses in getting Larcoba to do the 
wwk, Baba says, that as he wanted to get translations made for him, it was necessary to 
engage a man who was well versed in English. At this time Larcoba was in the residency 
office, and as Baba heard that he was (dever, and held an appointment in the residency, he 
sent Jiis son Anna to Larcoba, to make arrangements with him; and as Larcoba consented. 
Baba got him to translate the papers for him. 

On being questioned whether he would have had to pay so many rupees to Larcoba if he 
had not been a Government servant, Baba replies, that if Larcoba had not been a public 
servant, Baba would have endeavoured to arrange with him for less, but as he was in the 
Government employ, Baba was obliged to pay him for his own necessity. 

On being questioned if he got any other person to write English papers for him, just at 
the time he got Larcoba to prepare English translations. Baba states, that as a long time 
has pas.sed since, he does not fully recollect; but as he used to get Hurba Apa, who was a 
writer in the office of the Rewa Kanta agency, to copy any English papers whenever he 
wanted, he tliinks he may have got Hurba to write something for him then alsi). 

On being questioned if he got Larcoba’s'relative, Mancoba, writer of the Adjutant of the 
2d Grenadier Uegiment, to write any English papers for liim, Baba denies having done so, 
adding, that he is not acquainted with Mancoba, whose name he heard but this day, 

(True copy of the Deposition.) 

(signed) M. Battye^ Assistant Resident. 


Substance of Baba Nafdya's Second Examination by the Baroda Durbar, 13 Shrawun 

Sood (20 August 1850), Tuesday* 

IV. On being questioned with regard to the cause of the reduction of 3,000 rupees from the 
original total of 24,000 rupees from both sides of the account, and as to whom he paid the 
money, Baba replies, that this memorandum being a rough (or careless) draft, drawn upac- 

pording 
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tjording to whatever might have been thought of at the time, is not to be considered worthy 
of being chiefly relied upon ; and that positive information regarding the payments will be 
obtained by a reference to the <<chopras'' (account books), without which it cannot be 
ascertained correctly. 

On being questioned as to the time when these alterations, by which the original total of 

24,000 rupees was reduced to 21,000 on both sides of the account, were made, whether at 
the same time that the yadee was written, or after, how many days subsequently ; Baba 
states, that whatever alterations have been made were made just at the very time that the 
memorandum was drawn up, and that after these money transactions had been entered into 
the account books, he never saw the memorandum again. He never took the memorandum 
into his hands again, because all the business is carried on by referring to the chopras,’* 
or account books. 

Whether the memorandum was drawn up before or after these transactions had been en- 
tered into the account books, Baba does not recollect, as two or three years have elapsed 
since it was done. 

On being told that he could not be believed in this, as with regard to the erasures be had 
so positively stated that the alterations were made at the same time that the yadee was pre- 

f )ared, and that it was not probable that he should forget one thing while he so well recol- 
ectecl the other; and on being therefore required to state the truth, on solemn aflirmation, 
Baba says tliat the account books arc not written by him, but by the goomasthas, who enter 
the transactions in the books as the money is received or paid, while the memorandum was 
<lrawn up from his own dictation ; and tliat as all the details in the memorandum are not 
entered m the account books, lie does not recollect whether the memorandum was drawn up 
before or after the items were entered into the books. 

On being questioned whether this whole amount of 21,000 rupees would be found ac- 
counted for in the books, and whether he paid this money as a present, and to whom ; Baba 
says he would examine the account books, &c, next day, and give a reply, 

V. On the (Slirawim Vud 3d), 25 August 1850, Sunday, the account books being supplied 
to him, Baba is called upon to examine them, and give a reply to the last question. 

After examining the chopras, Baba gives the following explanation : — 

From the sum of 21,000 rupees, which are credited to the account of Vishnoo Narrayen, 
under date the 13 Jesht Sood, in his private, i. e, Poorshotum Runchore’s account books, 

18,000 rupees are debited to Narrayen Runchore by the three following items; viz. 

2,000 rupees on the 4th of the 2d Jesht Vudya, account book, page 121. 

12,000 rupees on the 6tli - - ditto - - ditto - - ditto, 

4,000 rupees on the 8th Ashad Sliced, page 128. 

In Narrayen Rao Runchore’s account books, this amount of 18,000 rupees is credited to 
the account of Poorshotum Runchore, and the balance that remained in nand at the end of 
the month in which these sums are credited is brouglit forward to the account of the next 
month, and so on successively, according to the custom of keeping accounts ; and as such 
cash receipts are assimilated with the balance in ready cash, out of which all sorts of expenses 
are continually defrayed, it cannot be ascertained in what particular way these receipts were 
appropriated. But on the same date that this money is credited to Poorshotum Runchore, a 
sum of 12,000 rupees is debited to the account of Hurree Bhugtee, where it is specified that 
this payment was the sum credited to the former; consequently it appears that this dis- 
bursement of 12,000 rupees was made out of the amount of 18,000 rupees, and the remainder, 
6,000, assimilated with the balance, were appropriated in current disbursements. And as 
for the remaining amount of 3,000 rupees (out of 21,000 rupees, credited in Poorshotum 
Himchore’s accounts), two sums, one of 100 to Larcoba, and the other of 600 to Ooka 
Soonee, being direct payments out of it, are noticed so in the memorandum, while the re- 
mainder, viz. 2,400 rupees, being absorbed in current expenses, it is set down in a lump in 
the memorandum, on account of house expenses ; and on a reference to Bahaas private 
accounts (i. e, Poorshotum Runchore’s account books), it will be seen that the balance that 
remained at the end of that month in which the sum of 21,000 rupees is credited, after de- 
biting all direct payments out of that sum, as well as other current expenses, is brought 
forward to the account of the succeeding month, and so on successively. Baba adds, that 
Sirkar knows well that all cash payments are ma^e out of the accumulated fund, consisting 
of ready cash receipts from all quarters; and therefore in all such direct payments it is not 
certain that such a particular disbursement was made out of such a particular receipt, but 
that in all instances of Juma Khurchee rukums,’' (that is, indirect payments through a 
third medium, or payments directly out of particular receipts), the connexion between the 
Cr. and Dr. items is referred to in the accounts. 

Shrawun* (Ashwin) Shood 5th, (Thursday 10 October 1850)* 

VI. On being required to state the whole amount of his private fund, and to explain how 
and from whence he obtained it, and where was the balance that remained after investing 
the sum of 21,000 rupees from it in his own firm of Poorshotum Runchore; Baba replies, 
that on the occasion of the marriages, &c. of bis sons, his master gave him some money to 
defray the expenses; this, with other receipts, had accumulated into a balance. He does 
ilot recollect what part of it he had spent, and what remained, but when he opened the 
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firms of Poorshotum lluncbore and Narrayen Rao Runchore he credited a part of this 
balance in their accounts. He does not, however, recollect what amount he invested in 
these firms : but this can be ascertained by a reference to the account books ; but he has no 
means of showing what balance he then reserved in hand. 

On beino; required to state where were the accounts, if he has kept any, of the sums he 
received on the occasion of the marriages. &c. of his sons, and ot the expenses defrayed 
therefrom. Baba replies, that the account is rendered in his “ chopras,’' and that it was the 
savings from this income that formed the aforesaid balance. 

On being asked if the amount of the savings could be ascertained from the account books 
in which these receipts and disbursements were entered, Baba replies, that it cannot be 
done, as, in the account books, all the money received is shown as appropriated in making 
ornaments, or in defraying other expenses ; but, in reality, it was not so spent, and the 
balance that was thus reserved was this money. 

On being required to explain the cause of the discrepancies between the dates of pay- 
ments as specified in the memorandum, and in the corresponding entries in the account 
books, and to state which of them is correct, Baba says, that the memorandum being pre- 
pared for his understanding, he dictated the dates from his unassisted memory, just as he 
recollected at the nme, but that the dates specified in the entries in the account books are 
correct, that the former is incorrect, and that the latter should be relied upon. 

On being told that, according to his owi» admission, false debits have been made in his 
account books to show tlie appropriation of the money he received for the marriages, &,c., 
that his gooinashta Nnthobaee, has deposed that he used to write the accounts as dictated 
to him by Baba’s son, and tliat the same was the case regarding the amount of 21,000 
rupees which Nathoo neither received nor paid ; that when on former occasion the account 
books were examined in Baba’s presence, the amount of the disbursements was found to 
exceed the receipts ; and that as in this manner correct entries of receipts and disbursemeats 
do not appear to have been made at the lime in the account books to which he refers, how 
can they be relied on. Baba states, in reply, that Nuthoo did not then stay with him, but 
W'as employed as mehta in the village of Bugoomra.” Babas’s private cash was always 
in the charge of his son, who used to get the goomastha, whenever he returned from the 
village, or from his house, to enter into the account books whatever payments he (Baba’s 
son) made during the goomastha’s absence ; in this manner the business was managed. 
With regard to the disbursements exceeding the receipts, Baba gives this explanation, that 
in case an item was debited before actual payment, which was made after some delay, such 
a discrepancy would be found in the accounts of that day ; but, on the last day of the month, 
the Or. and br. sides being adjusted, true balances must have been shown. Baba then 
adds, that these account books are not kept with the view of rendering accounts to any 
body ; but they are his private accounts, and as such they are kept in a way just as he then 
liked. 

On being asked if he has any memorandum showing the actual receipts and disbursements 
of those sums, &c., which he has represented as being falsely debited in the accounts of 
marriages, &c.. Baba declares that he has no such memorandum besides the account books, 
to which he would refer for every thing. 

On being questioned if it is customary to debit an item before payment, Baba admits that 
it is not, but says that these being his private accounts were written and adjusted any how 
he liked, and that they will be found to be perfectly correct on referring to the balance last 
shown, or at the end of every four or six months, and not (every where) in the middle of the 
books. 

VII. On the 14th October 1850, Baba being brought before Colonel Outram for being 
further examined, he admits his above deposition as correct. 

On being required to state on how many occasions of marriages, &c., and what sums his 
master Bechur Bhay paid him, Baba replies, that as the money was given to him on each 
occasion by his master, according to his pleasure, and not according to any fixed rule, Baba 
does not recollect on what particular occasion, and what amount he received. On this subject 
he refers to the account books, and says that he recollects this much, that on each occasion 
he received from 10,000 to 16,000 rupees. 

On being asked to state how many marriages of his sons, &c. he had performed, 
and when was the first and when the last, and what time elapsed between them, Baba 
replies, that he does not recollect in what particular year such a marriage took place, but 
the first marriage of his son was in Sumbut 1891, and the last was in Sumbut 1898. 
During this period his four sons and two daughters were married, and the ‘‘ janoyee” oi‘ 
thread ceremonies of his sons were performed. 

Since Baba has represented that the amount of 21,000 rupeees was the accumulated 
savings from the expenses of these marriages, Sec., he is asked to state where and how he 
had kept this balance from the time of the first marriage up to tlie last, until he invested this 
money in Poorshotum Runchore’s firm. Baba replies, that for keeping this balance he had a 
separate box in which he kept these savings, See. as they were received, but he has kept no 
account of the actual receipts and disbursements as well as of the amount of savings on each 
occasion. Consequently he lias gut no detailed account; and, in order to reserve this caeh 
secret from his sons, it was kept in a separate box, while in the account books no savings were 
ehown ; conseqtttintly Baba (alone) had a knowledge of these savings. Afterwards, he 
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opened the firm of Poorshotuni Runchore, he credited this amount in the account books of 
that firm in the name of another party. 

On being asked how is it that he who, being the principal man in Hvirree Bliugtee^s shop, 
had so much experience in banking should have subjf cted himself to a loss in interest by 
keeping this accumulated balance at home for a period ol six or seven years contrary to the 
usage of banking, which is not to reserve balance but to use the money to make it produce 
interest, Baba replies, that at first he did not carry on any trade on his own private account. 
He used then merely to serve his master (Hurry Bhugtee's firm) up to Sumbut 1900, in 
which year his master and Sirkar (Guicowar Government) caused him to establish the firm of 
Narrayen Rao Runchore. Afterwards he opened the firm of Poorshotum Runchore, and 
then, induced by the bait of interest, he credited this amount in the books of the latter firm 
to the account of Vislmoo Narrayen ; in this entry it is specified that a note has been passed 
to Vishnoo Narrayen, but no note was given. It is merel yfbr show that it is stated that a note 
has been passed, and that the sum is to bear interest. 

With regard to the item of 500 rupees, found debited to Ooka Sonee, both in the memo- 
randum and the account books, Baba is asked how it is that, on a reference to that man’s 
accounts, a corresponding Cr. for an equal amount of the same date is not found ; and that man 
also deposes to the same effect. Baba replies, that he told his son and goomashta, who 
had charge of the key of the cash-box, to give 500 rupees to tins goldsmith, l>ut how and 
when they paid him must be a matter of understanding between the goldsmith and them- 
elves. As Baba had given the order for the payment of the sum of 500 rupees to the man, 
the whole item was accordingly debited in the account-books on one day. 

(True copy of the deposition.) 

(signed) M, Battye, Assistant 'Resident. 


Appendix (F.) 


Translated Extract from the Avra book of Poor-eek Pursotumdass, Runchodedass, for 

Sumvut 1903. 


Dr. 


Vishnoo Narayan in account with Pureek Pursolumdass Runehodass. 


Cr. 


Second Jest Sood 13th, 
or 

20 June 1B47, a. n. 

Ashad Shood 12th, 
or 

25 July 1847. 

Sawun, 
or I 

Aug. and Sept. 1847. 
Sood 4th ( 1 5 August) 
Sood 5th (10 August) j 
Sood loth (20 August! 
Wud 1st (27 August; 


- - By ready cash received through 

Baba Sahib, at an interest of 4 an- 
nas per cent, per month, as per note 
passed, Avra, page 140, Ledger, 
page 77 - - - - - 

- - Ditto, received from Baba Saheb, 

through Appa Saheb, registered in 
page 1 50 of the Avra book, Ledger, 
page 77 

- - Ditto, through Baba Saheb, dur- 
ing Sawun of the month, page 162 
of the Avra book ; — 

Rupees - - - - 1,000 

Ditto - - - . 1,000 

Ditto - • - - 000 

Ditto - - . - 200 


Bis. 


21,000 - - 


1,000 


Badurwa Shood 
(11 September) 


2,800 

Ledger, page 77 - 
Ditto - - ditto, rupees 190 

Ledger, page 77 - 


2,800 - ■ 


190 


(True Extract.) 

Attested by 

(signed) Juweree Khooshalchund Roopekund* 
Pureek Moolchund Veenulchund. 
Pureek JBhaeechund Morarjee. 


* 


560. 
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Appendix (G.) No. 1. 


Ledger Book of Purshtum Runchor’s Firm, from Sumbut 1900 to Sumbut 1903. 


Ledger, page 5. 
Sumbut 1900. 


Dr, 

Sobhagvutee Baee Saheb. 

Cr^ 


1 Ms, 


Its. 

Page 15 - - - - 

i 60 - - 

Page 34 - - - - 

50 - - 

Page 16 - - - - 

J 4.50 - - 

1 




Ledger 2-2. 


Sumbut 1901. 


Dr, 

Sobhagvutee Baee Saheb. 

Cr 


Ms. 


Ms, 

Balance, as |)er list of ba- 


1 Page 157 - - - - 

I 1,825 ~ - 

lances . - - - 

450 - - 


i 

Page 86, Kartik Vud 5th 

160 - - 

Balance - - - - 

j 637 3 9 

Page 141, Vysack 

675 - 



Page 148, Jest Vud 0th 

1 000 - - 


1 

Page 157, Sawun Sood 2d - 

42 - - 



Page 174, Sawuu Sood 2d • 

45 3 0 



Ms, 

2,362 3 9 

Ms, \ 

a o 


To Balance due, Us, 537. 3. 9. 


Ledger, page 30. 


Sumbut 1902. 


Dr. 

Sobhagvutee Baee Saheb. 

Cr, 

Balance, page 21 

1 m. 

537 3 9 

Page ] 1, Magsir Sood 8th - ; 

Rt. 

45 3 9 

Page 63, Sawun Sood 2d 

Sokars, 

Page 20, Mah Sood 2d 

100 - - 

23 4 14J ' 

Page 36, Cliytur Sood 7th - 

100 - - 

Ms, 

560 10 - i 

1 

Ms. 

245 3 9 


New Ledger, page 70, of Sumbut 1903. 


Dr, 

Balance, page 39 - . 

Page 172, Bhadurwa Sood 6th 


Sohagvutee Baee Saheb. 


Ms, 

316 #6 3 

50 12 - 


Page 141, 2d Jest Sood 13th 
Page 140, 2d Jest Vud 11th 

Page 151: 

Tagun Vud 6th, 300 - - 
Chytur Vud 14th, 200 - - 
1st Jest Vud 8th, 560 - - 
2d J est Sood 4th, 60 * - 
2d Jest Sood 7th, 600 « - 


386 2 3 


Ms. 

180 

100 


1,700 

1,980 


Cr. 


Carried over 


Carried over 



FROM THE OFFICE OF RESIDENT AT BARODA. 
Appendix (G.) No. 2. 


Dr. Copt of the Day Book for Sumwut 1902, of the Firm Purshotum Runchor. 


Page dd : 

To cash received of Sobha* 
wuntee Baee Saheb, Srawun 
Sood 2d, on account of in- 
terest, page 39 - 


185 


Cr. 


Rs. 

1 Page 1 1 : 

j By cash paid to Sobhadwute 
j Baee Saheb, Magsur Sood 
8th, being her share in the 


23 4 14^ 

amount received from Koli, 


of Magulpore Village 

By cash paid on account of 
Sobhagwute Baee Saheb, 
Mah Sood 2d, for charity 

45 3 9 


termed Gayawal, j>age 39 - 
By cash paid to Sobhagwati 
Baee Saheb, Chytur Sood 

100 - - 


7th, page 39 - - - 

100 - « 


Dr» 

Page 172 ; 

To cash received from Sob- 
hagwuti Bace Saheb, Bha« 
derwa Sood 6tli, being the 
amount lent her in Sliera- 
wan, now repaid, page 70 - 


Sumvut 1903. 


Cr. 




Rs, 


50 12 


50 12 - 


By cash paid to Sobhagwutti 
Baee Saheb, Jest Sood I3th, 
from the firm of Paruk 
Narainrow Kunchor, per 
Abba Mama, page 149 
By Shoubagwiitti Baee Saheb, 
J est W u(l 11 th, paid in cash 
in part of 3,100 rupees, 
page 151 - - - . 

By Sobhagtee Baee Saheb, 
paid from the firm of Parek 
Narainrow Runchor: 
Fagiin Vud 1st, 

per Abba • 300 

ChyturWudl4th, 
per Ahbanna - 200 ~ ^ 
1st Jest Wud 8th, 
per Gomastha 
Runchor ^ 560 - - 
2d Jest Wud 4th, 
per self, to 

make up books 50 

2dJeBt Sood 7 th, 
per Abba Anna, 600 


Rs, 


lls. 


180 - - 


100 - - 


1,700 - - 


1,980 - - 


Dr. 


Appendix 

Accompaniment to the Resident’s Letter of the 16th August 1850 : Copy of Extract 
from the Chopm of Purshotum Runchor, for Sumvut 1903. 


Cr. 


To Parek Wishno Narrain, 
2d Jest Sood 13th, Cash 
received through Rajeshri 
Bala Salieb, at 4 per cent, 
interest, os per note, page 
146 . . . , 


I lu 

By Parek Narrain- 


row Runchor, 2d 

Jest, paid in cash, 

Jest Vud 7th, 12,000 - - 


In cash, Jest Vud 

21,000 - - 

5th, page 149 - 2,000 


By Sobliagwutti Baee Saheb, 
2d,J[e8t vud 11th, paid in 
oa#, pa^ 149 

By Hurry Bugtoedass, 2d Jest 
Wud 18 th, cash paid per i 
Anna Saliib to Larcoba, on 
your account, page 160 - 

By Paruk Narrainrow Run- 
chor, Assar Sood 8th, page 
101, cash paid per Runchor, 
to make up 18,000 rupees - 
By Soni Nuthooram, casu paid 


as per account, to Soni Ooka, 
Jest Sood Idth, page 140 - 


Rs. 

14,000 « - 

too - - 

100 - - 

4,000 - - 
600 « 


s6o. 


(True extract.) 

A A 


(signed) /. Outremf Rerident^ 
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Appendix (J.) 


Substance of the Depositions of some of the Persons engaejed in or present at the 
Examination of Eaba Nafdya’s Dufters, on tlie day the Yadee in question was discovered 
(these accompanied Colonel Outram's Letter, dated HI August 1850). 

I. Huree Apajee, Carkoon on the Residency establishment, deposes on solemn 
afiiriiuition as follows : 

That on the 31st July 1850, when the deponent came into the room where Colonel 
Outran! was, to road to him certain papers and obtain his signature thereto, he saw there 
the native agent Soorujrani, Durbar carbharee Shumbhoorain, moonshee Heeracfmnd, 
Sukharam, &c., engaged in examining dufturs, where Huree Bhugtee’s gomashtas were also 
present. He heard in this assembly, consisting of about 15 or 20 men, Shumbhooram and 
others making inquiries among: themselves about a yadee of accounts of (21,000) rupees 
that had been discovered. When the moonshee said that Larcoba was living in the can- 
tonments, and with regard to Soiibhagyawutee,'' she was said to be a kept woman; and 
SImmbhooram also said that Larcoba was living in the cantonments, and Soubhagyawutee’^ 
may likewise have been a kept woman living there. The deponent was not present when 
Shumbhooram drew up the memorandum and read it to the Colonel, so he does not know 
what Colonel Outram may have said at the time. This is all he knows. 

Dated 29 August 1860. 


IL Abdool Rehman, Moonshee on the Residency establishment, deposes on 
solemn affirmation as follows : 

After stating the date, place, and the names of some of the principal persons in the 
assembly, consisting of about 15 or 20 men, the deponent proceeds to say, that in the 
duftur which he was examining, he found a yadee of accounts of (21,000) rupees, in which 
he saw the word Soubhagyawutee erased, but us it was written that Anna took (the 
sum) to the cantonments for Larcoba, he placed the yadee into Shumbhooram’s hands, who, 
after reading it, gave it to the native agent, Soorujram. An inquiry about this yadee then 
ensued amongst themselves, when Shumbhooram said that Larcoba was in the residency 
office during the time of Mr. Andrews, and that there was a kept woman, and “ Soubha- 
gyawutee'* may have been written for her. The deponent also supported this statement, 
Uiat in Mr. Andrews' time Larcoba lived in the cantonments, and there was likewise a kept 
woman, by name Doolum. During further discussions, Shumbhooram said that after Mr. 
Andrews* arrival from Surat, Moongajee came from thence, and got his relative Larcoba 
an appointment in the residency, and as the former was Mr. Andrews* favourite, the latter 
became so likewise. Shumbhooram drew up a memorandum about this inquiry, and read 
it to the Colonel, who asked, that as Mr. Andrews was not in Baroda on the date men- 
tioned in the yadee, why should any payments be made to his carbharee ? In reply to this 
inquiry, Huree Bhugtee's gomashtas talked over the matter among themselves, and said 
sometning, but the deponent does not recollect what explanation was given by them. 

Dated 29th August 1850. 

In his subsequent deposition, dated 10th September (which accompanied Colonel 
Outram's letter of the same date), the deponent admits his having given the information 
that the woman Doolum was dismissed for illicit intercourse with a Bargeer of the Hoojrat 
Paga, and that she was gone to Ahmadabad. A short time after Mr. Andrews’ return to 
Surat, that is within about five or six months, Doolum returned from Surat, when the 
deponent heard people talk that she was dismissed for the above reason. The deponent 
knew this, as he lives in the cantonments. 

III. Vishwanath Gopal, an inhabitant of Baroda, deposes on solemn affirmation 
as follows ; 

After mentioning the names of some of the persons in the assembly, consisting of about 
20 men, engaged in examining Baba Nafdya’s dufters in Colonel Outrarn’s room on the 
30th or 31st (August), the deponent proceeds to state that he does not well remember who 
found the yadee in question, but that the moonshee gave it to Shumbhoomm, who read it, 
and showed it to all. The deponent thra gives an account of the erasures and alterations in 
figures that lie observed in that yadee, which, he says, excited the suspicions of all present, 
who began to inquire about it by <|uestioning one another. Baba’s Googerattee and Maha- 
rattee accounts were brought, and this yadee was compared with them. The Cr. side 
was found to agree, but the debit side did not. On inauiry, Huree Bhugtee’s^oomashtas 
declared that there was no individual by name Vishnoo Narrayen in Baroda, and that they 
did not know any such person. With regard to Larcoba and Soubhagyawutee,” all said 
that Larcoba was a relative of Moongajee, who had great friendship with Mr. Andrews ; 
and that after this gentleman came to Baroda as Resident, Moongajee came here, lived in 
the cantonments, and got an appointment for Larcoba, who likewise lived in the canton- 
ments, and to whom Mr. Andrews was also very kind, and Soubhagyawutee** was a 
kept mistress living in the cantonments, to whom Larcoba used to go. This information 
was obtained from the moonshee, &c. Shumbhooram then drew up a memorandum of what 
had come to light, and read it to Colonel Outram, who asked, that as* Mr. Andrews was not 

here 



FROM THE OFFICE OF RESIDENT AT BARODA. 187 

here on this date, why should any money have been paid tp his carbharee ? upon which 
Huree Bhue^tee’s goomashtas did say something, but the deponent does not remember well 
to what subject they may have referred, and therefore he cannot state it, Moongajee use'd 
to go through the town m a gadee” (carriage). 

Dated 29 August 1850. 

IV. Runchore Nuttoo, Baba Nafdya’s Goomashta, deposes on solemn affirmation 
as follows : 

He does not recollect in what dufter the yadee in question was found. He was questioned 
with regard to the sum of 4,000 rupees stated therein as paid through him, which formed 
a part of 18,000 rupees, and that his reply was, that whatever may have been entered in 
the account books was true; and with regard to the other entries, Huree Bbugtee’s goo- 
mashtas, and others who were present, were questioned, but the deponent does not recollect 
any thing of it. He does not recollect what answer he gave when the account books were 
shown to him. In the account books the sum of 4,000 rupees is stated to have been drawn 
from Poorshotum Runchore, and paid to Narraenrao Runchore, but the deponent does not 
recollect from whence he took the money, and to whom he paid it. He does not know 
Vishnoo Narrayen, and never received from him, nor paid to him any sums. He does not 
recollect where the native agent and Shumbhooram, &c. were sitting when inquiries were 
made about the yadee in question, and when the deponent was asked about the sum of 
4,000 rupees, nor at what distance he was then seated from the assembly. 

Dated 27 August 1850. 

V. Nuttoo Gulal, Baba Nafdya’s Goomashta, deposes on solemn affirmation as 
follows : 

The deponent was not present on the day when the yadee in question was found, but 
having been sent for, he appeared at the residency on the following day, where the native 
agent, Shumbhooram and Huree Bhngtee’s goomashtas, &c. were present. The native 
agent then questioned hira about Vislinoo Narayen, and the deponent’s answer was, that he 
knew no such person; but that the name was written in ‘‘ thechopras” according to Baba’s 
instructions. The deponent writes the chopras” or account books of Baba’s private firm, 
called Poorshotum Runchore. He does not know whether or not the money was received, 
and from whom, and whether or not any payments were made to Narayenrao Runchi)re 
and others, as mentioned therein, because he wrote the accounts as dictated to him by 
Baba’s son or his “ Duxnee carkoon.” But the accounts with sowcars and others were 
adjusted according to the account hooks (of the firm) written by the deponent, and should 
any discrepancy arise at any time, it was cleared by a reference to Baba ; but the deponent 
knew nothing of the actual receipts and disbursements; accounts with Vishnoo Narayen 
were never ad justed. This person never came to the deponent. He used to write notes (for 
money received from any party), and Baba signed them ; and the transactions were accordingly 
entered in the account books. No notes were passed to those with wliorn there was a 
regular account current. He did not write the note stated in the accounts to have been 
passed to Vishnoo Narayen, He knows nothing of this money transaction as he was then 
gone to Nowsaree for Baba’s business, and after his return from thence. Baba’s son, Anna 
Saheb, dictated the entries to him from a p^per, and he wrote them accordingly, and there- 
fore knows nothing further. Under such circumstances he was ignorant of the cause of 
the erasures in the yadee in question, which were made at the time of understanding the 
accounts, while the entries in the chopras ” were made subsequently. The transactions 
were settled by themselves first. 

On being questioned with reference to a copy of the original yadee shown to hira, the 
deponent observes, that as the subsequent corrections are made not only in one place, but 
tlie figure 3 has been erased from the corresponding entries on botli sides of the account, 
the figure 4 of the sum of 4,000 in which is embodied the sum uf 3,100 rupees, is likewise 
altered to 1, and the figures of the total have in all places above and below been altered 
from 24,000 to 21,000, by converting the second figure 4 into J ; it cannot be said that the 
alterations were made to correct an error (of oversight) ; but whether the amount received 
was actually less by 3,000 rupees, or for what other arrangement this sum of 3,000 rupees 
was afterwards erased from the yadee, he does not know, as he was not present when the 
yadee was drawn up, The transactions were but subijipquently entered, in me account boqks, 
as stated above. 

On being questioned as to whom the sum of 24,000 rupees, stated for house expepses, 
was paid, the deponent denies all knowledge of it, as he was ignorant of the ^hole of this 
transaction. 

Deted 27 August 1860. 

VJ. Dulputram Kessnodas, Hureq Rhugtee’s Goomashtai deposes on solemn 
affirmation as follows : 

After mentioning the day and the assembly^ the deponent states, that the yadee in 
qitteetion was read by all who knew Marattee. He then gives a detail of the entries therein 
so far as he recollect^ it, fis he had heard others read it on the occasion, and states, that he 
had also heard them all notice the erasure of 3,000 from the item of 3,100 debited to 
iBoubh^gyavyutee Bayoe/’ and remfurk that originally 24|000 rupees were credited, and 
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1^9 OM^ny were debited ; but that subsequently 3,000 rupees were reduced from both sides of 
the accounts, and the figure! of the total have in consequence been altered to 21,000. 
Mi said that no such person as Vishnoo Narayen was known in Baroda. With regard to 
Larcobaand Soubbagyawutee Bayee,” they were questioning one another when Boxne-*; 
body said, that Larcoba and Moongajee were related to one another, and that the former, 
who lived in tiie cantonments, obtained an appointment in the residency through the latter 
(Moongajee), from Mr. Andrews. He did not bear what passed in the inquiry about 
** Soubbagyawutee,*’ as he was outside the room, and engaged in examining papers. 

On being questioned uith reference to a copy of the original yadee shown to him, the 
dqx)nent states, that the subsequent reduction of 3,000 from the original sum of 24,000, 
efmeted by erasures, does not seem to have been made to correct an error committed 
inadvertently, as the corresponding corrections have been made in several places ; but it 
appears to have been done intentionally, tvitb the view of self-understanding as well as of 
deceiving the understanding of others. 

Dated 20 August I860. 

VIl, Peetamber (^ovind, Huree Bhugtee*s Goomashta, deposes on solemn 
affirmation as follows : 

After mentioning the day, place, and assembly, the deponent states, that as he knew 
Maratee, he also read the yadee found in Baba Nafdya’s private dufters. He gives a detail 
of the entries therein; notices tlie erasure of the word Soubhaghyawutce,** and the addi* 
lion of the sentence regarding Larcoba, subsequently subjoined to this item, and mentions 
the alterations made in tiie debit, as well as the credit side, for the reduction of 3,000 rupees 
from the original amount of 24,000 rupees. During the inquiry which ensued, all said that 
they did not know any such person as Vishnoo Narayen living in Baroda. Moonshee said 
that Larcoba, who was a relative of Moongajee, held an appointment in the residency in 
the time of Mr. Andrews. With regard to “ i^oubhagyawutee Bayee,**aU said that she was a 
kept woman, but the deponent did not hear them say by wliom she was kept, or what was 
her name ; this was all. That he had heard them all talking on the occasion : he does not 
recollect to have heard anything further pass arnon^ them. 

On being questioned with reference to a copy ot the original yadee shown to him, the 
deponent gives his opinion with regard to the reduction of 3,000 rupees from the amount of 
24,000 by erasures, that it cannot have been done to put rigid an error caused by oversight, 
but that it appeared to be a fraudulent correction, made with the view of personal know- 
ledge, and of evading the attention of others. 

Dated 20 August 16510. 

VML Bhyjee Ghelo, Huree Bhugtee*s Goomashta, deposes on solemn affir- 
mation as follows : 

Like the rest, the deponent states the day, place, and the assembly, says that the yadee 
in question was discovered by the moonshee, who showed it to Shumbhooram. The depo- 
nent gives a detail of the entries, so far as he recollects them; notices the reduction of the 
item of 3,100 rupees debited to “ Soubhagyawutee Bayee** to 100 by an erasure, and men- 
tions that in this entry of 3,100 it is specified, Anna took to the cantonments for Larcoba,*^ 
as he had heard them talk with one another, Huree Bhugtee*8 goomashtas, including him- 
self (the deponent), had stated that they knew not any such person as Vishnoo Narayen 
residing in Baroda, and though Huree Bliugtee’s was a great firm, it had no transactions with 
any such man, and consequently it was a fictitious name. Moonshee and Sumbhoorain, See, 
said to one another that there was one Moongajee that had come from Surat to pay a visit 
to Mr. Andrews, with whom he had friendship ; that this Moongajee sent for his relative, 
Larcoba, from Surat, and got an appointment for him in the residency ; and that this 
Larcoba, to whom Mr. Andrews was very kind, resided in the cantonments. By inquiries 
among themselves it was found out that Soubhagyawutee *’ may be the kept woman, 
Doolun, who resided in the cantonments ; but the deponent does not now well recollect 
who then gave this information ; Shumbhooram drew up a memorandum of this result of the 
inquiry, and when he read it, Colonel Outrani inquired that though they all suspected him, 
yet, as Mr, Andrews was in Surat on the date specified in the yadee, why should any 
money have been paid then. All the goomashtas thereupon replied that the money might 
have been paid on account of the greaUfeaserof the Nawab that was about to come (before 
Mr. Andrews) in Surat, or it might have been a subsequent payment in fulfilment of a prior 
a^eement that might have been entered into about the case, involving the dispute regarding 
‘^TPotedary” with the Shastrees Gunghadhur Shastree’s son. This would give rise to the 
discrepancy about the dates. It was Baba*s custom to make payments at one time, and 
debit them in the accounts at any other time ; and as the man in whose name the sym is 
credited was unknown, the goomashtas (including the deponent) distinctly stated that the 
m<mey was paid to Larcoba, &c., because it was written that Anna, who is Baba*s son, went 
to the cantonments to make the payment. 

On being questioned with regard to the erasures, with reference to a copy of the original 
^dee shown to him, the deponent gives the same opinion as deponent. No* 7, that it was a^ 
inientiohai act, and not the correction of a mistake committed bjr oversight. 

Dated 29 August 1660. 

IX. Bbug^n 
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IX. Bhugwan Bhuwanee, Huree Bhugtee 8 Gcx^mashta^ deposea oa soleom 
affirmation as follows : 

After mentioning the day, place and the assembly, the deponent states that the yadec 
which had been found was given by a carcoon* to Shunibhooram, who, after perusing it, 
gave it to carcoon Vishwanath. The deponent then relates some of the entries therein, and 
notices the reduction of 3,000 rupees from thfe total amount of 24,000 rupees, originally cre- 
dited and debited, by erasures, as he heard them all lalk on the occasion. In reply to the? 
inquiries made by Shumbhooram and the native agent, all said that there was no such mdi- 
vidual as Vishnoo Narayen living in Baroda, and they had no money transactions with him. 
On inquiry about Larcoba, it was ascertained that he was an inhabitant of Surat, for whom 
Moongajee got an appointment in the residency from Mr. Andrews, and to whom that 
gentleman was very kind. On inquiring about Soubhagyawutee/' she was said to be a 
kept woman, Doolun ; the deponent heard moonshee say so. Ibis woman was now in 
Ahmedabad, and since the figure (3) from the amount of (3,100) rupees, at first debited to 
“ Subhagyawutee,*’ was erased, and Baba’s son, Anna, was stated to have taken the money 
to the cantonments ; all believed tliat tlie money was paid to Larcoba, See, When Shum- 
bhooram read a statement of all this to Colonel Outram, that gentleman inquired as to the 
cause of this payment to Larcoba wlien Mr, Andrews was not in Baroda, to which the 
general reply was that a promise may have been made when there was any business, but it 
may not have been fulfilled at the time, or that there may have been some great case pending 
in Surat : but what that may have been, the deponent does not recollect, but all had then con- 
jectured that it might have been paid for the Nuwal/s disputes, or that when the dispute wdlh 
the Shastree was going on at Baroda, at first an agreement nnght have been made, and it 
might have h<‘en fulfilled subsequently, and this would occasion a discrepancy in the dates. 
It was Baba’s custom to cause entries to be made in the account books any time he liked 
after he had made jiayments himself, and debit them to different accounts from those to 
whicl) the entries rightly belonged, so that they could not fully understand the transaction; 
consequently as the payment was made by Baba, be mtist know all about it. The deponent 
has related above what lie had heard on that occasion. 

On being questioned with reference to a copy of the original yadee slmwn to him, the 
deponent gives the same opinion as No. 0, regarding the reduction of 3,000 rupees from 
the original total of receipts and disbursements of 24,000 rupees effected by erasures, as the 
consequent alterations in figures are made in more than one place. 

X. Luiloo Bhugwan Wayadu, Huree Bhugiee’s Goouiashta, deposes on solemn 

affirmation, as follow's : , 

After mentioning the day, place, and the assembly, the deponent states, that after Shum*- 
bhoorani had perused the yadee in (question, it was read by those who knew Marattee. 
He heard then that at first a sum of 24,000 rupees was credited in the name of Vishnoo 
Narayen, which figures were altered to 21,000 rupees; that on the debit side, likewise, 
figure 3 was erased from 3,i00 rupees debited to Soulihagyawuitee;” that this entry was 
preerded by one of 18,000 rupees debited to Narayenrow llunchore ; and that to the entry 
of 3,100 rupees was added, Anna took to the cantonments for Larcoba,” The deponent 
says, that on being questioned by Shumbhooram and the native agent, all present replied 
that Vishnoo Narayen appeared I 0 them to be a fictitious name; moonshee and Shum- 
bhooram, &.C. then said, that after Mr. Andrews became resident, Moongajee, who had 
good friendship with that gentleman, came here and got for his kinsman Larcoba an 
appointment in the residency. Mr. Andrews was very kind to Larcoba. On inquiry 
about Soubbagyawutee,” she appeared to be a kejit woman, residing in the cantonments, 
and her name was stated by the moonshee to be Doolun ; Shumbhooram wrote a yadee 
stating this result of the inquiry, and read it to the Colonel, who asked tlien as to the cause 
of paying any money to Mr. Andrews’ carbharee when that gentleman was absent from 
this station. The deponent represents all the goomashtas having given the same reply on 
this point as stated by No. 8, and adds, that Baba would enter the items in the account 
books under any head he chose, and as the money was credited under a fictitious name, 
and debited, it clearly appeared to them that payments were actually made to Larcoba, &c. 

On being questioned with reference to a copy of the original yadee shown to him, about 
the erasures made therein to reduce the original amount of 24,000 to 21,000 rupees, the 
deponent gives the same opinion as No. 7. He furtW adds, that Shumbhooram then stated 
that Moongajee came into tlie town in Saheb’s (Mr. Alldrews’) carriage, and as the deponent 
had seen Moongajee two or four times driving in the carriage, he had supported this state- 
ment, and moonshee also said the same. The deponent h^ad also seen Anna frequenting 
Larcoba’s place in the cantonments, and had therefore represented the same. 

Dat^ 29 August 1650. 

Xi. Icharam Punarshee, Huree Bhugtee’s Goomashta, deposes on solemn 
affirmation, as follows : 

After mentioning the day, place, and assembly, and stating the entries and erasure of 
3^000 rupees, observed in the yadee which was shown by the carkoon t to the native agent 
and to Shumbhooram, tlie deponent says, that when questioned they represented that there 
was no such man as Vishnoo Narayen in Baroda, and they were not aware of lUfiy money 
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transactions having taken place with him ; Larcoba was a relative of Moomrajee, a purbhoo 
of Surat, to whom the (late acting) Resident, Mr. Andrews, was very kind, and in whom 
that gentleman placed confidence; this Moongajee had come to Baroda to get Larcoba 
employed in the residency, consequently Mr. Andrews was kind to Larcoba also ; Larcoba 
resided in the cantonments, as did also a kept woman. As the Bayee ” and Larcoba's 
name appeared contiguous, and Baba’s son was stated to have taken the money to the 
cantonments, as the figure 3 from the sum of (3,100) rupees debited to “ B^ee'’ was 
erased by the finger, and the sums on the credit side were likewise altered, as Gungadhur 
Shastrees, &c. disputes were then pending in the residency, and as the money was sent by 
Baba with his son, all believed that Baba had paid it to Larcoba, &c. Upon this Colonel 
Outran! remarked, that though they all had suspected the matter to refer to Shastree’s case, 
&c., but Mr. Andrews had left the residency before the date of the entry. In reply to tliis, 
the Colonel was informed that it was possible that a private memorandum of the payment 
made when necessary could be kept, and that it could be entered into “ the chopras” under 
different dates and heads as one chose ; should this money have been paid in this manner 
at first, and entered into the accounts afterwards, the dates would not perfectly coincide. 
The deponent has stated this result of the inquiry, as it took place in his presence, at the 
time the yadee in question was found. 

On being questioned with reference to a copy of the original yadee shown to him, the 
deponent gives bis opinion with regard to the erasures made to reduce the original amount 
of 24,000 to 21,000, that as the corrections are made in more than one place, they could 
not have been made to rectify an error inadvertently committed, but must have been made 
knowingly according to one’s understanding (of the transaction). 

Dated 29 August 1850. 


XII. Damodur Doolubdas, Huree Bhugtee’s servant, deposes on solemn affir- 
mation, as follows : 

After mentioning the place and the names of some pf the princijral persons in the assembly, 
the deponent proceeds to state, that, in the presence of all, the Maratha yadee of accounts 
was found in Baba’s private dufters on the 31st July 18i)0, which the carcoon ^ engaged in 
examining these dufters read out. In this (21,000) rupees were credited in the name of one 
Vishnoo Narayen. 

On being questioned by the native agent and Shumbhoorain, (all Hiiree Bhuglce’s 
goomashtas) stated, that there was no such person living in Baioda, and that they were 
not aware of any pecuniary transactions having taken pluce between him and tlH 2 ir firm. 
On the debit side tWre was an entry of (3,100) rupees in the name of Soubhagyawutce,’’ 
of which the figure 3 was erased, and which was preceded by one of 18,000 rupees debited 
to Narayen Row Runchore, and underneath which was a remark Anna took lo the can- 
tonments for Larcoba.” On inquiring among themselves, all said Unit Soubliagyawuh^e 
Bayee” was meant for a kept woman; that Larcoba, who was iVloongajee’s relative, was 
sent for by the latter, who got him an employment; and that during the time Mr. Andrews 
was Resident in Baroda, Larcoba and the woman lived here; this they said as they knew 
it; but it was not then ascertained as to where the woman was at present. This was the 
inquiry made in the presence of all on the day when the paper was found, the result oi 
which was communicated to Colonel Outmni, to whoifi the yadee” in question was 
shown ; when that paper was signed by Colonel Outrara, and when Shunibhooram read to 
him the yadee regarding the inquiry about Larcoba, and the place where the kept woman 
was, the deponent was close by, and so he then learned that the name of the kept woman 
was Doolun, who resided in the cantonments, but was at present in Ahmedabad, and that 
Larcoba, who is Moongajee’s relative, was with Moongajee in Surat, in the service of 
Mr. Andrews; in the memorandum of 21,000, at first on the credit side, was entered a 
sum of 24,000, among the details of which was a sum of 4,000, dated 4th Dureetaya Jesht 
Wudya; the details of this latter sum were 350, 550, 3,100, of these the figure 3 from 3,100 
is erased, and the figure of 4,000 is altered to 1,000, and the figure of 24,000, opposite the 
name of Vishnoo Narayen, is altered to 21,000; in this manner 3,000 are reduced from the 
credit side. In the same manner, from the Dr. side, the figures of the item of 3,100, 
debited to Soubhagyawutee Bayee,” is erased, and the second figure (4) of the total of 
24,000 is altered to 1, to make it 21,000 ; in this way 3,000 rupees are reduced from both 
the Cr. and Dr. side of the accounts,^ 

On being called upon to give his c^nion with regard to these alterations, the deponent 
observes that as the item of 3,100, debited to Soubhagyawutee,” is immediately subjoined, 
by a remark that the money was paid to Larcoba, wherein Baba’s son, Anna, is specified as 
the medium ; that as the figures of the total of the Cr. and Dr. side have been subsequently 
altered to meet the reduction of 3,000 rupees ; and that as this suspicious item was cre- 
dited under a fictitious name, and erasures and alterations were made in these accounts, all 
who saw the yadee were satisfied that the payments were made as originally debited in the 
yadee, but that with the view of deceiving the understanding of others, the figure was sub- 
sequently erased, and the paper was preserved in this form, in order that the writer should 
understand it whenever he referred to it, but no other person inquiring about it should be 
able to make it out quickly. Colonel Outram then remarked, that though they supposed 
the yadee, to refer to illicit transactions, yet why should any money have been paid to 
Mr.' Andfil^’ officers, &c. during the absence of that gentleman from this station ? In 
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reply to this, all observed that Larcoba ivas then in Baroda, that Mr. Andrews had gone only 
just about that time, and that iliere was a great case pending in Surat; but which case 
they all then represented to the Colonel, the deponent docs not recollect. 

Dated 27 August 1860. 

XIIL Accompaniment of Colonel Outram's Letter, dated 10 September 1860: 

In the statement of Shumbhooram Khoossal, a carcoon of the Guicowar Government, 
admitted by him on solemn affirmation before Colonel Outram, he deposes as follows : 

On the 7th of Ashad Vudya (31 July 1850), while the Residency carcoons were engaged in 
examining dufters in a room in the Resident's bangloe, where there were about 20 or 22 per- 
sons, the moonshee found a Marathee yadee in Baba’s private dufters, which he read, and 
gave to the deponent. In this, originally, a sum of 24,000 rupees was credited in the name 
of Vishnoo Narayen, which amount is altered to 21,000 by erasing the figures. On ques- 
tioning Hnree Bhugtee’s goomashtas, &c., it appeared that there was no such banker as 
Vishnoo Narayen in Baroda, and no money transaction had taken place in this name. 

Again, on the debit side, 18,000 rupees are debited to Narayen Runchore; then 3,100 to 

Soubhagyawutee Bayee,” which item is immediately subjoined by a remark, 8th of the 
latter half (of tlie month), Anna took to the cantonments for Larcoba.” Underneath this are 
the entries of 500 on account of goldsmith, and 2,400 on account of house expenses. The 
total of all these items was first put down at 24,000 rupees. Afterwards, from a sura of 3,100, 
credited on the 8th of the latter half of the month, the figure (3) is erased, and by correcting 
in three or four places, the total on the credit side has been altered to 24,000. On the other 
hand, from the sum of 3,100 debited to Soubhagyawutee Bayee,” the figure (3) is erased, 
a line is drawn through the name of ** the Bayee,” and the figures of the total of the debit 
side are altered to 21,000. Huree Bhugtee’s goomastas represented that the Anna referred 
to, was Baba Nafdya’s son ; the yadee therefore excited the suspicions of all, and as Colonel 
Outram was then present in the room, the matter was r^resented to him that very same 
time, when he remarked that Mr. Andrews was not in Baroda on the date mentioned in 
the yadee. Huree Bhugtee's goomashtas stated in reply, that some other case was about 
to come in Surat. Regarding Larcoba, Colonel Outram was informed that he was the son 
of the sister of Moongajee’s wife ; tliat this Moongajee obtained an appointment for Larcoba, 
when he came here during the time Mr. Andrews was (acting) Resident, and that Larcoba 
w'as in the Treasury (accountant’s department) for some time ; and as the deponent and 
others knew him, they gave the above information. On inquiring about Soubhagyawutee 
Bayee ” on the same occasion, the residency moonshee stated that a woman, by name 
Doolun, kept by Mr. Andrews, was here about that time; that she and Larcoba both lived 
in the cantonments, and that she was now in Ahmedabad,as Mr. Andrews had dismissed her 
for illicit intercourse witli a Bargeer of the lloojrat Paga. About this result of the inquiry, 
the deponent drew up a inemoraudum according to the opinions of all, and delivered it over 
to Colonel Outram. 

Dated 10th September 1850. 

In his subsequent deposition,* dated the 16th idem, Shumbhooram denies being on friendly ♦ This accomuanied 
terms with Baba Fiidkya, and j)ositively declares that he has had no communication with Colonel Outram’t 
that individual on the subject of this yadee. Shumbhooram further states therein, that with letter, dated 
regard to Mr. Andrews and Moongajee driving together in a carriage, he then represented iG September 
to Colonel Outram what he heard all say on %e occasion. As he was a servant of the 1850. 

Guicowar government, and resided in the town, he had not personally seen them (taking 
a drive side by side). 

XIV. Native Agent Soorujramf Gungaram, deposes on solemn affirmation as follows: + His depoiution 

As Baba Fudkya is much in the habit of coming to the cantonments, he came to the Coblld ^Outram 
deponent’s quarters once or twice ; and as the deponent is in the habit of going to Mr. I^- letter, dated 
koop’s (the head writer s) bangloe sometimes, he meets Baba Fudkya there occasionally. (Jn 10 September 
these occasions, Baba represented to him his case, and complained of the conduct of the 1850, 

Guicowar Government towards him ; but he did not talk to him about the case of 21,000 
rupees; nor did the deponent communicate the matter to that individual, as he had no 
business to do so. At Baba’s request, the deponent represexited his case to Colonel Outram, 
who directed him, in reply, that pending the reciept ot Government’s instructions in Baba’s 
case, which had been referred to that authority, he wae||iot to be permitted to come to the 
residency ; and that the deponent should, therefore, hora no communication with him about 
any public matters, but should refuse him admission if he came to the residency. The de- 
ponent accordingly informed Baba of the same. 
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Appendix (K.) 


(This accompanied Colonel Outram’s letter, dated 16th August 1860). 

Notes on the discrepancies between the Yad found among Baba Nafra’s private papers, 
in which the sum of rupees 21,000 (altered from 24,000) is credited to “ Vishnoo Na- 
rayen,’’ and the entry in the public chopras of 21,000 rupees to the credit of Par uk 
Vishnoo Naruycn.” 

1. There is no such person as the “ Vishnoo Narrain of the former, or the ** Paruk 
Vishnoo Narrain ” of the latter. 

2. The item of rupees 3,100 paid to Soobagwuntee Baee,’' altered to 100 for payment 
to Larcoba, by a stroke through the woman's designation (which is quite legible) and a 
blotch over (the first figure 3 of the item, the figure being also visible) of the yad, is altered 
in the cliopra to “ Soobagwuntee Baee Sahib " paid 100, besides a separate item of 100 
rupees paid to Larccd:)a. Moreover the latter exhibits, Paid on account of Hurry Bhugtee 
to Anna Sahib Ibr Larcoba," whereas in the former it is “ taken to camp by Anna Sahib 
for payment to Larcoba 3,100," altered as above stated to 100. 

3. In the yad, the total of the whole item credited to Vishnoo Narrain is 24,000 altered to 

♦5,0. 2,100,* to meet the erasure of 3,000 paid to Soobagwuntee Baee and Larcoba. In the 

chopm the total is 21,000. 

iV. jB. — T he soukars explain the term Soobhagwuntee Baee," as being usually applied 
to either a wife or a kept woman ; but that, in the former case, where the party is so 
respectable as the wife of a sowcar, it would be w'ritten Soobagwuntee Sahib but that 
the Sahib" would be omitted, where applied to a kepi woman. It will be remarked, that 
in the yad, the term is applied without the Sahib." In the chopra the Sahib is written. 

Further causes for concluding that the cliopra items are entered to conceal the destination 
of the sum of 24,000 rupees credited to the imaginary Vishnoo Narrain," the whole amount 
having gone to the caiup" for Larcoba and tiie woman, is the cliunsy and irregular manner 
in which answering items have been inserted in the regular chopras, which will be best 
understood by a reference to my qu(U'ies to the sowkars. 

Moreover Anna Sahib" is the son of Baba Nafra, who it is not likely would be sent 
to camp " merely as the trustee of 100 rupees. 

(signed) J\ Outraniy Resident. 


Appendix (L.) 


Translated Substance of a Goozerattee Memorandum, by Shumhooram, which 
accompanied Colonel Outrams first Note, dated 31 July 1850. 

On examining the private account books of Baba Nafdya, a yad containing transactions 
from 2d Jesht (intercalary month) to Assad Shood (5th June and July, a.d. 1847), was 
found therein. ^ 

In the above yaclee, 21,000 rupees are Wedited by different items, in the name of one 
Pureck Vishnoo Narayen. There being no firm of this denomination, the amount appears 
to have been credited under a fictitious name, while among the items of disbursements there 
is one of 18,000 rupees, debited to Narayen Huneliore ; next to which 3,100 rupees are put 
• JVIB.— Meaning down in the name of '^Soubhagyawutee Bayee," and over this linef only, a stroke is 
the words Soub- drawn, and ** a lemark is affixed to the effect that on the 8th Wuday, Anna took to the 
hag 3 »awutee Bayee cantonments for Larcoba." In the same way as stated in this yadee, these rupees are 
Yanche)^ Navey. brought to account in the rozmail (day book), survaya ” (abstract of the annual account), 
and other papers connected with the accounts for the year Suinbut 1903. This appears to 
be a proof of the disbursements having been made as stated in the yadee. 

On inquiring as to Larcoba, it appears that he is a ‘‘bhanej" (sister's son) of Purbhoo 
Moongajee, of Surat. Formerly, when Mr. Andrews was Resident, Moongajee came here to 
pay him a visit, and remained here for about two months : just about that time, the 
situation of an English writer in the Residency Treasury having been given to Larcoba, who 
was invited here. Larcoba was iff Baroda. After Mr. Andrews' return to Surat, Larcoba 
was called back there, and he now serves at Broach, in a department which is under that 
gentleman. 

On considering about Soubhagyawutee," she is a woman, by name Doolun, who was 
kept by Mr. Andrews, who brought her from Ahmedabad ; she lived in the cantonments ; 
but having been subsequently dismissed, on account of holding illicit intercourse with a 
Bargeer, she is now in Ahmedabad, 

• Dated 31 July 1850. 


(True copy.) 


(signed) /. Outramy Resident. 
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Appendix (M.) 


Copy of the Ledger Book of Purshotum Runchor, for Sumvut 1901. 
Ledger, page 57. 

Pureek Narraenrao Runchon|aB. 

Page 82, Kartik 8ood * 

Page 112, Mah Sood 11 


Dr. 

Amount brought forrard from 
the list of balances, page 6 - 

Page Kartuk : Rs, 


M^sur : 

Page 168 - 

Page 84, Sooi 
let - 
Page 06 

Poush ; 

Page 102 - 
Page 158 - 

Mah: 


Fagun : 

Page 168 
Page 168 

Chytur ; 
Page 128 
Page 153 

Vysak : 

Page 134 
Page 153 

First Jest: 
Page 140 
Page 163 

Second Jest : 
Page 145 


R$. 

22,700 8 19} 


l 1,363 
8,324 

- 


271 

(1 

6 

- 

539 

- 

- 

1,088 

7 

9 

662 



510 

- 

- 

2,601 

14 

9 

211 

8 

3 

621 

13 

6 

764 

5 


3,076 



844 

- 

- 

1,290 

8 


683 

- 

9 

1,751 

8 


765 

8 

~ 1 

1,162 

8 

~! 

© 

0 

- 

- 1 


Page 157, Assur 
Page 168, Savun 
Page 171, Bhadwah - 
Pagel79, Asso 
Page 180, Assar Vud 5 
Page 182, Mah Sood 1 

Page 186, Asso Vud 15 


R$. 


2,185 4 - 

1,848 18 9 

1,072 - - 

2,713 7 - 

1,.876 2 6 

3,380 - - 

1,873 8 9 

2,517 * - 

2,302 8 -^i 

259 2 - 
254 - - 
3,838 9 - 
0,182 15 - 
249 - 

44 4 3 

Dokras. 

803 a 20 


63,200 - 3} 


Page 126, Phytur Vud 11 - 

Page , Ist JestWud 11, for 
Bonee Ooka ... 

Page 149, 2d Jest : 

Vud 5- - 2,000 - - 
Vud 7- -12,000 - - 


Page 152 : 

Pursotum 

Vamun - 1,675 - - 

Furusram 

Sakur - 72 - - 

Bakshi - 2,150 - - 

Kothar Ram- 
row - 28 - - 


Page 158, Assar Sood 8th - 
Page 161, Ajsar Sood 8th - 
Page 104, Shrawun Sood 4th 
Page 178, Bhadurwah - 
Page 181, Asso - - . 

By Balance - - 




Cr. 

R$. 

2 - - 
60 - 
400 - 

200 - - 


U,000 - 


8,925 ~ * 
183 - - 

4,000 - - 

25 - - 

1,211 5 9 

4,348 10 - 


28,344 15 0 
24,915 5 - 


58,260 - 8} 


Rs. 

To Balance - - 24,915 - 6dokras. 

Page 187, Assar Sood 2d 27,073 6 9 pice. 

Page 187, Assar Vud 
16th, on account of 

interest - - • 99 12 21 dokras. 


62,088 4 12idokras. 


Pag|1 88, St. 1 902, Asso Vud Ms. 

l9th . - - - 5,116 fi 16| 


Page 187, Asso Vud 16th 
By Balance • • - 


16,017 - - 

21,183 8 16} 

- - 8,954 8 20} 

Rs. 52, dee 4 12 


* To balances due on Asso Vud 15th • - - JJs. 80,954. 8. 20}. 

My Native Agent declare^ that the above are true eitracti taken in his preeence, 

^ J, Resident. 


560. 


Bb 
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Ledger Book of Naranrow Runchor’fi Firm, for Sumvut 1908. 
Ledger, page 55. 

Purshotumdass Runchordas, for Sumvut 1903. 


Page 76, Kartuk Sood : 

lU 

Sood 1st . 175 - - 

Sood 9th - 1,200 - -- 

Vud ad - 250 -* - 


Page 81, Magsiir : 

Sood 5th - 50 - 

Sood 14th - 176 


Page 87, Poush : 

Sood 12th - 175 

Sood loth - 50 

Vud 7th « 24 


Page 92, Mah : 
Sood 14th * 
Ditto, 16 th - 
Ditto, llth • 


175 - - 

8 - - 
50 - ~ 


■n 


Its. 


1,625 


226 


Page 97, Fagun : 

Sood 4th - 175 - 

Ditto, 9th - 8 - 

Ditto, 13th . 28 - 


Page 104,Chytur Sood 12th 
Page 111, Vysak Sood 13th • 
Page 115, Jest Sood 5th 

Page 121, 2d Jest : 

Sood 6th - 700 - - 

Vud 4th - 183 • 

Vud 7th - 12,000 - - 

Vud 16th - 2,000 - - 

Chytur Vudl 
llth -/ 


400 - - 


Page 128, Assar : 

Sood 8th - 183 - ~ 
Sood 9th - 4,000 - 


Page 183, Sawun : 

Sood 10th - 183 ~ 
Sood llth - 26 ~ 


Page 137, Bhadurwa: 
Sood 2d - 134 6 

Sood 9th - 183 - 

Vud l8t - 710 15 


211 


Page 138, Bhadurwa : 

Sood 1 6th - - . 

Pf^e 142, Aso; 
good 6th - 183 - 

Sood 6th . 1,868 - ~ 

Vud 3d - 175 2 6 

Vud 8th - 200 - - 


Page 144, Aso Sood 18th - 
Page 146, month - 
Page 146, llitto - - - 

Carried forward * Rs. 


15,283 - 


4,183 - - 


208 - - 


1,028 A 


If, - ^ 


2,426 2 


16,472 


44,226 15 9 


By Balance as per last ba- 
lance list for Siimhut 1902, J 
wdth interest at 4 per cent. 

Page 74, Kartuk : 


Or. 

Rs, 

17,698 - 6 


— 


Sood 1st 

150 

— 

— 



Sood 6th 

75 





Sood 10th 

125 





Sood 14th 

200 





Sood 16th 

175 




— 

Sood 16th 

167 

4 




Vud 2d 

26 


__ 



Vud 8th 

34 





Vud OtJi 

200 





Vud loth 

350 


_ 



Vud 12th 

400 





Vud 14th - 

140 

- 




Page 81, Magsur: 





Sood 2d 

269 

B 




Sood 3d 

221 



- 

- 

Sood 4th 

198 





Sood 4th 

65 





Sood 5th 

160 





Sood 6th - 

120 





Sood 10th - 

34 

12 




Sood llth - 

118 





Sood 8th 

62 

3 

0 



Vud 10th,1 






page 83 ./ 

77 

- 

- 


- 

Sood nth - 

12 

14 




Sood 16th - 

loo 





Vud 1st 

200 

- 




Vud 2d 

44 





Vud 3d 

61 

12 

mm 



Vud 12 th . 

128 

8 

- 



Page 87, PoubIi : 





1 Sood 2d 

109 





Sood 3d 

300 





Sood 4th 

162 


— 



1 Sood 4th 

10 

_ 




Vud 7th 

160 

— 




Vud 10th - 

61 

__ 




Sood Ist 

130 


- 



Page 91, Mah : 






Sood Ist 

36 

1 

6 



Sood 3d 

176 





Sood iBt 

30 



- 

- 

Sood 6th 

61 

8 

3 



Sood Ctli - 

200 





Sood 9th - 

200 

— 




V ud let 

360 





Vud 6th 

100 





Vud 10th - 

300 

6 

3 


9 

Sood 6th 

no 

8 




Vud 7th 

160 


- 


— 

Page 98, Mah : 






Vud 4th - 

600 





Vud 6th 

200 

- 

- 



Page 97, Fagun 

; 





oood lit 

200 

.. 

— 



Sood 8th - 

600 


— , 

2 

6 1 

Sood llth - 

1,100 

— 




Sood 14th - 

81 


w. 



Sood 14th 

36 

... 


<7 

tt 

Vud ist 

300 


„ ' 

/ 

D 

Vud 3d . 

100 



- 

- 

t 


I... 



2,041 4 


Carried forward • Rs. 


1,862 18 9 


1,002 « - 


1,713 7 - 


700 


24,912 9 8 



Dr. 
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Appendix (N.)— oontwiued. 
R$. 

44,286 15 9 


Carried forward • St, 


44,386 16 0 


Brouffht forward 

. 

m 

Page 97, Paffun— 

continued. 

Vud 3d 

228 

9 

- 

Vud 6th 

107 

8 

- 

Sood 8tli 

24 12 

- 

Vud HHh ^- 

200 


- 

Vud llth“- 

35 

- 

• 

V ud 1 0th - 

415 

- 

- 

Page 102, Chytur 
Vud 14th - 

221 

13 

6 

Sood l8t 

25 

- 

- 

Sood 3d 

812 

8 

- 

Sood 6th 

494 

- 

- 

Sood 9th 

34 

- 

- 

Sood Ist 

160 


- 

V ud 6tb 

427 

- 

- 

Vud 14th - ^ 

200 

- 

- 

Page 109, Vvsak : 

Sood 2d 

15 

3 

9 

Sood 3d 

496 

8 

- 

Sood 7th 

175 

- 

- 

Sood 10th - 

160 

• 

• 

Vud 15th - 

32 


6 

Vud Ist 

260 

- 

- 

Vud 4th 

200 

- 

• 

Sood 8th 

50 

- 

- 

Sood 10th - 

450 

- 

- 

^ Vud 16th • 

55 

8 

- 

Page 115, Jest : 

Sood 3d 

40 

4 

- 

Sood 6th - 

100 

- 

- 

Sood 8th • 

250 

- 

- 

Sood nth - 

66 


- 

' Sood 13th - 

380 

- 


Vud 2d 

200 

- 

- 

Vud 5th 

^5 


- 

Vud 7th - 

160 



Vud 8th 

660 

- 

- 

Vud 11th - 

26 

- 


Vud 8 th 

200 

8 

- 

Vud 13th - 

16 

12 

- 

Vud 14th - 

253 

8 


Pace 121, 2d Jest 
Sood Ist 

647 


_ 

Sood 5th 

600 


- 

Sood 8th 

900 

- 

- 

j Sood 10th - 

366 

8 

- 

Page 128, Asar : 

Sood 5th 

175 

- 


Vud 6th - 

249 


- 

Poush Sood 2d 

220 

3 

“ 

Asar Sood 2d 

39 

- 

- 

Page 184, Sawan 
Sood 14th - 

126 



Sood 2d - 

129 

- 


Page 137, Bhadurwa : 
Sood 6 th • 1,000 



Sood 6th - 

600 

- 


Sood 5th 

60 

- 

- 

Vudad - - 

24 


- 

Vud 6th 

261 

- 

- 

Vud 6th 

249 

14 


Sood 10th - 

76 


• 

Sood 15th • 

839 

- 

- 

Vud 2d . 

67 

8 

- 

Vud 2d 

40 

12 


Vid 6th - 

49 

2 

- 

Vud 6th 

80 

- 

- 

Vud 9th 

87 

8 

* 

Vud 18i|i 

700 

- 


Carried forward 

* 

Rt. 


Rt. 

84,913 


Cr. 


9 3 


3,276 9 - 


1,979 5 6 


1,873 8 9 


2,367 - 


2,413 8 


663 2 - 


264 


41,062 


9 8 
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JRs. 

II 



Ms, 


Brought forward - • - 

44,230 16 9 

Brought forward - - 

• 

41,062 8 

6 

To Balance due, Aso 


Page 142, Aso; 





Vud 16th 

30,064 11 8 

&>od 6th 

132 16 






Sood 8th 

860 • 






Sood 1 4th - 

400 - 

— 





Sood 15th • 

46 - 






Vud 2d 

450 - 






Sood 4th 

1,363 4 

.. 





Vud 3d 

250 - 






Vud loth - 

800 - 






Vud 11th - 

200 - 

— 





Vud 11th « 

200 - 

- 






— 

— 

4,490 15 







46,563 6 

6 



Page 146, Aso month * 

• 

28,684 10 

- 



Page 1 60, Aso Wud 1 5th 

- 

998 10 

6 

liupees - - - 

76,181 11 - 

Rupees - - 

- 

76,181 11 

- 


Page 4 of the new Ledger Book. 

My Native Agent declares that the above are true extracts, taken in his presence. 

(signed) J. Outramj Resident. 


Appendix (O.) 

Translation of a Memorandum that accompanied Colonel Outram!^ Letter of the 

15th August 1860. 

On the subject of a yadee, relating to a bribe of 21,000 rupees, found in Baba’s dufters 
during the course of the investigation of the case of Joeetee Bayee’s son, the following 
question is proposed to sowkars : 

Baba Nafdya’s 56 dufters have been brought to the Sirkar; such of them as had been 
concealed were discovered througlt Azum Govindrao, the native agent Soorujram, and 
Shumbhoorain. On examining these dufters, a yadee was discovered therein, in which, 
with other matters, 21,000 rupees are found credited to the account of one Vishnoo Narayen. 
This yadee has been admitted by Baba Nafdya, in the presence of his Highness ; and Taiyaba, 
who is a son of the sister of Baba’s wife, acknowledged being the writer of it. The yadee 
and chopras are shown to you ; examine them, and say on which can you place more 
reliance, on the former or the latter? 

The answer of Gopalraow Myral is, “ that on comparing the yadee with the chopras, I 
find that the former docs not exactly correspond with the latter: and as Baba owns the 
yadee, and Tatyaba admits having written it, I would place greater confidence in the 
yadee than in the chopras, in which mostly the entries appear to have been confused,” 

Pareek Moteelal Sarnuldas, Damodurdass^ Kossnodass, Choonelal Luloobhaee, and 
IlureevuJubbdass Ruttonjee, give the same answer as above. 

Dated, Baroda, 16 August 1860. 

Before me, this 15th August 1850. 

(signed) %7. Outram^ Resident. 


Dr. 


Appendix (P.) 

Copy of an Account Current kept in the Firm of Narunrao Runcbor, for Sumbut 1908. 

Ledger, page 64. 

Siia Hurreebhaee Bhugludass, for Sumbut 1903. 


To Cush, 08 per Day-book, page 13 ; 

Kartik Sood lat - 
Ditto, page 74 : 

Kartik Sood 6th - 1,300 

Sood 7th - 20 


Ditto, page 81 : 

MagflurSood let 
Sood 6th 
Sood 9th 
Ditto, page 87 : 

Poush Sood 3d 
Sood 5th 
Vud 4th 
Vud 6th 
Vud 9th 


1,375 

1,700 

2,000 


600 

2,600 

400 

800 

2,000 


i Carried forward - 


Bs. 

7 - 


1,320 - ^ 


6,075 - 


5,800 - 


12,202 - - 


By Balance due, as per List of balances, 
Sumbut 1902, Aso Vud, page 2 - 
By Cash, page 73 : 

Kartik Sood 1st • 

Ditto, page 75, Kartik Sood Ist: 


Sood 4 th 
Sood 9th 
Sood 12th 
Vud 3d 
Vud 12th 
Ditto, page 83 : 

Magsur Sood 10th 
Sood 0th 
Sood 14fh 
Vud nth 
Vud 2d 


678 

1,200 

8,000 

2,000 

2,000 


2,000 

2,000 

675 

2,000 

2,000 


Carried forward 


6,808 


a 


n 


8,778 - 


8,675 - 


24,208 11 
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Brought forward - 
To Cash as per Day Book, page 91 


Appendix (P,)--continued. 


Mah Sood 2d 
8ood loth 
Ditto, page 97 : 

Fagiin 8ood 1 2th 
8ood 13th 
Sood 8th 
Vud 9th 
Chytur Sood let 
Ditto, page 102 : 

Cnytur Sood 6th 
Sood 6th 
Sood 7th 
Sood Bth 
Sood Ist 
Sood 9th 
Vud 6 th 
Vud 7th 
Vud 11th 
Vud 14th 
Vud 16th 
Ditto, page 1 09 : 

Vysak Sood 7th 
Sood lotli 
Vud 12th 
Ditto, page 117: 

Ist Jest Vud 8th 
Vud 12th 
Ditto, page 121 : 

Jest Sood 2d 
Sood 2d 
Magsur Sood 2d 
Page 121 - 
Mah Sood 2d 
Chytur Sood 2d 
Jest Sood - 


Page 123 


8,600 

2,000 


• 

600 


— 


2,000 


- 


500 

- 

- 


3,500 

- 



260 

- 

- 


•2,000 

- 

— 


600 

- 

- 


400 

- 



1,600 


- 


150 

- 

- 


2,000 

- 

- 


3,600 


- 


2,400 

- 

- 


8,000 

- 



1,250 

- 

- 


750 

- 

-* 


3,000 




1,500 


- 


500 

*“ 

- 


850 

- 

- 


200 

- 

- 


100 

10,000 

676 

11,000 

675 

576 

570 


linpeei 


*s - - - 


Rs. 





12,202 - - 

Brought forward - 

• 

. 


By Balance due, &c., page 98 : 
Mah Sood 10th - 2,000 




Sood nth • 

1,126 

- 


5,600 - - 

Poush Sood 16th • 

160 

12 

- 


Ditto, paga 98 : 

Poudi Vud 6th - 





Ditto, page 102 : 

Chytur Sood 2d 

160 



6,750 - - 

Sood 3d 

1,260 

- 



Sood I3th 

2,000 

- 

- 


Ditto, page 1 1 1 : 

VysSc Sood 2d 

262 

10 



Sood 6th 

114 

2 



Sood 13 th 

2,500 




Vud 4th 

1,300 




Vud 8th 

3,600 

- 

- 


Ditto, page 116 : 

Jest 1st Sood 4th 

820 

7 


21,160 - - 

Sood 11th 

134 

7 

- 


Vud 6th 

3,675 

- 

- 


Magsur Sood 2d 

112 

14 

6 


Poush Sood 16th 

86 

9 

6 

6,000 ““ - 




— 

Ditto, page 122 : 

2d Jest Sood 6th 

375 


_ 

1,050 - - 

Vud Ist 

5,820 

- 



Vud 7th 

12,000 




Vud 4th 

427 

7 

8 


Chytur Vud llth 

400 


— 

13,301 - - 

2,301 - - 





04,953 - - 

Rupees - 

• - 

- 


Cr. 

R$. 

21,268 n 9 


3,275 12 
260 - 


4,750 - « 


7,676 12 


4,728 6 - 


19,022 7 3 


04,066 10 


Continued on Page 00. 

Dr, Paroek Hurribhaee Bhugteedas, continued from Page 54, Sumbut 1903< Cr. 



! 




Rb, 



By Total brought forward from page 64 

- 

64,060 

10 

- 

By Cash, page 1 33 : 







Sawuii Sood 4th • 

6,400 

- 

- 




Chytur Sood 6th - 

112 

8 





Sawuii Sood 10th 

1,525 

- 

- 




Vud 9th • 

100 

- 

- 




Ditto, page 138: 




8,137 

8 

... 

Bliadurwa Vud 1 st - 

710 

15 

6 




Vud 7th • 

4,000 

- 

- 




Ditto, page 142 : 


— - 


4,710 

15 

6 

Assoo Sood 9th - 

6,000 

- 

- 




Sood 1 5th - 

5,291 


• 




Vud iBt - 

1,000 

- 

- 




j A^ud 4th - 

4,960 

• 





Sood 13th 

1,700 






- 

— 


— 

18,001 

- 

- 

I 




99,016 

1 

6 

Deduct on account of mistake in ad- 




j dition 

- 


- 

85 

4 

3 





98,980 

13 

8 

By cash, page 146 : 







Aso Wud 15th 

- 

- 

- 

16,000 

— 

•* 

Rupees - 

- 

- 

114,930 

13 

2 

By Balance - 

• 


• 

1,976 

2 

6 




My Native Agent dedarei that the above are true extracts, taken in his presence. 

(signed) Outramy Resident. 
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Led|:^er, page 22, continued on page 74. 

Z)r, Parek Naminrao Runchore, on account vpith Samuldaa. Cr. 

Bhuglidas for Sumvut 1903. 

Hs. 

To Balance, as per List of 

Balances, page 24 - - 6,829 1 - 

To Total of Ded it side - 1,21,243 4 - 

Ms. 1,28,072 5 ~ 

To Balance, due up to Assoo 
Vud - - - - 1,975 2 () 

My Native Agent declares that the above are true extracts, taken in his presence. 

(signed) J. Owtmm, Resident. 


By Total of Credit side - 1,26,097 2 6 

By Balance due up to the 
end of Asso Vud - - 1,975 2 6 

Rs. 1,28,072 6 - 
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Shree Ruucborjee Maharaj. 

Copy of the Day Book for 1st Jest, 2d Sumwut 1908 (Sunday). Page 147. 




By Cash, paid on account of Rajashri Purshotum Wa- 
mnrirao, 2d Jest, as follows : — 

For sugar, bought per Munnorebhaee, for distribution, to 
redeem the vow made by Anna Saheb, Sood 1st - 

Sood let. Paid to Thakoor Hurjeewun, for ghee, as per 
account 

Sood 2d. Paid for 22 carts of firewood of Goreeud, prioe 
33 rupees, but the amount pakl, minus 1 rupee, is - 

Sood 2d. Paid for 1 maund and 4 seers of Oorud, bought 
through Eswar Mahva 

Sood 2d. Paid for cloths presented to the wife of Pursotum 
Tcekum, on the occasion of her proceeding to a pilgri- 
mage ---- 

Sood 5th. Malh V unmallaforflow^ers, as also for flowers sup- 
plied to Surasia Valla Shastri, amount due Rs. 13. 3. 9., 
and paid rupees 

Sood 5th. Paid for coir ropes, for drawing out water 

Sood 5th. Paid three watermen for their labour in supply- 
ing water on the occasion of a dinner given to Brahmins - 

Sood 6th. Paid to cook Ilurruba, employed on the day on 
which Brahmin^s bhojun (dinner to Brahmins) took 
place 

Sood Bth. Paid to Kachia Kurson for green vegetables, 
weighing 7 rnaunds and 17 seers - - * - - 

Sood Bth. Cash paid on Veeteepat day : 

26 Quarters 8 - 

2 Ditto, per Duxuiina to Bralimins . _ g ^ 


Bood ftth. Paid charity granted by Bhawo Saheb to Ra- 
jeshri Kassipunt Dada’s Brahmin Rama » . . 

Sood 8tb. Paid on account of land received in mortgage 
from Duyal Kaser 

Sood Bth. Paid for mangoes, purchased from Kachia 


Mooljee : 

Mangoes, 7J at 18 rupees - - 136 2 - 

Ditto 11 at 16 ditto - - - U - - 

Coolie hire -26 


147 4 6 

Deduct Exchange - - 18 6 


Sood Bth. Paid Ghanchee Aid thee, in full, for sweet and 
lamp oil 

Sood loth. Paid charity to Muncharam, per t)ie Vunishful 
of Baba Saheb 

Sood 12th. Soonee Banna, for 1 black kumal 

or blanket ----- - 11 9 

1 Black flower --3 


Sood 12th. Paid on account of a dinner given to Brahmins: 

1 1 Maund mangoes - - - Jts, 1 8 - 

To Lalabhaee Brahmin - - - - - - 3 

12 Quarter rupee for charity to BraJimins - 3 - - 


Sood 12th. Paid for 2 chests of sugar, each con- w. s. q. 
taining 6 maunde and 27 seers • - • 6 27 «- 

Deduct Bardun - - • - - 32 2 


Net weight 6 32 2 


At 9 rupees, 2 annas and 6 pms per maund 53 3 6 
Deduct the amount paid by wsignment - 50 - ^ 


Paid the remainder - - - - 3 8 6 

Incash toGandee Juggeewun - • 

Carried forward - • - 


JRt. 


jRf. 


1 8 - 
160 - - 

32 - - 
1 - - 

4 - - 

9 3 9 

1 - - 

1 8 - 


2 18 - 

8 6 - 


7 - - 

8 - - 

26 - - 


145 12 - 

366 8 - 

4 - - 


- 12 - 


4 B 3 


3 8 6 

771 


m 


Or. 


1 I 
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Cr. 


Brought forward - - • 

Sood 12th. Expenses for gilding silver pots of Runchoijee 
Maharaj : 

Gold leaves, 7 massas - . . 14 - 

Gilding 14- 

Sood i2th. Copper pice for house expenses, per Tataba - 
Sood 12th. Paid for 8 umbrellas, China - - - • 

Sood 13th. Paid in full to Putva Hurriwullub Ghella, for 
sundries supplied for use in the house, from Sumwut 
1902 Magsar, to Sumwut 1903 second Jest - - - 

Sood 13th. Paid to Soner Nuthooram, on account per Soni 
Ooka 

Sood 1 3tli. Paid for ghee koondas : 

1 koonda of ghee - - • 1 15 3 

Deduct bardan - - - 6 1 

1 9 2 

At 12 rupees 14 13 6 

2 koondies of ghee, weighing • 4 23 2 

Deduct bardan • - - 1 8 - 

4 5 2 

At Rs. 11. 14. per maund - - ^ 49 2 3 

2 koondies of ghee, weighing - 7 30 - 
Deduct bardan - - 02 

Deduct ghee returned - 3 37 2 

N et weight - - 3 39 2 

AtRs. 11. 12., minus 2 annas not paid - 40 14 3 

Sood 13th. Paid for 3 umbrellas, at 5 rupees each 

Sood 18th. Paid to the cook Hurribhaee, employed on the 
day on which a feast to the Brahmins was given - 

Sood 13th. Paid on account of the anniversary of Gunga- 
baee 

Sood 13th, Paid to the Setjee’s khitrautgars, for Kulapos - 

Sood 13th. Paid for charity, on the occasion of the death 
of Rajeshree Seo^arapunt^s wife 

Sood 13th. Paid for ghee, Uf seers, at 3J seers 2 anna 
bhar per a rupee 

Sood 13th, Paid for house expenses, per Appajee 

Sood 13th. Paid on the Paigu, per khidmudar, at the de- 
sire of Ballasa 


Ms. 


15 4 - 
5 - - 
2 8 ~ 


117 3 - 
(a) 600 - - 


104 14 
16 - - 

1 8 - 

1 - - 
1 - - 

15 - ~ 

4 1 - 

10 - - 

10 - - 


Sood 18th. Paid for tinning copper pots, 2J seers 
of tin- - - - - - - -18~ 

Salt - - - - • • - — Q*. 


Vud 1 1th. Paid for mango, 3J maunds per Munoiebhaec - 

Vud lltb. Paid for an earthen pot for filling water for 
washing feet - 

Vud 12th. Paid 12 quarter rupees for charity to Brahmins 

Vud 13th. Paid copper pice for house expenses, per 
Tataba - 


2 - - 

2 12 - 

- 6 - 

3 » - 


- 12 - 


Ms. 

771 1 6 


Vud 13th, Cash paid to Baee Sahib for sundry expenses in 
Purshotum Mass, as per detail, with Shreeputrao - 


24 8 - 


836 11 - 


(page 68) Ms. 


1,600 12 8 


My Natire Ag^ent declares that the above are true extracts, taken in hii pretence. 

(tigneJ) J, Outran, Rwident. 
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Memobandum of Receipt* made from Second Jest, to 6th A«»d 8ood. ’’ O. 


cash received from Parek Vishnoo 

Ri, 

By cash paid to Paruk Narraenrao 
Runchor : 

m. 

On Sood 1 2th 

• 

- 

300 - - 

On Wud 4th - 14,000 - - 


On Wud Ist - 

- 

- 

700 - - 

On Assar Sood 5th - 4,000 - - 

18,000 - - 

On Wud 4 th and Wud 8 th : 




On Wud 4th 

Rb. 860 

- 


By cash paid in the name of Sobhag- 


On Wud 8th 

660 

— _ 


wuttee, on the Wud 8th, sent in the 

1 

On Wud 8th 

100 



camp per Anna, on account of Lar- 

1 




1,000 — 

coba 

o 

0 

1 

On Wud lOth 

- 

- 

660 - - 

By cash paid to Oodea Sonar 

1 

! 600 - - 

On Wud 4th 


• 

14,000 - - 

j r 


On 6th Assar Sood 



4,000 - ~ 

By cash paid for house ex|)enses - 

2,400 - - 

On 6th Assar Sood 

- 

- 

350 - - 






21,000 - - 

Rs, 

21,000 - - 


(True copy.) 

(signed) J, Outram, Resident. 


Shown to me on this s3d day of September 1860, and 1 certify that it bore upon it no erasures of any 
kind whatever. 

3 September 1850. (signed) jB. 


Appendix (T.) No. 1. 


Translation of a Memorandum that accompanied Colonel OutrarrC% Letter, dated 

19 August 1850. 

On the subject of a yadee relating to a bribe of 21,000 rupees found in Baba’s dufters, 
during the course of the investigation of the case of Joeetee Bayee’s son, the following 
question is proposed to the saokars: 

Perhaps an account of the agreement of the date of the sum of 12,000 rupees (credited in 
Samul Bhugtee’s books to Narayen Kunchore), with that of the item (of 12,000) embodied 
in 18,000 rupees (debited to Narayen Kunchore by Poorshotum Runchore), you will think 
the identity of the item established ; but, as pecuniary transactions were always current 
between the firms of Hurree Bhugtee and Narayeniuo Runchore, such coincidence of dates 
might occur, and this circumstance, therefore, cannot establish the probable identity of the 
item ; therefore, after full inquiry, state what convincing proof you have of the identity of 
the item 1 

Poorshotum Kandass, goomashta of Gopali-arao Myral, answers as follows : “ Dates might 
correspond in consequence of the constant transactions current between these firms ; but in 
Narayenmo’s chopras, where this item of 12,000 rupees is debited to Hurree Bhugtee’s 
account, it w pacified to be that credited to Poorshotum Runchore; therefore, the coin- 
cidence of the dates, I am clearly of opinion, proves that this sum of 12,000 rupees is a part 
of the item of 18, poo rupees.” 

Babajee Pemchund, goomashta of Moteelal Samuldass ; Kalidass, goomashta of Damo- 
dur Kessnodas, Dwarkadass Morarjee, goomashta of Chooneelal Lulloobhaee, and Veenijb- 
hookundass Hureelal, goomashta of Hureevulubdas Ruttonjee, give the same answers as 
above. 

Dated Baroda, 17 August 1850. 

Before me, this 17th August 1860. 

(signed) J, Outram, Resident 


Appendix (T.) No. 2. 


Translation of a Memorandum that accompanied Colonel Oulrmn’s Letter, dated 

19 August 1850. 

On the subject of a yadee relating to a bribe of 21,000 rupees, found in Baba’s dufters, 
during the course of the investigation of Joeetee Bayee’s son, the following question is pro- 
posed to s^^ , ^ 

Out of the sum of 21,000 rupees, 18,000 rupees are credited in Narrayenitio Runebore’s 
chopras by three items, to the account of Poorshotum Runchore. Of these, 12,000 rupees 
appeartoliaTe li^ the account of Hurree Bhugtee, under a date corresfouding 

with^that (of This amount of 12,000 rupees, however, is not 

mund credited in Huri^ chopras ; but a sum of 12,000 rup^s is credited in 

BhugteeV ai^scdm^ the same date, to the account of Narrayenrow Run- 

500. C C chore; 
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chore ; but, from a mere coincidence of dates, how can it be (inferred) that this ig a part of 
the sum of 18,000 rupees debited out of the amount of 21,000 rupees; therefore, inquire 
into this, and state what you find ? 

Poorshotum Kandass, goomashta of Gopalraow Myral, replies, “that, on examining the 
chopras, I find that the sum of 18,000 rupees debited out of the amount of 21,000 rupees, is 
credited in Narayen Rao’s chopras to the account of Poorshotum Runchore, and an item of 
12,000 rupees out of this, is debited to the account of Huree Bhugtee, wherein it is staled to 
be the money credited to the account of Poorshotum Runchore, but in the chopras of Hurree 
Bhugtee this amount does not appear credited, wliile the date of this debit item corresponds 
with that of the amount of 12,000 rupees credited in Samul Bhugtee s chopras. For this 
reason, I say that this item of 12,000 rupees is a part of the sum of 18,000 rupees, though, 
according to the chopras, the connexion does not appear to me to be established,'* 

Babajee fbemchund, gcomashta of Moteelal Samuldass ; Kaleedass, goomashtii of 
Damodiir Kessnodass ; Dwarkadass Mararjee, goomashta of Cbooneelal Lulloobhaee, and 
Veenijbhookun Hurreelal, goomashta of Hurree Vulubdass, give the same answer as above* 
Dated Baroda, 17 August 1850. 

Before me, this I7th August 1850. 

(signed) J, Outram, Resident. 


Appendix (U.) 

Translation of a Memorandum that accompanied Colonel Outrarns Letter, dated 

19 August 1850. 

On the subject of a yadee relating to a bribe of 21,000 rupees found in Baba's dufters 
during the course of the investigation of the case of Joeeta Bayee’s son, the following 
<|tiestion is proposed to saokars : 

In JNarrayen Row Runchorda's chopras, 18,000 rupees, which are debited to that party 
in Poorshotum Runchore's account books, are credited. But should you determine that 
the sura of 12,000 rupees credited in Sumul Bhugtee’s account books is a portion of this 
amount of 18,000 rupees, examine the chopras, and show clearly what became of the 
remaining 0,000 rupees, and to what account this latter sum has been carried. 

Poorshotum Kandass, goomashta of Gopalraow Myral, replies “that on examining 
Narrayen Row Runchore’s cliopras, I find 6,000 rupees broJight to credit therein. But to 
what account this sum has been transferred, or what became of it, cannot be ascertained 
from the chopras.” 

Babajee Premchund, goomashta of Moteelal Samuldass ; Kaleedass, goomashta of 
Damodurdass; Dwarkadass Morarjce, goomashta; of Chooneelal Luloobhaee, and Veerjb- 
hookun Hureelttl, goomashta of Hiireevulubdass Ruttonjee, give the same answer as above. 

Dated 17 August 1850. 

Before me, this 17th day of August 1850. 

(signed) J. Outram^ Rfesident* 


Appendix (V.) 


Translation of a Memorandum that accompanied Colonel Outram's Letter, dated 

10 August 1850. 

On the subject of a yadee relating to a bribe of 21,000 rupees, found in Baba's dufters 
during the course of the investigation of the case of Joeetee Bayee's son, the following 
question is proposed to saokars : 

In Poorshotum Runchore's chopras, 21,000 rupees are credited to the account of Pureek 
Vishnoo Narayen, to an interest of four annas ; from your statement it appears that there is 
no such man as Vishnoo Narayen in Baroda; state then, whether of not this money can, 
according to the usages of banking, be said to be a deposit ? 

The answer of Pureek Gopaul Row Myral is, that he has examined Poorshotum Runchore's 
chopras for the year sumbut 1903; tliat had this item been a deposit according to the 
usage of banking, the balance of this account ought, according to the same usage, to have 
been brought forward to the accounts of every succeeding year, which does not, however, 
appear to have been done, and that consequently, under the said usage he cannot say that 
this amount is a deposit belonging to another party. 

Moteelal Samuldass, Damodur Kessnodas, Chooneelal Luloobhaee, and Pareek Hur- 
reevulubh Ruttonjee, give the same answer as above. 

Dated Baroda, 17 August 1850. 

Before me, this 17th day of August 1^50. 

(signed) J. Outram^ Resident 

(True translations.) 

(signed) W. C. Andrews, 

, ^ Late Acting Resident of Baroda. 


F50M TH£ OPFIGIOF RESmiNT AT R A R0DA. 203 


6 . 


Mr. Andrew's Remarks on Lieutenant-colonel Outram's Report. 


Extract Bombay Secret Consultations, 26 November 1851. 


To A, Malet, Esq., Chief Secretary to Government, Bombay. 

Sir, 

I HAVE at the length the honour of submitting for the consideration of his 
Lordship in Council, a few observations on a correspondence which has lately 
taken place between Colonel Outram and myself, relative to a paper of accounts 
discovered in a search that was made at the Baroda Residency, among the 
papers of one Baba Nafra, a moonom goomastha in the’ firm of. Hurry 
Bbugtee. 

2. TJiese observations were drafted before I departed from Surat for the Pre- 
sidency, and v\ere left there to be copied and sent to me, with the translatiobs 
of the native papers, which were to accompany them. The copies of the corre- 
spondence are not sent, as I had intended, because 1 find that Colonel Outram has 
already sent copies with his report to Government. 

3. The accompanying papers have now been with me for a considerable time, 
but severe indisposition has hitherto prevented me from forwarding them to 
Government, and to the same cause it is owing that I am obliged even now to 
throw myself on the indulgence of Government for any clerical or such like 
errors that may be discoverable therein, as I am quite unable properly to correct 
them. 

4. I am quite unable also to comment on Colonel Outram’s report on the same 
subject, %ut I cannot avoid expressing ray regret and surprise that Colonel 
Outram should have thought it becoming in him to presume to animadvert on 
my conduct as Judge of Surat, and to repeat the false and malicious reports 
circulated by mischievous persons, attributing motives for my conduct which 
never had any existence. Moongajee never sought from me the head clerkship 
of the Adalut, nor was it for his benefit that 1 wished to obtain Coyajee’s 
retirement ; my sole object was to obtain efficiency in the office, and the services 
of a young man named Annudrao Chapajee, of considerable abilities as a trans- 
lator, ^Vho had lately lost a similar appointment which he temporarily filled in 
the Sadder Adalut ; however, it is not, 1 conclude, necessary for me to be led 
by Colonel Outram’s remarks into a defence of my conduct; I am quite willing 
to do so if my health be restored, and 1 be called upon by Government. 

7. In conclusion, I beg to assure his Lordship in Council, that conscious of 
my integrity in this and all other official matters, 1 can rely with implicit con- 
fidence on a verdict of acquittal by their Honourable Board, for 1 feel saiftsfied 
that the vague surmises and insinuations brought against me, and the others 
accused, will not be allowed any weight, and 1 challenge Colonel Outram to 
search the records of the Residency, or any other department over which I have 
presided, to see if there be any case which I have so decided as to afford reason- 
able ground for suspecting that 1 had been directly or indirectly actuated by 
corrupt motives. It cannot be supposed that a bribed ranging from 3,100 to 
21,000 rupees, could have been paid without the attainment of some object, but 
what tibat object was in this instance, after an interval of upwards of three years, 
nq ode a^ears to be able to state. 

I have, &c. 

Bombay, (signed) W. C. Andres, 

2r JaduAiy IML ^ Late .feting Resident of Baroda; 

, ■ 5^« e'e 3 ' 
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From TV. C. Andrew^, Esq., late Acting Resident at Baroda, to A. Malet^ Esq. 

!>«».( Chief Secretary to Government, Bombay. 

Sir, 20 January 1851. 

In submitting for the patient consideration and decision of Government the 
accompanying voluminous correspondence that has passed between me and 
Cplonel Outram for tJie last four months, I must at once express my extreme 
regret that the greatest part of it consists of irrelevant matters so replete with 
criminations, recriminations, and reiterations, that in ordeiv to make the main 
point at issue suflficiently clear, it is still hecessaiy for me to commence with 
a statement of the case, which 1 shall endeavour to make as brief and simple as 
possible. 

*Mo(meem goo- 2. During tlie course of the examination of Baba Nafdya’s* private papfers, which 
mwbta, ofthe well ija(j been brought to the residency, a rough memorandum of accounts, referring 
UumBhug^, certain money transactions connected with his private firm of Poorshotura 
in Baroda. * Runchore, was brought to the notice of Colonel Outram on the 31st July last, 

as referriiig to certain illicit transactions affecting ray character. 

3. In this memorandum was observed an item of 3,100 rupees, originally 
debited thus; So*»bhagyawutee Bayee Yauehey Navey Meetee, Vud 8 (Soubha- 
gyawutbe Bayee, Dr., date 8th of the latter half of the month), of which only the 
figure 3 is erased, and a liiK; is drawn through the words “ SoubhagyaWiitee 
Bayee, Dr.,” which are, however, left distinctly legible, and after the date 
appears the following sentence: “Anna took to the cantonments an account of or 
for Lareoba.” And it was an unwarrantably far-fetched misconstruction of this 
alteration or correction that led Colonel Outram to believe that this memorandum 
must refer to illicit transactions. 

4. As Lareoba is a young man to whom I had given, the situation of deputy 
accountant in the residency, while I was in Baroda, it was surmised by the 
residency moonshie, and a karkoon of the Guicawar’s government, by name 
Sliumbhooram, that the “ Souhhagyawiitee Bayee,” to wliora was debited the 
erased item (with whicli Larcoba’s name was assumed to be connected, by the 
figure of 100, and the date thereof being retained), must refer to a woman, by 
name Doolun, a wretch who was alleged to have been kept by me. Further, as 
Lareoba is a relative of Moongajee, who is a writer in the Surat Udalat under 
me, and as ttiis Moongajee had paid me a visit at Baroda while he was on bis 
way to “ Dakare,” on one month’,s leave, in 1846, Colonel Outram believes that 
not only Lareoba and this woman, but Moongajee also, had a share in this sup- 
posed foul affair, and as their wild surmises were not confined to this single item, 
which has been made the foundation stone of the whole fabric of falsehood 
raised by Colonel Outram’s advisers, he was persuaded to believe that these 
people must have made a bad use of my name in receiving such enormous sums 
of money by imposing upon the donors that it reached me. 

6. All the arguments advanced in support of this misconstruction may be 
briefly summed up as follows: that the sum out of which these payments are 
recorded to have been made is credited under a fictitious name, “ Vishnoo Nar- 
rayen ; ” that the rough memorandum must be considered as worthy of greater 
credit than the account books of the firm in which the amount is alleged to be 
differfptly accounted for; that the accounts of two months, Jesht and Ashad, 
are mixed up together, contrary to the practice of bankers; that out of the sums of 

18.000 rupees debited to the firm of Narrayen Row Runchore, only 12,000 rupees 
are debited to Hurree Bhugtee; that this sum of 12,000 rupees even is not to be 
found in Hurree Bhugtee’s account books, but is credited in Samul Bhugtee’s books; 
that these and such other irregularities demonstrate the falsity of these aocounts 
as transferred in the books ; that in the rough memorandum originally a sum of 

24.000 rupees was credited under the fictitious name of VisSnoo Narrayen,. 
which figures have been altered to 21,000,- to meet the erasure of 3,000 from the 

; item of 3,100 debited to “ Soubkagyawutee Bayee,” and Lareoba; and tbi^ aa 
the figures of the total, 4tc., have been erased in consequence, in more than one 
place, the drawing a line through the words “ Soubhagyawutee Bayee, s Dr.,” and 
: *^^^6 figure 3 was a fraudulent act, done with the view ^ ^ndilig 

itite attention of others into wlmse hands the paper might happen to fall ; that iMd 

' this 
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this entry a reference to a woman of a more respectable class than a strumpet, 
the affix “ Sahib” should have been added to it in the rough memorandum; that 
thon^ there is a separate account of Soubhagyawutee Bayee Sahib in Poorsho- 
tum Runchore’s account books, in which is found a sura of 100 rupees debilcd to 
her as part of the item of 3,100 rupees, it cannot be considered as the woman 
referred to in the rough memoriindum, because in the latter the affix “ Sahib” is 
omitted; and that as the sum of 3,000 rupees erased from the rough memoran- 
dum is not accounted for at all, such false accounts wefe drawn up to conceal 
the real destination of 24,000 rupees, which must have been received by Larcoba 
and Moongajce, who arc alleged to be my prot^giis in conjunction with Doolun, 
all of whom were believed to exercise undue influence over me. 

6. As in all the papers that Colonel Outranj furnished me separately, I could 
discern nothing in the form of a connected evidence, and as all the arguments 
advanced were based upon gratuitous assumptions, opposed to facts and truth, 
I did not know how to shake Colonel Outram’s belief in the conclusions he had 
once imbibed ; conclusions deducted from false and erroneous premises by 
designing men, none of whom could depose anything from personal knowledge. 
I therefore submitted the same rough memorandum in original to a committee of 
three respectable native officers of the Collector’s department ; viz. the dufterdar 
Jeybhoy Hnrreebhaee, the late mamlutdar of Chourasee purguna, but the present 
Kotewal Veenayek Row Gunesh, and the Collector’s chitnes, IShudashive Gopal. 
Their opinions (translated substance of which is herewith appended), in con- 
junction with Mr. Forbes’ notes on the erasures in the rough memorandum sub- 
joined to a copy of it (the duplicate of which is likewise annexed), might I hojjed 
have had the effect of awakening Colonel Outram’s judgment so as to make him 
perceive how far ho; had been misled, for since Baroda bankers or other goo* 
mashtas could say nothing from personal knowledge, w'hy should their surmises, 
based on ftilse premises, carry greater weight with them than the result of a 
strict examination of this paper by such experienced officers so well versed in 
native accounts. But thy hopes were vain, as this had not the slightest effect 
iifKiu him, and I am thus compelled at last to submit the matter to Government 
for its decision. 

7. A reference to the original rough memorandum in question, as well as to 

the comment on the erasures passed by the committee of native functionaries in 
Suratj^will, I trust, satisfy his Lordship in Council, that Larcoba’s name was not 
at all originally connected wdth the item of 3,100 rupees debited to “Soub- 
hagyawutee Bayee.” The erasure as it is, shows that it was intended to take out 
this item entirely from these accounts, and to substitute for it one of 100 for 
Larcoba, and the clumsy way in w hich the one entry has been converted into the 
other by erasing only the tigure 3, and the words “Soubhagyawutee Bayee, Dr.,” 
of the original item, and by a corresponding reduction of 3,000 rupees from the 
credit side from a sum of the sumo date, instead of being considered as a proof 
that Larcoba and the woman, whoever she might have been, were no way con- 
nected as in one and the same entry, is advanced as a testimony of the attempt to 
conceal the real recipients of these sums ; because, it is argued, the corresponding 
corrections have been made in several places. This argument is futile, inasmuch as 
the necessity of these corrections in several places confirms the fact of the item 
regarding Larcoba having been an interpolation ; a truth self-evident from the 
comparative smallness of the letters, the difference in the ink, and the waat of 
c^ce wherein it is introduced. If it was not the substitution of Larcalp’s item 
for that of the woman, wdiich is evidently effected rather by the conversion of the 
oiie into the other, why were the figures loo and the date retained? If it 
was really an attempt at concealment, why should the erasures have been left 
legible ? and why should a corresponding reduction have been made from the 
creditor side ? Dow could any such intention be accomplished merely by draw- 
iog- a line through the words “ Soubhagyawutee Bayee, Dr.,” while Larcoba’s 
name dazzled immediately below ? Wbat veil of erasure could hide the object 
so long ai the only light which could show it was in existrace? In short, a 
nameless- woman was to be ascertained by,|he assomed connexion that Larcoba 
Could be supposed to have with her, for if latrcnba’s ^naine bad notbeem there, 
who cbuld^hawe wtirmified that the vague term “BoubhagyaWn^ Bayee” (which 
simpljr'teewiwa marri^ whose husband is living) must to stuae woman 

who ahohld hawo some oftoonnexkm with meor LaredlA ; c(H»e<{ueatly, 

5 tio. c c 3 " if 


Vide App, (B.) 
Vide App, (C.) 


racApp. (AO 
Vide App. (B.) 
Answers Nos. i 
and 3. 
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if it was a fraud, as is gratuitously assumed, it was necessary not only that the 
woman and Larcoba should have appeared connected together in one and 
the same entry, but that if at all, Larcoba’s name ought to have been erased 
instead of that of a nameless party. But Larcoba’s name having been distinctly 
tnentioned in tl^e rough memorandum, as well as in all the account books, is a 
clear proof of the erasure not having been made with any such fraudulent motive 
as that of evading the attention of others. Further, why should he, who had no 
hesitation in mentioniag the name of a public servant in both his private and 
ublic accounts, have scrupled to enter the name of a strumpet like Doolun, if 
e had made any payments to her under the impression that she had any con- 
rt(t«Ap)9.{D.);the nexion with me? I'he instance of Baba’s having caused to make false entries 
auestion prop 9 «ed in the accounts of Lahbhoy Gulal for the large bribe he had recently offered to 
y o . utram pj.gggjjt native agent is brought forward as a fact that warranted the assump- 
tion that it was his practice to prepare such false accounts, and that this rough 
memorandum was one of the same description. But at the same time it is for- 
gotten under what peculiar circumstances Baba acted on the present occasion. 
In a word, who could imagine that three years ago Baba should have ever appre- 
hended the necessity of making false entries to conceal the real recipients of 
bribes, for how could he have then even dreamt that his private papers were 
ever destined to see the light of the residency. 

8. Colonel Outrara’s informants were not, however, content with confounding 
a subsequently entered item with one that was erased, but by the same strange 
process of reasoning, perfectly incomprehensible to me, they surmised that all the 
other items (debited to different parties) that precede as well as succeed this item 
Vide Co\. Outram’s of Larcoba, must have been paid to this young man and Doolun on my account, 
&’c* Colonel Outram could have so readily believed in these groundless 

’ ‘ surmises ? When it is home in mind that Baro<la people, in tlieir private ac- 

counts, do not hesitate to debit sums even in the name of members of Govern- 
ment when they make any payments to designing rogu<^, under the impression 
that the money reached those higher authorities, there^appears no reason why 
Baba should not have been as free with my name in his privately drawn up 
rough memorandum at least. If it be said that perhaps he might have thought 
my name too sacred to be so openly used, why did he not then at least debit 
the whole amount of 21,000 or 24,000 (as the accusers would have it) to Larcoba 
or the woman at once, instead of but a small fraction of it ? So far as I can see, 
the comparison alluded to at tlie end of the preceding paragraph, could stand 
only if Baba had adopted this course, for the entry of tiic large sum paid as a 
bribe on the recent occasion was false only inasmuch as the name of the native 
agent was not diro^ctly used in it, but the whole amount appears to have been 
debited as lent to the very same individual through whom the arrangements 
were settled, and with whom the money was sent to the native agent’s quarters, 
and not to the account of a third party, such as Baba’s son or wife, or any of 
the banking establishments in Baroda. From Appendix (D.) it also appears that 
the payments were made through another firm, and not Baba’s own ; and who 
knows but Baba might have caused such an entry to be made in the account 
books of that firm, in order that be might be able to recover the amount from 
the person through whom he paid it, in case the condition on which it had been 
demanded and received from him was not fulfilled, or what other motive he 
might have had in view he himself must know best ; but all 
is, that the features of this recent case do not warrant a 
^ that Baba is always in the habit of making false entries 
iSw recipients of bribes, or that all large sums that may be found credited or debited 

in his account books to other firms in Bafoda, though corroborated by the 

account books of the latter, must be supposed to refer to illicit transactions. 

0 . As one of the chief reasons for considering these accounts to be of a suspi- 
cious character, it is argued with much stress that the amount of 21,000 rupees is 
credited under a fictitious name. What is meant to be proved by this, it is 
difficult to understnud, for if it was to conceal the supposed real recipients of the 
money, where the necessity for giving false credit, which, as a matter of course, 
(^trfeApp.(B.) irould require false debits to the extent of double the amount of the origui^ 

tmwerNo. a. payments, before the accounts coaid be adjusted. Baba states that it is hit 

videApf.(B.) |t^«^,wliich he|«redited in Ute books of his son’s (i.e. his own) firnt'ia 
Uwwer No. a. ihe Hindioo deity Viilmoo Narrayen, a eouise which is not fmeoanr 

f mott 


Vide App. (D.) 
'olonel Outram 
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inon among Hindoo bankers, I am told that in Nassick, in the account books 

of some respectable firms, a part of their private funds will be found credited in . 

the name of the Hindoo deity “Ballajee,” and several other instances of the 

description jnay be found. I may also observe, that though “ Vishnoo Nar- 

ralyen ’ is evidently and confessedly a fictitious name, the account ^itself cannot 

be considered fictitious, since not only this sum, but there are others credited in 

the same name in subsequent months of the same year’s accounts, making in all App, (F.) 

a total of nearly 25,000 rupees; and what other Dooluml wonder Colonel Out- 

ram’s informants may discover to account for this surplus money. 

10. With regard to the item of 3,100 rupees, Baba has distinctly stated that it Fit*App,(E,)No. 
was originally debited to his own wife, but as she did nut draw the amount, the as also App. (B.) 
item was erased; an explanation no less confirmed by the fact of another item, AnaweraNo*, 3 ana 
of 100 rupees, being debited to her iu the journal book of Poorshotum Run- 

chore, where it is stated to be in part payment of 3,100 rupees; and further, Firfe App. (C.) 
this sum of 100 rupees is found in the ledger debited to her account, as the use Noa. i and a. 
of the word “ navey” or Dr., after the name of the party, fully indicates. The . 

only difference between her names as written in the rough memorandum and Angwer''*&o. la. 
the account books, is the omission of the affix “ Saheb” in tlie latter. It would 
not be amiss to remark here, that this is not the only r.um debited to lier. In 
fact, she appears to have a regular account current with this firm for a number 
of years, ami on a reference to these books, it will be found that she has Iteen in 
the habit of lending as well as receiving money from it. Under such circum- 
stances is it natural to refuse this explanation as false, and to believe tlia;t the 
erased item tuust refer to a kept woman, that must be my mistress, and that it 
must be Doolun ? Independently of all other reasons that show that. such an 
unwarrantable inference was anything but natural, one that understands any- 
thing of accounts would laugh at the idea that the sum debited to a woman as 
Dr. in the rough memorandum should be construed as a free gift. 

■f 

11. Merely because this erased item (and erased in consequence of non-pay- rKfeApDendioe»(A.) 

meut) is not entered iu the formal account books, the latter are not only Ai»w«i 

considered not worthy of credit, but it is assumed that therein “ the amount is Vi<i«p»r*.2 ofUfi*t- 
differently accounted for, evidently with the view of concealing the real desti- ^ S**" 

nation of 24,000 rupees.” Tlie absurdity of this reasoning requires no proof, letter dated 13 Oot. 
But what is still more surprising is the studied misrepresentations of the erasures 

and alterations in this rougli memorandum. Iu order to prove that the altera- 
tions were made exactly for the purpose of screening the imaginary Doolun, 

W'hom Colonel Outran! ’s informants could descry through the darkened, yet to tob«ri* 850 ,*aitheTen 
them transparent words, “ Souhhagyawutee Bayee, Dr.,” they have all assumed enumre* were deemed 
that the original total on both sides of the account was exactly 24,000 rupees, i^Tppento (J.) 
which figures were altered to 21,000, to meet the reduction of the figure of virvnAx^x^i 
3,000 contained in the sura opposite to her name. This is anything but a fact. xiLuidxin., 

The original total was only 23,650 rupees, which figures are altered to 21,000, “j*” 

not only because the item debited to “ Soubhagyawutee” was erased, and substi- Answers No*, l ud 2 

tuted by the one for Larcoba, but also because another sum of 350 rupees w'as at 

the same time squeezed in or added to the Cr. side, making the net reduction 

only 2,650 rupees, and not 3,000, as asserted by the accusers. And if the 

erasure of the figure 3 from the item on the debit side was for the purpose of 

screeoing'the transmigrated “ Soubhagyawutee Bayee” Doolun, what motive 

would.they attribute the simultaneous addition of this item of 350 rup^s on the 

Cr. side, 1 have not yet been informed. 

12. But surely all those who examined the original memorandum could not 
be blind, and therefore it is natural for me to suppose that they wilfully mis- 
represented the erasures, an inference fio less confirmed by the fact, that instead 

of representing the entry of 100 rupees for Larcoba as a separate item, they style f;* tiw mempmiirfpii 
it a subsequent remark, in order that one might be easily, led to suppose th^t he 
was also the recipient of all the items that precede it. Who could overlook the sccompwW coiomi 
fact that while in all other entries the dateff are mentioned after the pames of the Ap]JmS'h'(L!)Mw«*< 
party, that for Larcoba is preceded by the dijfei which ii retained fipool the erased Samhii*nm'*(N^ is; 
Item ? ^ And while on the one hand theji try to coni^ Larcote’s name with the Sotj^ed inAw- ( t.; 
erased item, iii orde^ that they might be enahled* Jo vilify nwl^pnvate ch|itcter, 

^y on other haudf apparently in direct oiiKaid^n to this aimiineotf aesidDe ujo. 

5t«). ec 4 that 
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that Larcoba’s name is used by way of a general remsrit, evidently with a view 
of being thereby enabled to connect his name with the much larger sum*, to 
throw suspicious on my public character also ; such conflicting* arguments 
could have convinced no friend of justice liaving that regard for my honour, 
which is repeatedly professed by Colonel Outram, who, notwithstanding, could 
not consider the scandalous surmises as involving “ a priori t improbability.” 


13. From all that I have said above, I trust it will be clear that not only that 
there is no proof of actual payment, and that the names of the accused parties do 
not appear either in the rough memorandum or in the account books, except 
that of Larcoba, for a sum of 1 00 [rupees, but also that there were no grounds 
for introducing Moongajee’s name at least in the matter. Colonel Outvam's 
informants do not seem to have directly accused him, but the insinuating man- 
Theword Bhancj, ner in wiiich they distinguished Larcoba as being a near relative of Moongajee, 
sUaer^fou”!* used whom he was said to have obtained his appointment in the residency, 

in Appendix (L ) other nonsensical stories concocted by them, induced Colonel Qutram 

to include poor Moongajee also in the catalogue of scoundrels. Could Larcoba 

be not recognized if they iiad merely said that he was a writer in the account- 

ant’s department? But they knew well that by doing so they could not raise 
Larcoba into snflicient importance, for being neither in the native or in the 
correspondence departments, they could not say that he had anything to do with 
any kind of important business in the residency to justify a suspicion of any 
bribes being offered to him even, much le,ss of his having received any. And 
they therefore resorted to sucli indirect insinuations. But the story of Larcoba 
having obtained his a[)pointment tlirougb Moongajee’s influence, is as false as 
that of Moongajee and driving together in my carriage. These were base 
inventiohl poured into Colonel Outram’s ears by those libellers to overrule his 
judgment against the dictates of common sense. 


14. I had an acquaintance with Larcoba’s father, and therefore knew the 
young man well. He was a pupil of Professor Green wflin that gentleman was 
schoolmaster here, and the good opinion that Mr. Green entertained of him 
induced me, about the time of my departure fi’oin this station to join the residency, 
to promise to give to Larcoba the situation of a writer that was vacant there, and 
ill that situation this jmung man passed bis time in the drudgery common to one 
engaged in calculating figunjs. He could not interfere in anything, and 
I challenge any one to adduce but one instance in which I showed him any 
mark of greater civility or regard than 1 did, and always do, to all natives placed 
under rno, so long as they appear to me to behave well. 


15, As for Moongajee ’s short visit (not more than 10 days) to Baroda, 14 
inonihs prior to the date of these supposed illicit transactions, what connexion 
can it probably have with the matter' And to believe, or even suppose a man 
to be guilty merely because he happens to be a relative of a suspected person, is, 
in my bumble opinion, a daring excursion beyond the true boundaries of justice. 
IT* pw*. 7 of hi. As some importance seemed to be attached to this circumstance, |)Oth Moon-, 

i2of*my and Larcoiia in their defence denied the degree of relationship imputed to 

KM i2*and u qualified terms, which appeared merely to insinuate that they were not 

ofhte tetter dated 31 sf> closelv related to one another as to give the slightest room for any such sus- 
Aognit 1850. picions, but which evidently showed at the same time that they were in some. 

other way connected. Neither of them however had stated what was the real 
nature of the connexion between tlicir respective families ; and this omission 
‘ was regarded by Colonel Outram as sufficient to justify his deciding that they 
bad purposely told a falsehood. But when the dint of the original argument, 
together with the idiom of the native language that is converted into English, 
in their answers on this point, are borne in mind, it will clearly appear that 
they have not wilfully misrepresented anything. 

Fit/dbuJetterdsted le. Under the peculiar circumstances of the case, the falsity or irregularities 
fully 1** **1*® formal account referring to these transactipns cannot in the least degree 
pars. 5 p 0 /• regarded as proof of the guilt of any of the accused parties, yet as this point 
is advanced with mucli stress, as a proof of the attempt at concealment, and is ' 

conSideW 

, 

15th Augiut,, para. 7; my reply dated 33d August, palra. 14; fiu lettSP 
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considered by Colonel Outram sufficient to justify the conclusion that this was fv* hU letter 

the very object in framing the accounts iu the way th»y are got up, I think it rfated 16 Sept.’ 

necessary to state the facts as 1 have learnt them (with the limited means 1 had para. 0. 

at my command to obtain the necessary information), in order to expose the 

falsity of this totally erroneous assumption. As for the mixing up of the accounts 

of both the months, Jesht and Ashad, I think that though it is an irregularity, 

and a grievous one, in the account books of any banker, it does not necessarily 

imply any fraud, for some are in the habit ol adjusting and balancing their 

siccounts every day, week or fortnight, while others do not adjust them till the 

end of a montli or two, or even longer periods; and as a matter of course, the 

latter are not careful to keep the accounts of each month separate. In the 


present case, an item disbursed during the first week of the second month of 
“ Assad,” appears to be mixed up with disbursements that extend over nearly 
the last fortnight of the preceding month Jesht. Biit this apparent irregularity 
is not observable in the monthly cash accounts, and can therefore be attributed 
to nothing but slovenly carelessness ; as an illustration of this, I beg to notipe 
the fact, that my slieristedar has reported to me that while examining Baba’s 
account books he observed in two or three places the accounts of two months 
written together. \Mlh this exception, and some discrepancies in dates, I how- 
ever do not find any material diti'eience in the accoiints as noted in the rough 
memorandum, aud as entered in the formal account books. 


Vide Appendices (A. ) 
and (H.), as also App. 
(B.) Answer 4, 


17. The amount of 18,000 rupees, debited to Narrayen Row Runchorc, by 

three sums of 2,000, 12,000, and 4,000, is found credited iu the same way^and 
on the same dates in the account books of that firm as in the books of Poorsh^m 
Runchore. A reference to the corresponding statements of their account currents 
with one another, extracted from their respective ledger books, will satisfy his 
Lordsliip in Council of the truth of this ; arid when it is borne in mind that these ^ ' 

are hut a few of tlie many sums credited and debited by one another to eacti 
other’s respective accou:^ during this year, and that their account currents are 

not limited to this year even, but extend to previous as well ns subsequent years, 
who can suspect that the amount of 18,000 rupees debited to Narrayen" Row 
Runchore in the rough meniorandarn must refer to payments of bribes? I 
cannot, under these circumstances, attach any importance to the insinuation 
thrown out by Colonel Outram on tliis point in the lollowing par^sage of iiis 
letter dated 16 September 1850, para. 4tb. 

“ You may not be aware that Poorshotum Runchore and Narayeii Runchore 
are brothers, and sons of Baba Nafdya. The entries in their chopras are evi- 
dently fictitious for tlie undei\staiiding of tliemselves alone, as stated by the ^ endicei 
soucars in their replies formerly sent to you, and to conceal the real party to 
whom the payment was made.” Wherein are these particular entries more ficti- 
tious than the several dozens of other items debited and credited by Poorsliotum 
Runchore and Narayen Runchore to each other’s account throughout the year? 
and h(TW many Acting Residents, with their kept mistresses and favourite native 
subordinates, must be found out to account for each of them ? 

18. Again, out of these receipts the sum of 12,000 rupees is debited by 
Narayen Row Runchore to Hurree Bugtee, for which corresponding credit is 
found in Samul Bhugtee’s account books, and because it is not found credited iti 
Hurree Bhugtee’s books, suspicion is attempted to be thrown on this portion of 

the sum. But it is well kuown that Iluree Bliugtee and Saroul Bhugtee isione ^ (DKo 

and the same party, who keeps two sets of account books, one in the name of the 2 as alwCoi. Out- 

firm and the other in the nante of Samul Bhugtee. A reference to the accom- ram’s letter dated 

pnying corresponding statements of their mutual account currents, extracted 16 Sept., para. 5. 

from the ledger books of Narayen Runchore and Samul Bhugtee respectively, 

will, 1 tru^t, expose the subtlety of the reasoning noticed above. For not only ' 

this sum, but all other sums debited 'to Huree Bhugtee by Narayen Rovr p-,* pant. 4 of my 

Runchore, are found credited in the books of Samul Bhugtee and not Huree letter dated 250 ct. 

Bbugtee’s. The transactions between these firms throughout this year amount 

to ; much, upwa.rd8 of a lac of rupees, divided into nearly four dozen sums, and 

this sum of ia,ooO rupees in question is but the 83d item debited in this yew 

hjf Narayen Runchore to Huree Bhup^tee, i,e., Samul Ebuc^ee. The balance, 

viz.» l,87S ru^es, 2 a., 8 p., as shown in the account books of Nwayen Runchore, (P.) and (Q.) 

dwe to ibem qy the firm of Huree Bhugtee at the end of ites year, pei^tiy 

«gr^ with; that d" tibe acoounts entered in Saimnl Ebug^’s baoks» aiid_ is 

5do. » Do carried 
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carried forward to their mutual account currents for the ensuing year in their 
respecti ve 'account books. . 

19. What more satisfactory evidence can be required than the facts above 
detailed to prove that this iterii of 18,000 rupees is accounted for in the formal 
account books just in the same way as stated in the rough memorandum, and 
that there is not the slightest ground to question the validity of this transaction, 
so far as the account books of the firms Poorshotum Runchore, Narayen 
Runchore, and Huree Bhugtee are concerned. 

20. Tlie next item in the rough memorandum is that of 3,100 rupees so 
frequently alluded to above, instead of which (as explained in para. 10) there 
is an item of only 100 rupees. And on what is the accusation founded on the 
rough memorandum hinged, but on the alleged, suspicious characters of the way 
in which it is accounted Tor in the chopras ? But why should the accounts of a 
person be used as evidence in one instance and rejected in .another, so soon as 
they are not found to serve the purpose of prosecution f What impartial judge 
would regard such a scrawl as evidence in preference to the formal account 
books of the same party that but confirm the correctness of the alterations in it? 
Had Baba’s son Anna, as well as Tatyaba, the writer of the rough memorandum, 
been examined, their depositions would probably have shown the matter at once 
in its true light, and why this step for obtaining correct information has not been 
taken it is difficult to conceive. 

21. The item of 100 rupees debited on account of Larcoba is also found 
debithd for him in the account books of Poorshotum Runchore, though, as a 
matter of course, to the account of Huree Bhugtee, for whose work it was paid, 
and it is but one of the several items debited to Huree Bhugtee in Poorshotum 
Runchore’s accounts. For this sum no corresponding credit is however found 
in the account books of that firm, but I do not think that this omission can itself 
furnish any ground to justify its being considered to false debit. It may be 
an oversight, and the amount being a trifling one, this error could never have 
been discovered until both the firms had adjusted their accounts with one 
another. Larcoba denied having received any money when first asked about the 
sum of 3,100 rupees with which he had been accused in conjunction with Doolun, 
but when he learnt that there was only a sum of 100 rupees debited to him 
alone, he admitted that he had received it from Baba Nafdya’s son, Anna, not 
on his own account, but on account of his (Larcoba’s) cousin Mancoba, for some 
English papers that the latter had prepared and copied for Anna. 

22. The sum of 500 rupees debited to a goldsmith in this rough memorandum 
is likewise to be found in the account books in his name, but debited to the 
account of Poorshotum Wamun Row, a statement of whose account current 
with the firm of Poorshotum Runchore, extracted from its ledger book for this 
year, is herewith appended, for the satisfaction of Government. On a reference 
to the accounts of the goldsmith, however, one sum of 600 rupees, of the same 
date on which this item is debited in the accounts of Poorshotum RNincbore, was 
not found credited to Baba Nafdya. But if pains had been taken to find out 
the total number of rupees debited throughout this year in Nafdya’s accounts to 
this goldsmith, I think this difficulty would have been at once cleared up ; for 
according to the goldsmith’s deposition, forwarded to me by Colonel Outram 
with his letter, dated 16 September 1850, it appears that during this year he 
has received, by four diflerent sums, twice the amount debited to him in this 
rough memorandum. Two of these suras, viz., one of 423 rupees creditetk as 
ready cash recerot on 5th Jesht Wudya, and the other of 76 rupees credited al 
received from Tatyaba in Ashwun, appear to make up the single item of 600 
ruT^s debited to him in this rough memorandum, the corresponding entry <A 
which in the account books bears date 13th Jesht Shood. And when it is 
borne in mind that Tatyaba is the writer of this memorandum, the explanaridn 
given by Baba Nafdya on this point, at the .end of bis last examination, appears 
to be worthy of credit. Had jTatyaba's deposition been taken; it would' pn^^ly 
have melted this cloud of discrepancy. 

2E. Witiiregard to the last .item of 2,400 rupees di^ited la lump lee hepse 
he aeccdlecleo, that it necessanlf includes memy tvnUa^ 
aperkdofaeMrly three weeks (ftenilSdesht ShoodloAAind)^ 

'.when 
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it i« borae ia mind, that though the whole amount of 21,00(|t rupees U 
stated in the rough memorandum as received by different sums throughout that 
period, it is credited in a lump in the account books on 18 Jesht Sood, i.e., a 
<lay subsequent to the date of the first item (of 300 rupees) embodied in it (the 
Amount of 21«000), viz., 12 Jesht Sood. The explanation given by Baba Nafdya 
on this point in his examination of the 20th August appears to be correct, for 
when the corresponding creditor and debtor items, making up a total of 18,000 
rupees, noticed above (in para. 17 to 10), are taken out, the remaining difo 
ferent items on the credit side make up the amount of 2,400 rupees,'which, as a 
matter of course, must be absorbed in the other different items of disbursements 
entered in the account books for that time, and if any balance remained, it was 
awinfilated with the rest of the previous account. 

24. Having thus disposed of the main subject, I now proceed to make some 
general observations, and notice some of the chief points, with the view of throw- 
ing sufficient light on our respective conduct throughout this lengthened dis- 
cussion. 

25. It is not an uncommon occurrence to meet with an instance in which, 
though it may be extremely difficult, nay, even impossible, to find proof to 
secure a legal conviction, yet, in the very appearance of the case, there may be 
a kind of inherent or moral proof that carries such a degree of conviction with 
it, that no judgment, however calm and circumspect, can resist its force, and 
in all such instances to believe an undemonstrated assumption is perlfetly 
justifiable ; and had the features of this case appeared to me as such, 1 ^^ihld 
not only have thanked Colonel Outram for enlightening me on the point, but, 
for the vindication of my character, should have also strenuously endeavoured to 
bring about Moongajee's and Larcoba’s punishment, in a manner that might 
have even surpassed his expectations ; but from the very dawn this subject bore 
unmistakeable signs of improbability which made me receive Colonel Outranfs 
communications in a spmt so disagreeable to him, and every additional light 
thrown by him under the same continued erroneous impression so clearly illus- 
trated the insufficiency of merely vague surmises (for in the shape of proof of 
any kind, he has as yet furnished me nothing) based on groundlessly gratuitous 
assumptions and false premises, hinged on inconsistent or base fabrications, that 
I was compelled to adopt the tone of which Colonel Outram so bitterly com- 
plains, and which he characterises as the advocacy or the defence of those whose 
victim he supposes me to have been ; and persisting in the same erroneous 
impression, when he finds he cannot furnish any proof to support the accusations 
against the parties whom he, from the very first, without a proof (according to his 
own repeated confessions), believed to be guilty, he endeavours to attribute the 
failure to the course 1 have adopted, and threatens to demonstrate the same to 
Government; in short, he groundlessly believed certain parties to be guilty, 
whom I considered to be innocent, until I could find any tangible ground to 
suspect them; and this difference has given rise to this long protracted yet profit- 
less discussiofi, and has been the main source of the misunderstandings that exi^t 
between us, and that compel me to give this trouble to his Lordship in Council, 
of submitting the voluminous correspondence between us entire ; otherwise, I 
should have confined myself only to the subject at issue, and saved Government 
all this vain trouble, which I fear can reflect no credit on either of us. 

26. As to believing any one to be innocent, until some good cause is discovered 
to K^pose othervrise, is more consistent with the principles of justice than at 
once to believe him to be guilty without the least shadow of proof, I have no 
hesitation in expressing my sentiments freely, that even had my name been no 
wajr connected with the matter, and had I been acting merely in the capacity of 
an independent judge, perfectly unconnected with it, I would have reedved and 
^ated such accusations in the same spirit, and exposed the fallacies «f the argu- 
ments advanced, and made requisidons for proof in the same tone as 1 have done 
kn tjbil case; and when Coloncd Outram complains of my having unnecessarily, 
yet vuluntai^y, put myself on my defence, mid acciwes me of having advocatra 
the cause of the parties vfhose victim he supposes me to have been, he seems to 

chid Ida belief in thrir i^ilt, even to limited gjttent, nticerially affected 
icf<{n^nahaidm^ muI natiiinBy implied nt ienat « c^l^ti^ want of public 
diseratioft hit my pait, dnasmudi^as that my official doaduet towards them must 

Sfio. D o 3 have 
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Ficfe App. (E.)i 
No. 5. 


Vide para. 5 of hU 
letter datedsiAag. 
&:c 6C.C.&C. 

Vide pan. i a of his 
letter dated 9 Oct. 


Vide para. 4 of my 
letter dated iS 
Sept. 1850. 


Vide his letter 
dated 9 Oct., ponu 
13, dec. &C. 
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have been supposed to have been such as to enable them to impose upon the 
. public, that they could unjustly and foully influence me in any matter. In 
reality, I have done nothing further than exposed the weakness or insufllciency 
of the grounds he advanced at different times, and made requisitions for further 
evidence,* For what steps could I take, or how could I proceed against flie 
accused parties without proof; and if I have occasionally written to him in 
stroug terms (for which I have already expressed my regret to him), an excus- 
ably indignant sense of justice to myself compelled me to do so, when I found 
r/rfe para, 9 of my him persisting in his belief without reasonable grounds. How far in adopting 
letter dated 3 Oct. course I have been guilty of having advocated the cause of the accused, 

the accompanying correspondence will best show ; and I am confident that I 
cannot be said to have taken upon myself to defend them any more at least than 
Coloncd Outram can be said to have advocated (I do not mean wilfully, but 
unconsciously) the cause of the libellers, who seem to have taken advantage of 
his enthusiastic t bigotry in the doctrine of the absolute corruption of the native 
service to dart their shafts at me and others with impunity. 


App. (S.) paras. 
4 and S of my lettar 
dated 12 Oct. ; para. 8 
of Colonel Outram’e 
letter dated 16 Oct. ; 
and para. 9 of my let. 
ter diued 23 Oct. 1850. 


Vide App. (B ), 
Knclosure No. 2. 


Appendix (L.) 


Vide para. 3 of his 
letter dated 
15 Aug. 1850. 


Videthe concluding 
part of para. 7 of 
bia letter dated 
16 Aug. i860. 


26, Colonel Outram’s first communication to me was accompanied by an 
incorrect or imperfect copy of the memorandum of accounts, in which not only 
none of the erasures were not shown, but the most important of them all, viz., 
the item debited to “ Subhagyawutee” was sadly misrepresented. On examining 
this paper, as I found the total disbursements exceed the receipts out of which 
they were stated to liave been made by 3,000 rupees, I very naturally concluded 
th^ the account w'as false, and as no other sum on the debit side contained the 
fi^re of 3,000, but this entry of “ Sowbhagyawuntee,” I believed that this very 
item had been misconstrued to Colonel Outram, especially as the w'ord Dr. 
was used in that item in reference to the woman, whoever she may have been ; 
and when I referred to the Calendar of 1847 for the corresponding English 
dates, I found that these accounts referred to dates posterior to the time I had 
left the residency, a fact which at once convinced meilthat the accusation was 
one of d priori improbability, as evidently Larcoba could not be supposed to 
succeed in imposing upon the people, even some time after tny return to Surat. 
As in the memorandum of the explanation, which accompanied this paper, and 
which, from its style, appeared to contain the result of the inquiry made into 
the matter by Colonel Outram (but which, as I learned afterwards, was the same 
that he calls in his first note. Explanation of Hurrec Hliugtee’s goomashtas, and 
with which he subsequently coupled Sliumbhooram’s name as its author), 
neither was this discrepancy of dates noticed as having occurred to Colonel 
Outram at the time, nor was any allusion made to the supposed object of pay- 
ment ; and as I did not then suppose Colonel Outram to be so good a Maratha 
scholar that the Marathee dates could have struck him with this most important 
irreconcilability, I thought it necessary to point it out to him in reply, as a proof 
of the improbability of the supposed payments, while in order to satisfy myself 
on the other point, viz., the falsity of the accounts, I at once wrote to him 
officially for the original memorandum of accounts, and a comparison of it 
with the copy that had been sent to me, compelled me strongly to suspect that 
the misconstruction with which it was attempted to mislead Colonel Otitram 
had been wilfully offered, an inference which was further confirmed b^ the 
strange invention of the false story of I and Moongajee driviiw together m my 
carriage side by side, which was brought to my notice in Colonel Outram*8 
subsequent communication ; and as Baba Fudkya was the only person of a set 
of well-known intriguing cliaracters in Baroda, whose pecuuia'ry interests in 
connexion with the petty state of Bhaderwah had very materially suflferea by 
my official conduct while iu charge of the Rewa Caunta agency, I very naturally 
suspected him to be, in some way or other, at the bottom of this affair. The 
expression of my suspicions and the requisitions 1 made for information calcu- 
lated 


* my letter of the 23d August 1850, especially para. 17; his reply of the 31st A%uft, 
especially paras. 4 and 5 ; my letter of the 6th September, with its accompaniments ; his rqtlies, dated 
the 10th and nth September; my answers of the 12th and 10th September; his letter dated the 
6th September, and my answer of the 3 1st Sepiember. 

Such vehement expressions as “scoundrels," &c. used by him during the course of this (NtirlW- 
e^tmdeace, as applying to public servants, can be attributed t« no other cadee but thek ^fdaodwt 
fthh* # ■ r' ^ ‘ • 
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lated to confirm or disprove my apprehensions on this point, however, excited 
Colonel Outram, and a somewhat warm discussion ensued,* which ended in a 
digression from the main subject and the introduction of a great deal of 
irrelevant matter, such as allusions to Nursopunt and his son, &c., &c., by 
Colonel Outram, 

27. In reply to the diificulty pointed out to him by me regarding the dates, 
he informed me in his first reply that he was aware that if the money had been 
taken by the accused parties it could not have been in reference to Baroda 
matters,f neither was it supposed to have any connexion with them, but with a 
very important case about to come before me in Surat, in which certain parties 
in Baroda had been interested. This vague insinuation puzzled me the more as 
I could not guess to what case the allusion was made. The only case involving 
the interests of any parties in Baroda, with which I had anything to do in 
Surat, was that of Bhauabhace, referred to me by Government long after my 
return from Baroda. As this direct reference to me could not have been anti- 
cipated by any of the concerned parties beforehand, it appeared to me altogether 
impossible to suppose that any one of them should have endeavoured to influence 
me in its behalf twelve months before the case actually came to me ; I was 
tlierefore obliged to request Colonel Outram to be more explicit on this point, 
and his reply surprised me not a little, as he told me that the case alluded to in 
liis letter was, as lie was afterwards informed, “ the dispute between the 
Buksliee,” because this was not a case that was about to come before me at the 
time to which this money transaction refers, inasmuch as that it was pendn^ 
since 1842. And as no clue was furnished to me to guess out which of Me 
disputant parties was meant, I had to ask him again to favour me with still 
further explanation, and his answer was not more satisfactory than his previous 
intbrinution, for he stated therein that he had not ascertained this point, nor was 
it possible to trace out the connexion, unless Baba Nufdya himself chose to 
iHiveal the supposed mystury. 

28. On a reference to the depositions of Hurree Bhugtee’s goomashtas,it will 
he seen that Colonel Outram’s first information was erroneous, inasmuch as the 
hitter lias an evident tendency to load any reader to believe that the insinuation 
flirovvu out by his informants was confined to Surat matters alone, while the 
fact was that in their vague surmises tlie gooraashtas seem to have alluded to 
Baroda as well as Surat matters, and supported their suppositions by supposing 
that the entries might have been post-dated, or that these payments might have 
been in fulfilment of a prior agreement, and that the items might have been 
debitt'd to false accounts to conceal the connexion of the real parlies. Only two 
or three of these vaguely acknowledge the fact of any allusion having been 
made to the case between the Nuwaband the Bukshee, while several of the 
other deponents can state only that the Colonel Outram had made inquiries to 
the lime regarding the object of payments to Larcoba at a time when I was not 
there, but their recollections extend no further, and they did not either then 
hear or do not now remember what explanation was given by Hurree Bugtee’s 
goomashtas on this point. Another striking discrepancy between Colonel 
Outram’s statements, and those of his informants is, that while he says that he 
was afterwards informed, the goomashtas distinctly declare that all the surmises 
were communicated to him on the same occasion. 

29. It was painful to observe such discrepancy ; I could not but express my 
feelijggs to him regarding the fact of his having omitted to give me the slightest 
hint concerning the object for which these bribes were supposed to have been 
paid, in his first note, or its accompaniment, This irritated him, and he called 
upon me to retract and apologise for the expression “ painful discrepancy,” that 
I had made vise of, and in order that he may have no cause to complain of any 

discourtesy 


*' Hi* letter of the 11th September, especially paraa. 3 and 4 : my reply, dated i8th September; 
pm«. > 7 , 4 ( 0 . of hia letter of the atat September ; paraa. 13, 14 and 15 ci my reply, dated 3d Oct. 

f Vide par^ 6 of hia letter of the 13th August; pa^ 6 of my reply of the asd August; paraa. 
8 and j 1 of bia letter of the .'jut August j accompanimratof my letter dated fllb September, Queiy 
para. 6 of my letter dated itith l^ptember; paraa, la aad 13 of hh letter dated aut Sep- 
tember; pera.' 6 of my letter of the adnOotober j paraa. 14 s&d 1 3 of bie letter of the ptb October, 
t ■ ■' ■ • ■ ' 
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Vide App. (J.), 
Nos. ^ to ] 3 . 


Vide App. (J.), 
Nos. 1 to 5, &c. 


In liu letter dated 10 
Sept., he aaya he wti 
informed on the 
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diacouFtesy on my part, I retracted the term so far as it implied anything 
offensive, but this does not seem to have satisfied him, as will be seen from the 
first. part of his letter of the 9 th October. 

80. The only way in which he could account for thi| most important omissiOn 
(as will be seen from two or three of his letters, dated in September), was that 
his first note was written in a hurry, and that he had given instructions to 
Shumbooram to mention nothing further in the yadee of explanation (Appendix 
(L.) than what would enable me to understand the case, as he did not choose 
to wound my feelings by every story that was then related to him regarding 
the woman, &c. How far this explanation is sufficient to justify his demand for 
an apology on the above point will be very clearly seen when it is borne in mind 
that in his subsequent letters there was no statement more insulting than what 
had been already stated by Shumbooram in the aforesaid explanatory yadee, 
which, as a matter of course, bore his official signature, for therein Shumbooram 
was not content with telling me that the Soubhagyawuntee Bayee was my kept wo- 
man Dooluu, but that I had dismissed her for misbehaviour with a bargeer of the 
Hoojrat Paga. The cause of her dismissal was thought necessary to be men- 
tioned to enable me to understand the merits of the case clearly, while it was not 
deemed worth while to notice the object for which the money was supposed to 
have been paid to her, lest that might offend iny feelings, and “mortify” me. 
How inconsistent this appears, it is not necessary for me to say. 

31. From the manner in which Colonel Outram first communicated to me the in- 
silhuation regarding the dispute between Jafier Alice and the Bukshee, it is evident 
that of all the suggestions made to him by his informants, this appeared to him 
as the only one that was the most probable, but upon wliat grounds he adopted 
this supposition I have yet to learn. Not one of the items is debited to either 
of the parties, and to suppose that any banker making payments on account of 
another party to a third individual would not debit thf paoney to the account of 
the party for whom he has paid it, nor to the account of the receiver, is equi va- 
lent to suppose that bankers carry on their business without keeping any regular 
accounts whatever, and such wild suppositions can have no bounds. Again, if 
the payments were made on account of either Jaffer Alice or the Bukshee, why 
one of the items, viz. that of 1 00 rupees for Larcoba, is debited to the account of 
Hurree Bbugtee ; and since Soubhagyawutee Bayee meant Doolun, why is the 
item debited to her directly? It was either the Bukshee or Jaffer Alee, or * 
Surpraj Alee, as the case may be, from whom Baba had to recover the money, 
and not from Doolun, In a word, the absurdity of the supposition is too 
glaringly apparent to require any further comment. 

32. I pointed out to him how utterly worthless the surmises of his inform-^ 
ants were, and lie in reply, as will be seen, especially from his letter of the 0th 
October, paras. 8 to 16, forces upon my attention how firmly they believed the 
memorandum to refer to illicit transactions ; that the difficulty of ffxing upon the 
object of payment with precision did not shake them ; and elsewhere he tells 
me that this point was not of much importance in the case. That Colonel 
Outram himself had considered this point important is however clear, from the 
fact of bis having made the necessary inquiries regarding it that very momenti as • 
shown by bis subsequent letters, as well as by the unanimous admissions of all the 
deponents present in the residency on the occasion when the rough memorandum 
is said to have been discovered. And he forgets that the diffUcimy suggested 
me, unless satisfactorily cleared up, throws a degree of improbability on their 
very first gratuitous assumptions, since Dooluu’s and Moongajee’s names are nO-f 
where to be seen, while against the name of Larcoba there is only a smpll sum ^ 
100 rupees. Before any inference is drawn, it is necessary to examitm the cm?'' 
rectness of the premises from which it is deduced. But Colonel Outram does 
libt seem to think of this. Again, all suppositions require certain undeniable data* 
without which every supposition is a gratuitous assumption, and the firmness of 
iMiief in such assumptions, showed by any one, instead of proving tlieir correet* 
ness, as Colonel Outram seems to imagine, merely demon^rates the fact that 
pnr^ has a weak judgment, or that his belief is nothing but an insincere affecjliR- 
llon. Considering am the fedtures of the case, the mter suppoiitiDn 

with regard to Coknel Outmm's infopnaats ; and they aem 
Htubediheir part very ably to have made such Ifiilig impr^ions uj^ bis 

■ ' ''as 
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as at oQce to succeed in prepossessing it in favour of evident improbabilities and 
absurdities. 

38. Independently of the improbability suggested by the irreconcilability of 
the dates, 1 bad also hinted to Colonel Outram how utterly worthless such a 
mere memorandum was as evidence ; but in order to satisfy me regarding the im- 
portance of this paper, he mentioned the following two circumstances in reply : 

1st. “ But it appears that the memorandum, of which I sent you a copy, Vide para, a of hia 
was found among Baba Napra’s private papers, which he had endeavoured letter dated 15 Aug. 

to conceal.” 

2d. “ And that the money was disbursed is proved by a correspondiug 
item (as to amount) in the public chopras, wherein the sum is accounted for 
(but in a different manner, evidently for the purpose of concealing its real 
destination).” 

34. With regard to the first point, it will be observed that the uuderlinings 
show how forcibly he wants to urge these points, to give an air of profound im- 
portance to this paper ; but where but amongst a man's private papers can it be 
expected to find a rough memorandum of his own accounts ? To expect to find 
it in his master’s public chopras (to which Colonel Outram alludes in the same 
place), or anywhere else, is not natural, and therefore the circumstance of the 
scrawl having been discovered among Baba’s private papers does not give it any 
weight as evidence, for it neither adds to nor lessens its original importance ; it 
affects it neither ways. And even though the document in question was fo^d 
amongst a mass of private papers which he had attempted to conceal, wnat 
proof is there to believe that at least one of the reasons for doing so was the con- 
cealment of this very paper. Have all the numerous bundles of papers he 
attempted to conceal been found to be of this description? For various reasons 
which an appeal to one’s own heart would render self-evident, there is no man on 
earth that would not like?, to avoid if possible a public exposure of his private 
papers, even though they may not refer to any sort of illicit, unjustifiable or 
immoral transactions ; and, in a word, it is very natural that Baba should have 
attempted, or at least wished to attempt, to conceal several if not all his private 
papers. But that he actually did so with that portion of the papers among which 
this memorandum was found, has not been satisfactorily made out ; and ou this 
point I would draw the attention of his Lordship in Council to the detailed 
account of the circumstances attending the seizure of these papers, as subse- 
quently given by Colonel Outram in paras. 25 and 26 of his letter dated 
9 October 1850. 

85, Colonel Outram therein states that his requisition for the seizure of Baba’s 
private papers had not been immediately enforced, but delayed at least for more 
than 24 hours, and admits tiiat “ the bundle of papers in which this memo- 
randum was found had the appearance of not having been opened for a long 
time before it was untied at the residency.” He also declares his decided incli- 
nation to the belief that “ it was not opened in the Baba’s house subsequently 
to the intimation he (Baba) doubtless had received of the intended search.” 

Adding, as a reason, that “ if it had, there is little doubt so important a doc ume^ The nnderlmingg 
would have followed the fate of the other papers which he had found time to •“ quoution 
secrete or destroy.’’ Certainly, since Baba had previous intimation, and had 
taken advantage of it with respect to other papers, he should have done the same 
with this ; and fVom his not navlng done so, the only conclusion that one can 
draw under the above circumstances is, that either Baba being fully aware that 
this memorandiim had no reference to any illicH transactions, attached no im- 
portance to it,«or that he was not aware that this rough memorandum was in 
snch a particular bundle. But in either case it is self-evident tba^ be should not 
have even shown any inclination, much less attempted to conceal the bundle 
for Uie sake of this very scrawl that was in it, along with ot^ papers. 

TnuB it is clear that the document in question receives no importance from the 
m of its faavilig been found in the way Colonel Outram nepit seats it to We 

' / 'i' ■ 
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talking in reference to the aforesaid particular bundle, Colonel Outrara observea, 
that it was one of those which had been set aside for conceahnent, when niy 
He underlining* native agent’s fortunate arrival on the spot prevented th at purpose being carried 
buKevn while in para. 25 he states, that “on reaching it (Baba’s house) they 

‘ (Govindrao and native agent) found the Baba and the officer sitting together in 
the midst of the Baba’s papers, several bundles of which had been put aside in a 
manner tha tindicat ed that it was intended to s ecrete or d es troy them, besides 
manv f^e papers.” So far as 1 can see from this, the only point adduced as 
a proof of the attempt made by Baba to conceal Jiis private [tapers is, that the 
manner in which these bundles had been put aside indicated that it was so 
intended. But what was the peculiarity in the manner that it so clearly 
indicated that this was the very intention, it is difficult to guess under the above 
circumstances, for the officer (who is Slnimbhoorain’, one of the chief actors in this 
case, as will be seen from other parts of my letter) and Baba were sitting toge- 
ther in the midst of these papers, in a place on reaching which tlie native agent 
could see these bundles also. In short, from all this account I am rather inclined 
to imagine (though I cannot assert it positively as a fact), that the story that 
Baba had endeavoured to conceal these private papers must be an invention by 
the native agent to obtain credit for himself. 

37. With regard to the other point, viz. that the disbursement of the money 
is proved by a corresponding item as to amount in the public chopras, I need 
only remark that the corresponding item in the public cliopras is only 21,000 
rupees and not 24,000, and when Colonel Outram makes use of these account- 
books as authority or evidence to confirm the disbursements stated in the rough 
memorandum, why does he believe in them only to such (‘xtent as they can be 
supposed to support his views, and disbelieve them wherein tliey have a tendency 
to prove the innocence of the accused parties; for, inasmucli as the cliopras 
furnish a positive proof of the disbursement of 21,00(t, they furnish a conclu- 
sively negative evidence of the alleged 3,000 rupees not having lieen expended. 
If the whole amount of 24,000 rupees was given away as a bribe, wbat object 
could there be in omitting trom the chopras a fraction of it? what could prevent 
one from making room for 3,000 rupees in his account-books, wherein he had 
accommodated the remaining enormous sum by false debits. In sliort, to believe 
that such a large payment might have been made by a man out of his funds 
without bringing the disbursements to account in his books, or to suppose that 
he must have made some other accommodation for it, or to suspect that false 
debits have been made, and the entries have been post-dated to conceal the 
destination and the purpose of the payments, every stiiliborn accuser and judge 
is at perfect liberty, to the extent to which he should choose, to indulge himself 
in this humour. But from such suppositions and suspicions whose character can 
be safe ? In a word, to allow or encourage such surmises being offered with 
impunity, or to proceed upon them, would, in my humble opinion, prove 
prejudicial than otherwise to the efficiency and interests of the native service at 
least. And their absurdity in this particular instance would be more apparent, 
when it is borne in mind that the assertion that the amount is differently 
accounted for in the chopras, with the view of concealing its real destination, is 
anything but a fact, all the different items composing it being found in the 
chopras debited in the names of the very same parties as are mentioned in the 
rough memorandum, and there being besides, instead of the erased items, a sum 
of 100 rupees debited to the woman “ Soubbagyawutee Bayee,” with a distinct 
specification of its being in part payment of 3,100 rupees. 

38. The only grounds upon which Colonel Outram so unhesitatingly believed 
these scandalous surmises, without proof, are distinctly expressedffby him in the 
following passage of one of his letters during the early part of this corre* 
4pondence : — 

mu* latter d«t*d • “ The course I adopted at once showed that I was confident your name had 
**d»****^rfto*' abused by the people who had taken the money, for that nie money had 
taken by Larcoba and the .woman not a single doubt appeared in the ^ind 
of, or was expressed by any one of the persons present, who were so well able to 
The underlintog tmdersta nd t he real meaning of t he document which had accidentally tuPhed 

I* ^ ^ reason to doubt then that such was the meaning of the entryi‘«dr 

in the t^ginai. bttve I HOW, nop do I believe that any sowcw ft Baroda has any doubt of it. 
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But the proof that the money was actually given to Larcoba and the woman is 
another matter.” 

89. The same argument will be found reiterated in more than one or two of 
his subsequent letters, and he tells me that these persons belong to a class not 
likely to be deceived in such cases ; but in what consisted the competency of 
Colonel Outram’s informants to judge rightly in the matter, and what positive 
assurance he had of their trustworthiness or sincerity, I arn at a loss to discover. 
As goomashtas of Hurree Bhugtee, they were not more competent to judge 
rightly in this matter than any others, for these were Baba Nafdya’s private 
accounts, kept in the name of Poorshotum li unchore, and not Hurree Bhugtee’s, 
us from his official letter of the 16th August, No. 495, Colonel Outram appears 
to have supposed in the first instance. 

40. On a reference to Appendix (J.), No, 0 to 12, it will be seen that out of 
seven gooinastlias of Hurree Bhugtee, only one (No. 7) had taken the rough 
memorandum in his hand and read it. But not one of them appears to have been 
a good Maratha scholar, and all the remaining six merely state the contents of 
the Marattee rough memorandum as they heard Shumbliooram and others read 
and talk about it. How can one who has not minutely examined this scrawl see 
what is an interpolation, and judge correctly as to how far it was proper to 
connect a subsequently added item with one that had been erased, or how far 
the manner in which Larcoba’s item had been introduced therein justified its 
being considered as connected with all the preceding as well as subsequent 
items? The impression made on their mind by the manner in which this paper 
was read and explained in the assembly on the occasion, evidently was, that 
Larcoba’s was not a separate item, but that his name was used by way of (shera) 
remark, and thus may the judgments of these goomashtas have been deceived ; 
nevertheless they were not in the least the originators of the scandalous surmises. 
Whatever information >they supplied appears to have been communicated by 
them in reply to queries put to them by the native agent and Shumbliooram, or 
by Colonel Outram, and its extent appears to have been simply this : they stated 
that Vishnoo Narrayen w'as a fictitious name, and that Anna was Baba Nafdya’s 
son, and in regard to the difficulty of discovering the object of such large 
payments, they offered some very vague surmises alluded to above. With the 
exception of one of them, viz. (No. 10), Lulloo Bhugwan, who even makes 
a vague allusion to having mentioned the story of Moongajee driving in my 
carriage, and implicates the moonshee and Siiumbbooram (Nos. 2 and 13) 
along with himself, none of the other goomashtas have admitted to have 
related any such story to Colonel Outram ; almost all of them point out Shum- 
bhooram and the moonshee as the authors and inventors of the stories con- 
necting Larcoba, Doolun, and Moongajee together, while these two accuse one 
another as the originator of the suggestion regarding Doolun. 

41. Again, when the depositions of these goomashtas were taken, they were 
called upon to give their opinion regarding the erasures and alterations in the 
rough memorandum, and their comment on this point is utterly false in respect 
to facts, inasmuch as they misquote the figures. But there is an evident 
uniformity in this misquotation which might lead me to conclude that it was 
the result of a studied conspiracy, and how far these goomashtas were a party to 
it, it is not easy to decide, because on this occasion merely a copy of the rough 
memorandum, and not the original paper (for what reasons Colonel Outram, or 
rather his native agent, must know best) was shown them to be examined. On 
a reference to para. 7 of Colonel Outram’s letter dated 16 October, it will be 
seen that he asserts that the copy in his office was an exact fac-simile of the 
original ; and his word would have been sufficient to clear all doubts on the 
pmrit. But sometimes his statesnents are so evidently opposed to facts, that 
I hesitate to doubt the sincerity of the goomashtas, for notwithstanding that the 
copy was shown to them, as is evident from the questions proposed to them by 
Colonel Outram, in para. 4 of the same letter, he asserts with no less vehemence 
that the original and not the copy was submitted to them when their depq- 
sitioas were taken. I am afraid that his native agent has deceived him on this 
point. 


560. 
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42. While from time to time Colonel Outram forwarded to me, with all 
imaginable readiness, such pai>ers, or their copies, accompanied with such 
explanations as were in his opinion calculated to strengthen or confirm the 
scandalous surmises he had once so unhesitatingly accepted. Baba Nafdya’s 
explanation, whicli was most essential as being, if correct, the only thing that 
could illustrate the matter in its true light, was kept back from me until the 
16th October. At the end of liis letter of the 15th August, which he did not 
forward to me till the 16tli, he promises to send me Baba Nafdya’s reply; and not- 
withstanding that Baba’s first examination on the most essential point, on which 
were grounded all the illusory surmises, viz., the erased item debited to “Soubha- 
gyawuttee,” had been taken on the 13th August before the durbar, ColonelOiitram, 
in his letter of the 19th idem (para. 2d), says, “ I am disappointed in not yet 
having got Baba Nafdya’s examination fn):ii the durbar, which, owing to the 
holidays, I do not suppose has yet been taken * and again, in his letter of the 
3l8t August 1850, at tlie end ot para. 5, in representing Baba Nafdya and his 
son Anna as not likely to divulge the fact, he observes, that they “ have here- 
tofore, 1 am told, refused any replms to the queries put to them by the durbar 
on the subject,” while in reality Baba had been most minutely examined long 
before that day, his examinations having been held on the 13tli, 14th, 20th, and 
25th of August, on which occasions, according ;o the papers furnished to me, he 
does not appear to have refused an answer to anj^ question proposed to him. 
Further, the very statement in a question proposed to the Baroda hankers by 
Colpnel Outram on the ISth August, that, in the presence of his Highness, Baba 
had owned the rough niemoranduin, and Tatyalta (son of Baba’s wife’s sister) 
admitted to have been its writer, appears to me to betray some glimjtse at least 
of the knowledge of Baba’s first examination ; and when it is borne in mind 
that the explanation then given by Baba regarding the erased item, supports the 
view' taken of it by tin; committee 1 had assembled here to examine the original 
rough memorandum in question, there remains hut very little doubt that in this 
imperfect course of forw'arding partially prosecutive evidence, and reserving, 
under apparently false colours, such as was opposed to it for a time in the back 
ground, may be traced an attempt to practise (I’or such length of time as was 
possil)lc) “ suggestio falsi et suppressio veri ” against the accused parties. 

43. This painful inference is no less strengthened by the fact, that while 
Colonel Outram so urgently forced upon my attention the falsity of these 
accounts, and furnished me with the observation of the Baroda hankers, that 
though they vvere of opinion that the identity of the sum of 12,000 rii|)ce8, 
credited in Saruiil Bliugtee’s account hooks, was established by a coincidence of 
tile datts with a similar sum debited to Hurree Bliugtee in Narrayen Rao llun- 
chure’s cliopras as part of the sum of 18,000 rupees credited by the latter to 
Poorshotum Runchore, the account hooks did not apfvear to them to prove this con- 
nexion. Extracts from the account current of “ tlie Souhliagyawutee Bayee,” as 
well as corresponding extracts of each otlier’s accounts from the ledger books of 
Poorshotum Runclioro, and of the different parties to w'liom the several items 
were debited, were not furnished to me, as requested by me in the accompani- 
ment of my letter of the 6th September. This insinuation knowingly thrown out 
regarding a fact, the validity of which the hankers, however, dared not deny, 
implied “suggestio I'alsi,” inasmuch as tliat it wa.s intended to impose upon me, 
that tliougli corresponding credit was found in Samul Bhugtoe’s chopras, the 
transaction after all was suspicious, while the only means that could enald^ me 
to expose the falsity of the hypothesis which supported this statement, were not 
furnished to me until my sherishtedar, deputed by me for the purpose, examined 
the account Ixwks on my behalf, and brought me extracts therefrom. He has 
reported to me that it is customary in Baroda for all bankers and others to debit 
or credit sums to the account of Hurree Bhugtee alone, though this firm enters 
these transactions in that set of its hooks wdiich bear the name of Samul Bhugtee ; 
and as it is almost- impossible to believe that the hankers could be ignorant of 
this practice, 1 suppose tliey were either constrained (by what 1 cannot guess) to 
misrepresent facts, or liave wilfully done so. In either case, lioweve», their 
conduct jusiificB the observations contained in the concluding part of my letter 
dated 6tli September 1850. 

. 44. The 


* N. B . — The underiinings in the quotations are mine, and not in th« original. 
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44. The innhility expressed by the Baroda bankers who examined the account 
books to trace out how the remaining sum of 6,000 rupees (out of the 18,000) Vide Afp. (1.) 
were disposed of, appears to me to be another instance of a similar but extremely 
weak attempt. To those who understand anything of accounts, this difficulty 
would never have occurred, neither would they have rejected the explanation 
given by Baba Nafdya on this point, in his examination of 25th August, as false, vuig ^pp (E) 
So long as it has not been fouivd out that, the balance of the account in which No. 5. 
the whole sum of 18,000 rupees was credited (to Poorsliotum Runchore) as 
brought over to the account of every succeeding month, was not deticient by 
6,000 rupees, it is absurd to question the validity of the item, merely because it 
cannot be distinctly ascertained (from these accounts) in what particular dis- 
bursements every one of these six thousand coins was spent. Where there are 
receipts from vaiious sources and disbursements as numerous, it is not always 
•possible to trace out sucb connexion between them. 1 defy any firm carrying 
on business as extensively as Narrayen Rao Runchore (one of the partners of 
which it is not to be forgotten is the welt known firm of the Gaekwar Govern- 
ment, “Gunnesii Eshwur”) to prove the contrary by their account books. Accord- 
ing to the principle v\hich Colonel Outram seems to adopt (for, if otherwise, why 
should he have proposed such a question to the bankers, and sent their answer 
to me as an evidence for prosecution?) one might suspect an item credited to a 
Mahal Treasury in the account books of the Collector’s office, merely because it 
cannot be found out therein how that very sum was appropriated to the payment 
of M'hat particular drafts, or to defray what particular charges. 


45. Notwithstanding that Colonel Outram showed apparently want of candour 
in Causing secret inquiries to be directly made in Broach to test my statement 
regarding the time of Larcoba’s recent visit to Surat, 1 am not at all inclined to 
impute the unimpartial course complained of in the preceding three paragraphs 
to him, not merely because he lias repeatedly a8.sured me of being actuated by 
a purely friendly spirit towards me, and of bis having regarded me as a victim 
and not an accomplice of Larcoba, but also because 1 strongly suspect (as I have 
all along expressed to him) that lie was misled by designing parties. His 
native agent, and Sliumboorain and others, appear to have very cleverly im- 
posed upon him by keeping him in ignorance of the real facts, and by suggest- 
ing to liirn every false argument that could appear to support the view they had 
once comniunicated to him ; thus a little want of penetration, coupled with a 
degree of obstinacy, so cliaracteristic of a highly prejudiced mind, brought matters 
to this extreme, and prevented the inquiry from being ever turned into a right 
direction. If Colonel Outram believed the rough memorandum to refer to 
illicit transactions, the first step necessary for him to have taken was at once to 
examine Baba Nafdya on the point, and then to weigh how far his explanations 
were satisfactory or otherwise. If Colonel Outram was told, as he asserts in his 
letter of the 3l8t August, that Baba had heretofore refused to give any replies 
to the queries put to him by the durbar, why did lie not at once get Baba in 
bis presence and examine him personally ? What prevented him from doing so 
up to the 14th October? Instead of taking this right course, why did he in 
vain protract the discussion for such a length of time? In paragraph first of 
his letter dated 30th September 1850, Colonel Outram talks of the expectations 
held out by Baba of ultimately revealing the real nature of the transaction ; but 
in the examinations herewith submitted, no symptoms of any such expectations 
having been held out by Baba are traceable, for his answers are distinct and 
clear, and I therefore suspect that this must be a trick played by his informants 
to lull Colonel Outram, and protract the closing of Baba’s examination as long as 
possible, in order that I might not be soon put in possession of it, for evidently 
they could not but have apprehended it as prejudicial to the progress of their 
intrigues. 


Vide his letter 
dated 1 1 Sept., 
paia. ^ ; and my 
reply doted 18 Sept, 
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Vide para. '6 of my 
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46 . Regarding the clumsy and careless manner in which alterations or cor- 
rections have been made in the rough memorandum, Baba Nafdya, when Vide App. lE.) 
examined on the 13 th August, observes, tlrat “it was prepared for liis own No. t. 
understanding;” and this expression appears to have been made use of by 
Colonel Outram as supporting the view taken by Hurree Bhugtee’s goomashtas, par,,, s of his 
R>at these alterations were made fraudulently with the view of self-understanding, letter dated 13 
and of evading the atte&tion of others. The subtlety of such a reasoning would Oct. 
be miparetkt to every laaa of bu^ess, who would compare his rough drafts and 
560, ’ E £ 2 memoranda 
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memoranda with their neat and fair copies ; and if one is asked why, in his 
rough memorandum, he has altered what he had once written, and why, in the 
formal document, the altered and corrected version is found, and not an exact 
copy of that memorandum as it was originally drafted, what answer I wonder 
would he give, but that the rough memorandum was drawn up to help his own 
memory, and for his own understanding ; and would this answer alone prove 
that any fraud was practised in making those alterations subsequently in a rough 
draft ? 

47. Another attempt to make Baba Nafdya’s explanations regarding these 
pecuniary transactions worthless as a satisfactory evidence, has been made by 
taking advantage of his apparently false explanation as to how and from whence 
he obtained the sum of 21,000 rupees, whicli be had stated to be his own money. 
But let every one for a moment consult his own feelings, and say if Baba was not 
constrained to tell a falsehood in this respect. The question proposed to him on 
this point evidently involved such a difficulty that no honest man, even w bo may 
have during the whole of bis life earned every farthing of his private funds by 
the most legitimate means, would unhesitatingly submit to give the required 
explanation, much less could a man like Baba, ’who is well known to have 
enriched himself by every illegitimate as well as legitimate means, and who 
being (if I am rightly informed) accused of embezzlement of enormous sums, as 
well as of a more serious charge, was in custody, and that too under a native 
government, be expected to give a true account of the whole of his wealth, to 
show satisfactorily whence and how he amassed it, and to produce his private 
accounts, that it may be seen what he was still possessed of. Who would submit 
to such an ordeal ? Baba might as well have been asked to give a similar 
explanation regarding the capital lie may have invested in these linns when he 
first established them, and it would then be seen if he would give a more true 
and satisfactory reply than he has dune respecting this sum of 21,000 rupees. 
The argument advanced by (,'olonel Outram at the end of the P.S., dated the 
16th October, to his letter of the 13tb idem, with the view of exposing the falsity 
of Baba’s account, that this was his money, is no less futile than absurd. If 
Colonel Outram means that every banker would inve.st the whole of his capital 
in trade, and reserve no part of it at home, lam afraid the mercantile community 
will not readily testify to the truth of this doctrine. It would not be amiss to 
remark here, that the opinion of the Baroda bankers, that this sum of 21,000 
rupees did not appear to them to be a deposit belonging to a third party, seems 
rather to confirm than disprove the explanation given by Baba Nafdya, that it 
was his private funds. 

48. In order to give an air of falsehood to Baba Nafdya’s explanations, a still 
bolder attempt is made in the insinuation that the accused and concerned parties 
could communicate with Baba. But until a satisfactory proof is adduced, 
I would regard this as an effusion of vexation in which a total disappointment 
in imaginary pursuits finds a refuge when all other means have failed ; and 
because Baba Nafdya’s explanation regarding the payment of 100 rupees to 
Larcoba appears to him to differ materially from the qualified admission of the 
latter. Colonel Outram attributes this discrepancy to the fact that Baba gave his 
replies before he had time to compare notes with Larcoba & Co. It must not 
be forgotten that Baba was then if not in actual custody, under a very strict 
surveillance at least ; and admitting, as Colonel Outram thus appears to do, 
that Baba had no communication with the accused parties up to the date of his 
examination regarding Larcoba, how would he account for the discrepancy 
between the explanation given by Baba, and the construction put upon the 
erased item of 3,100 rupees by his advisers ? 

49. From his observations, it is very clear that while on the one hand Colonel 
Outram endeavours to show that Baba Nafdya’s explanation is false, inasmuch 
as that he docs not confess this rough memorandum to refer to his illicit trans* 
actions, and instead of admitting that he paid the money to Larcoba and Doolun 
on my account, proves by the account books of both his firms how the amount 
was appropriated. Colonel Outram, on the other hand, makes use of the same 
evidence against Larcoba as conclusive with regard to the payment of 100 
rupees. All that I need remark on this pointjs, that the rough memorandum, 
supported by a corresponding item in the account books, coupled with Larooba’a 
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•own admission, were sufficiently convincing proofs of the fact ; and since Baba 
Nafdya’s explanation (given before he could communicate with the accused 
parties, according to (-'olonel Outram’s own confession) corroborates it, one point 
is clear, that the erased item originally debited to “ Soubhagyuwuttee Bayoe ” 
was not the same as debited to Larcoba, and that therefore the contiguity of the 
names does not necessarily establish a connexion between the two. At the same 
time, from the smallness of the sum (viz. 100 rupees) it may be safely inferred 
as a matter of course, that however unjustifiable it may be for Larcoba to have 
received it, he certainly could not have imposed upon the donor that it reached 
me, and this is enough to clear my character. 


60. From difi'orent parts of his several letters, it will be seen that Colonel 
Outran) presumes to suppose that I wanted to stop the inquiry and to defeat the 
ends of justice ; and especially by his letter of the 9th October, he appears to 
imagine that 1 was very much concerned about Doolun, and was striving to 
screen or defend her as well as I could, for he, in a very friendly tone, tells me 
therein that if I had taken the right course she need not have been so promi- 
nently brought forward. In regard to these insinuations, decidedly implying 
unfriendly accusations, I beg most respectfully to observe, that notwithstanding 
that the first notice was given to me in a partially private form by Colonel 
Outram, the very first step towards commencing a regular inquiry into the 
matter was officially taken hy me, as will be seen by my public letter of the 
8th August, and Colonel Outram’s reply thereto of the 16th idem, forwarding 
to me the original rough memorandum of accounts. See. Now, if I wanted to 
stop the inquiry, was this the course that I would have adopted at once ; or 
should 1 have been the first to tell him that 1 would submit the matter to 
(lovernmentf My own per.sonal knowledge made me confident how basely 
false these libellous accusations must have been, and I was eager to take up the 
matter for the vindication of my character, to bring the authors of such scandals 
to punishment. The interposition of Colonel Outran) alone pi’cvented my 
approaching them tr) make them fully answerable for their unsupported surmises, 
so voluntarily offered in the first instance. If 1 have shown any warmth, of 
which C olonel Uutram complains, it was not because the matter was taken up, 
and so pron)inei)tly discussed, hut because he conducted it in such a )T)ani)er 
that the real accusers were allowed to occupy a secure position behind him, 
from w'henee they could safely retreat whenever they chose. During such a 
protracted discussion, under the peculiar circumstances of the case, )t was very 
natuDl that 1 should occasionally express my vexation at the imperfect man))er 
in which, to say the least, every improbable and inconsistent information was 
supplied to me as evidence in confirmation of such scandals; and I therefore 
humbly trust that his Lordship in Council will do )))e the justice to excuse me 
for it, and attribute the vehemence I may appear to have displayed, to no base 
motive or ungentlemanly feelings. 


51. When I pointed out to him the inapplicability of the term “ Soubhagya- 
wutec Bayee” to a kept woman, and explained to lii))i the cause of the omission 
of the affix “ Salieb” after the woi-d “ iJayee,” whicli alone he was ad\ ised would 
distinguish a respectable soucar’s wife from a prostitute, I was no more de- 
fending Doolun than he may be said to have accused her in the first instance. 
I offered these remarks merely to show how he had been imposed upon by sur- 
mises based on improbable and absurd premises. But continuing under the 
same delusion, he accused me of having eulogised the courtezan, and when 
I challenged him to prove a charge so dishonouring to me, he referred to such 
passages and expressions in paras. 4 and 5 of my letter of the 18th September 
as w ere manifestly applioiblc only to public servants of Government. The sub- 
tlety of the rea.soning adopted on this occasion by Colonel Outram is too 
glaringly apparent to require any lengthened comment from me, and J most 
earnestly submit the point to the special decision of Government. For the very 
arguments advanced by me would show that instead of praising a courtezan, 
I meant to di.spraise all such characters, inasmuch as that I maintained that the 
term “ Soubhagyawutee ” even was too respectable to be applied to a prostitute. 
It would not be amiss to remark here, that the supposition offered by n)e, that 
the on)issiun of the affix “ Saheb” in the rough men)orandum was to be attributed 
solely to the fact that it was a familiarly worded paper, is confirmed by the com- 
mittee I had assembled here ; *and when it is Bbrne in mind that the writer ot 
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this inemorandiim was nephew to Baba Nafdya’s wife, to whose Soubhagyawutfse 
Bayee’s account the erased item was originally debited, all doubts are at once 
dispersed. Further, tlie termination “ yanchey,” denoting the noun Bayee, 
qualifying the substantive debtor in the possessive ease, being in the plural num- 
Ixjr, it may lie adduced as another reason that the mere omission of the affix 
“ Saheb ” did not repiesent the bare words to be sufficiently devoid of yespect 
to warrant a sudileu inference that they were applied to anybody’s kej)t woman. 
In short, I was not defending rny supposed mistress any more than that I was 
endeavouring to prove to (iolonel Outrarn that in every point of view the unfor- 
tunately false assuMiptioii gratuitously surmised to the prejudice of my private 
character was wliolly unwarrantable under the circumstances of tlie case. 

52. In |)ara. 3d of Ids letter of the 9th October, Colonel Outrarn asserts that 
I deputed iny sberishtedar to Baroda with instructions that I lead not commu- 
nicated to him. But 1 deputed him for no other purpose but that of examining 
the account books, as can be clearly seen from para. 2d of my letter of the 21st 
September 1850. The extent of my instructions was to examine the mutual 
accounts current of all the parties concerned from their respective ledger books, 
but especially tlie account of “ Soiibhagyaw utee Bayee,” and the account current 
be:weeii Narayen Runchore and Hnree Bliugtee, as the diffident manner in 
which the insinuation thrown out regarding the item of 12,000 rupees embodied 
in 18,000 could not but confirm me in the belief that Colonel Outrarn was actually 
imposed upon by designing parties. 

53. For fear of increasing the bulk of this despatch to unnecessarily tedious 
dimensions, 1 refrain from noticing various other more minor pjiints, such as 
bis accusing me of taking into rny counsel the accused parties and a relative of 
Baba Nafdya, with wliom he mu.st be in close communication, his rc(]uisition 
for information from Jatfer Alee, and above all, his insinuntions against my 
sberishtedar Nurbliyrani, &e. ; but slionld I be furnished by Colonel Outrain 
with a copy of bis statement to Government on this subject, as has been more 
than once jiromised by him, 1 shall make such further observations as his 
representations may ap])ear to me to demand, in addition to what I have already 
stated in this letter. For all that I have herein said, no extraneous proof or 
explanation from Colonel Outrarn i.s required, since all my remarks and argti- 
ments are based u|ion the accompanying papers, the originals of every one of 
which I cat! furnish, if required. 

54. A careful perusal of Colonel Outram's letters from the 31st August up 
to 20lli October, cannot fail to strike any impartial reader with the singular fact 
that wliilc, on the one hand, he repeatedly asserts that lie is neitlier the accuser 
of any of the parties implicated, nor the judge in tlie matter ; that he neither 
encouraged nor countenanced their accusations, aud that, incensed at such a 
base prostitution of iny name, lie was merely endeavouring, for my sake, as a 
private friend, as well as for tiic sake of tlie Britisli honour as a public officer, 
to enable me to demonstrate the falsity of native surmises by bringing the 
accused parties to punislinieiit, he, on the other hand, does not scruple, at the 
same time, to throw out every improbable and iiieonsisterit insinuation or adduce 
iiiil'ounded arguments, evidently witli the view of niaintainiiig his own ground 
as well and as long as jiossihle. But tins half-retreating manoeuvre, instead of 
liearing confirmatory testimony to tlie friendly feeling, and an anxious regard to 
my honour, as profe.ssed throughout, appears rather to betray an inward con- 
viction of the weakness of the position he had once inconsiderately occupied, 
and a simultaneous obstinacy of disposition against giving it up candidly. 
Notwithstanding that the accused parties are innocent of having ever prostituted 
my name in the way Colonel Outrain believes them to have done, yet had he, at 
any stage of this protracted controversy, but satisfactorily proved to me that, as 
the case stood, their guilt was not a matter of “ a priori" improbability, I w'ould 
have had no hesitation in thanking him for his regard to my character, and 
would not have liad now- to complain of the course or tone he has adopted 
towards me during tliese proceedings. 

56. It will be seen prominently that Colonel Outrarn tries to explainer justify 
his conduct througliout by arguments based entirely upon the groundless 
assumption that the accused parties were really guilty. The only imaginary 
ground upon which this assumption was at once presumed, and so pertinacioasly 
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TBttintained, is the alleged circtimstaiitial evidence'’ of the rough niemoranduin. 
But what WHS therein beyond an item of 100 rupees debited to Larcoba ? And 
though such a rough scrawl is utferly worthless as a legal proof, yet I admit 
that singly Larcoba’s guilt to this extent was not altogether a matter of ‘‘ () priori'' 
in)pr(>l)ability, notwithstanding he that has ultimately been found to be inno- 
cent. But to connect his name in the first instance with aw erased item d(‘bited 
to ail unknown woman, to assume that this woman must, as a matter of course, 
be my kept mistress, and that she must be Doolmi, then using Larcoki’s name 
as a general remark applicable to all the items debited above and below ; to sup- 
pose that they both must have obtained such enormous sums of money by a 
base prostitution of niy name, and to take it for granted that since Moongajee 
was a relative of Larcoba (towards both of whom my conduct was allegwl to 
have been such as to impress people with an idea that they enjoyed ray iiniirnited 
confidence), he also had a share in these illicit transactions ; again, assuming 
this train of connected surmises as unquestionably established axioms, to sup- 
pose thereupon that corrections were made in the rough Tuernurandum for the 
very purpose of concealing this foul affair; that an enormous sum was credited 
under a fictitious name with no otlu‘r view; that the item erased was actually 
disbursed without bringing it to a(‘e<)uiit in the formal account books; that the 
entries were either pur|)oselv po.'^t-dated, or that the payruents were made on 
account of either Jaffer Alee or the Bukshec; that the names of the parties on 
whose accounts tluse hril^es wen* paid, as well as of tljose to whom the payments 
werereallv made, hiive bt‘eii puiposely unntted and substituted by the names of 
another firm, &c., to conceal the real nature of these transactions, and so forth ; 
and above all, to advance such suppositions as solutions of the very difficulties 
that demonstrated the utter impossibility as well as improbability of tlie very 
first premises from wliicdi they had been deducc^d ; all this I beg most respectfully 
to urge was so far a (ligr(*ssion from the usually natural course of human reason- 
ing, that no friend of strict justice could liave so readily yielded to it. In a word, 
the surmises of Colonel Outrain’s informants w^ere no less than prophetic revela- 
tions and gratuitous yet confident assumption, and to consider tlnmi probable 
even (much less to believe in (hem as does Colomd Oiitrarn), betrays an extraor- 
dinary degree of faith in the riiagically iiiiraculous powers of the judgment and 
foresight of their authors. In fact, such a proved lire throughout is apparently 
attributable either to an uncominon degree of credulity or to a want of friendly 
and just regard for my honour. 

56 . Since he was actuated by a purely friendly spirit towards me, ought not thi* 
discovery of the fact that the very story related to him to prove how far people 
had reason to believe Moongajee to he my protege was a slu er invention, to have 
induced him touonbi the sincerity of his informants, w ho proiusely indulged in 
but vague surmises ? Ouglit not the liesitatingly ctiiifused and evasive manner in 
which his informants made their statements when called upon to give their depo- 
sitions, and which was so far short of actual precision requisite in matters of this 
description as to throw a disagreeable degree of inconsistency ()\ er the whole of 
the proceedings, to have warned him to be on bis guard r Ought not the 
discovery of tl)e facts, that in the very commencement a ialse copy of the most 
important paper, upon which were Iburided such scandalous charges, was furnished 
to me evidently with no other motive than lliat of d- ceiving me, and that the 
comment passed upon the erasures in this pajier by ev( ly one of his informants 
was utterly falser Ought not these and such other jxjints to have made him more 
cautious at least in giving credence to everything that Avas told or suggested to 
liimin a matter involving a base pro.-titution of my name? But instead of this, 
the very reverse is observable in bis conduct, and in one of his letters, he very 
sarcastically turns round upon rne, and asserts as follows : “ Ami likewise fully 
aw^are that about the date referred to, you were judicially concerned in cases (to 
come before you at Surat) involving the interests of parties at Baroda, you chose 
to assume in your reply to my first letter, that I must have meant that tiie 
memorandum referred to affairs transacted while you were acting resident at 
Baroda.” How far Colonel Outram is justified in making such an unbecoming 
remark, and how far it breathes a friendly spirit, I respectfully leave it to my 
superiors to decide. 

57. Notwitfastanding that Colonel Outrani*« conduct does not appear to me 
to be reconcilable with hia professions of candour and friendship, I shall not, 

560. K E 4 liowcver, 
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Appendix (L.) 


however, be so uncharitable as to doubt his word. I therefore content myself 
with his repeated assurances on this point, and all that I insist upon is, that in 
his anxiety to enable me to get those who were supposed to be guilty of a foul 
prostitution of my name punished, — as repeatedly expressed by him very feelingly,, 
especially in the following passage: “ Your tone would lead an unconcerned 
reader to fancy that I had been your accuser, instead of the indignant repudiator 
of allusions made by others ; that I had sought out and sanctioned charges 
against you, instead of warmly expressing my displeasure that any one could 
for a moment believe that any mingling up of your name was not a foul prosti- 
tution of it by base men, for base purposes ; a prostitution of it which I thought 
it my duty, as a friend and fellow-countryman, to make you aware of, that you 
might seek out those guilty of it, and have them punished — he has virtually 
allowed his informants so basely to prostitute my name with impunity ; and this 
was all that I meant whenever I complained to him in a tone of disgust or regret 
that he countenanced or encouraged charges affecting my private character and 
public discretion. I therefore submit the point for the special decision of his Lord- 
ship in Council, whether or not 1 have just cause to complain that in consequence 
of a little want of penetration at least on the part of Colonel Outram, I have 
in vain suffered, inasmuch as that I was permitted to be indirectly insulted by 
base libellers. 

58. F'rora all that has been said above, it will be clearly seen that, to say the 
least, the awkward and inconsistent reasoning, as well as the course adopted in 
this case, justify my supj)osition that the prosecution of Larcoba, &c., however 
imperfect, was the result of a conspiracy, one of the chief characters in which it 
may be safely assumed is Shumbhooram. It is difficult to ascertain correctly 
whether or not Huree Bhugtee’s goomashtas had wilfully joined him in Ids 
intrigues, inasmuch as they adopted his scandalous view, and attempted to pro- 
ceed thereupon to explain how the apparently improbable accusations (impro- 
bable iu consecjuencc of the dates of this transaction being posterior to my return 
to Surat) could be brought witldn the pale of probability. I have shown above 
that, to a certain extent, there are sufficiently strong grounds for supposing that 
these goomashtas might have been deceived, inasmuch as that they were not 
able to examine the original rough memorandum minutely, either on the occa- 
sion it was found, or on the day their depositions were taken. They have ap- 
parently done nothing further (unless the copy of the rough memorandum shown 
to them was a fac-simile of the original) than did Colonel Outram; i. e. they 
believed in certain suggestions and insinuations thrown out by others, and pro- 
bably for the very same reason that Colonel Outram had, viz. that they may 
have considered Shumbhooram and the resideticy rnoonshee as endowed with 
unerring judgments and acute penetration ; under this supposition the memo- 
randum which accompanied Colonel Outram’s first note is no more the expla- 
nation of these goomashtas tlian it is that gentleman’s own. In his second letter 
Colonel Outram is more explicit, and he styles the memorandum as the “ expla- 
nation of the goomashtas and Shumbhooram and so far as he calls it an expla- 
nation of Shumbhooram, his statement is peifectly true, and fully borne out by 
all the depositions he has forwarded to me; and if he had substituted the words 
“residency rnoonshee” for “the goomashtas,” nothing could have been more 
correct. 

59. How far the explanation given by Shumbhooram and the rnoonshee was 
the efl'ect of premeditation it is not easy to ascertain ; but as the duty of seizing 
Baba Nafdya’s papers and bringing them to the residency was assigned to the 
former, who has taken a prominent part in this case, there is some slight ground 
to suppo.se that he may have had an opportunity of seeing the rough memorandutn 
before the time when it is said to have been accidentally discovered in the resi- 
dency, for in para. 26 of Colonel Outram’s letter of the 9th October last, he admits 
as follows : — “ 1 cannot say whether the paper in question had or had not been 
seen by any one until the moment before it was shown to me on my attention 
being excited by the littering, &c. of the people assembled.” That there was 
unanimity between Shumbhooram and the rnoonshee is apparent, from the fact 
of the latter having handed over the rough memorandum (so soon as it is said 
he found it) to the i'ormer ; because it was evidently more natural for the 
rnoonshee on such occasions, and in such instances, to , have first placed the 
paper into the hands of the head of his department, i. e. the native agent,. 

than 
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than to have given it to a carcoon of the Guicowar Government, llke Shum- 
bhooram. In a word, the moonshee and Shura bhooram appear to be at the 
bottom of this aflair, and if at all, only one of the goomashtas, viz., Lulloo 
Bhugwan, from the tenor of his deposition, seems to have been their assistant. Tj* App.(J.), 
Inasmuch as these two were the authors of the explanations suggested as correct, No. 10. 
they were the only active agents, while the rest of the assembly, who seem to 
have adopted their view (whether they really believed in the truth of their 
insinuations, or merely affected to do so), were no better than passive tools in 
their hands. 

60. The deceitful misrepresentations of the erasures and alterations, in the 
rough memorandum of which Shum bhooram was perhaps the sole author, are 
apparent in his own deposition, as well as in the memorandum of explanation Fide App. (J.), 
that he first drew up, wherein he entered all that the moonshee had said regard- No. 13. 

ing the woman supposed to be kept by me, while he omitted the explanation 
given by Huree Bhugtee’s goomashtas, which alone could have given them a 
due share in the authorship of this memorandum. Again, with regard to the Fide para. 2 of hig 
story of Moongajee and I driving together in my carriage side by side fre- letter of 31 Aug. 
quently, he denies being tlie inventor of it; but, according to Colonel Outram’s 
statement, he supported this story when it was related to that gentleman by the 
goomashtas. He very vaguely, and therefore evasively, asserts that he merely 
repeated to Colonel Outrara what he heard others say on the occasion, but until 
be shows distinctly with whom it originated, and from whom he heard it before 
he represented it to Colonel Outram, I must consider myself indebted to him for 
this insolent compliment also. In a word, Shumbhooram appears to me to be the 
chief misleadcr, and the moonshee was merely his accomitlice. Witl^out making 
any allusions to the character and conduct of either of them, I beg most respect- 
fully to urge the bare fact on the notice of his Lordship in Council, in the hope 
that Government, for the sake of doing full justice to me, may take such measures 
as may be thought proper to show its displeasure towards them who are clearly 
the originators of this uselessly troublesome affiiir, and, as regards myself, are 
base libellers, who have acted their part cleverly enough to deserve some 
notice. 

61. In conclusion, I must make a few remarks on the conduct of Colonel 
Outram’s native agent, Soorujram, throughout the case. To one who may take 
the trouble of minutely examining the rough memorandum, as well as the 
accounts of Poorshotum and Narayen Runclmre, and Samul Bhugtee, the falsity 
of the scandalous accusations brought forward by Shumbhooram, cannot fail 
to strike at once ; and, with these means at his disposal, 1 think it was the duty 
of the native agent to endeavour to find out the truth, and represent this simple 
matter in its true light to Colonel Outram, rather than to have assisted the 
conspiracy in increasing that gentleman’s erroneous and misdirected suspicions. 

Had but the native agent not neglected his duty there would have been no 
cause for any misunderstanding between Colonel Outram and me, neither of us 
would have liad so much vain trouble, and the whole of this trouble, accom- 
panied, 1 fear, by a considerable sacrifice of its valuable time in the arbitration 
of a groundless point, would have been saved to Government ; and such a grave ' 
omission on his part is attributable either to iucqmpetency or to a wilful con- 
nivance at the proceedings of Shumbhooram and others. The latter suppo- 
sition is more probable, though, I fear, (from what I have heard of him from 
competent natives) that the former cause also may have been combined with it 

to make him behave in the way he has done. 

82. He omitted, at least, to superintend properly the work of making a cor- 
rect copy of the rough memorandum sent to me, on a reference to which it will 
be seen that Lurcoba’s item is misrepresented, inasmuch as that it is shown to 
be a part of the item of “ Soubhagyawutee Bayee,” which even is not erased. 

In fact, this misrepresentation must have been intentional, that it should support 
the misconstruction put upon it by Shumbhooram and the moonshee. 

63. 1 admit that the omission of a point especially required by duty may or may 
not be wilful, and therefore though it is not less than a grave fault in either 
case, yet the degree of its criminality may entirely depend upon the circum- 
stances. But tmling falsehoods knowingly is, under all circumstances, highly 
criminal, and I therefore teg to draw the attention of his Lordship in Council 
560. F F to 
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to the fact that when I complained to Colonel Outram of the imperfectness of 
the copy he had furnished to me, the native agent had the courage to say that 
the copy forwarded to me was an exact fac-simile of the original memorandum. 

64. Again, who but the native agent could have, by false representations, 
Vide para. 4 of his deceived Colonel Outram to make the statement that the original memorandum, 
leiier of i6 Oct, jjjjj tjjg copy, was shown to the goomashtas, when their depositions were taken 
at the end of the montli of August, a statement disproved by the very depositions 
forwarded to me by him with his letter of the 31st August last. 


65. Further, Colonel Outram very distinctly, though not less passionately, 
asserts iir'para. 7 of his letter of the 16th October, that the copy of the rough 
memorandum kept on his records proves to be an exact fac-simile of the ori- 
ginal, and not a false copy as I had supposed. Should this be correct, the 
circumstance does not lessen the guilt of the native agent, but it aggravates it. 
How was it then that he allowed every one of the deponents (seven in number) 
to misrepresent figures, and thereby draw false conclusions and unwarrantable 
inferences? Ought he not to have represented to Colonel Outram at the same 
time, that the comment they, one and all, passed on erasures, was not borne out by 
the paper itself that was submitted for their examination ? For that the comment 
and the original paper are widely different, is undeniable, and I challenge any 
one to show me the figures 24,000 in the original, in which, though erased in 
three places, the figures 23,650 are distinctly legible. Under such circum- 
stances, it is natural to conclude that the native agent countenanced these base 
(and so far as regarded me scandalous) accusations at the expense not a little of 
Colonel Outram as well as of myself; for, on the one hand, if the copy was 
actually false, he being the head of the native department, must be considered 
to be at least a party to a fraud, calculated to deceive those whose opinions were 
taken with the very purpose of proving to me the guilt of the individuals whom 
they had accused on imaginary grounds ; and, again, on the other hand, if the 
copy was correct, as asserted by Colonel Outram, the native agent was still a party 
in league with the conspiracy, inasmuch as he openly connived at glaring false- 
hoods calculated to injure the accused at the sacrifice of justice. 


66. With regard to the native agent’s past history, it is enough to say that 
he is a time expired convict, and a reference to the Kaira records may probably 
furnish some testimony to his character, while a young man, and I understand 
that he obtained a footing in the Government service at first in the Mahee 
Caunta, where he probably served under Colonel Outram, who seems to enter- 
tain so high an opinion of him ; but from his conduct in the present case, 1 trust 
Government will see how unsafe it is to have such a character as the head of a 
native department in the residency. 

67. Under these circumstances I trust his Lordship in Council will see fit and 
necessary to show some mark of their displeasure towards the native agent also, 
in a manner that his behaviour in this case may appear to them to deserve. 


68. In consequence of the length of this Report, I apprehend I may be con- 
sidered exceedingly troublesome, and become an object of disgust ; yet, no 
apology can, I think, be required from me on this point, when, by a perusal of 
the accompanying copies of the correspondence, his Lordship in Council will 
perceive how I have been pursued and unavoidably driven to adopt this course. 


Bombay, 20 January 1851. 


I have, &c. 

(signed) W. C. Andrews, 

late Acting Resident of Baroda. 


P.S. As this correspondence was commenced, and continued for some time in 
a private form, the copies of some of the first letters exchanged between us were 
made on letter paper, and I could spare no writer were I to get them recopied on 
foolscap : I trust I will t)e excused for sending copies of the whole of the corre- 
spondence on letter paper instead of foolscap. 

(signed) IV. C. Andrews. 
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Extract Bombay Secret Consultations, 26 November 1861 . 

Minute by the Right Honourable the Governor. No. 907 B. 

I HAVE gone most carefully through the Reports of Colonel Gutram and Mr. 

Andrews on this matter, and I have read with attention the whole of the long 
and acrimonious correspondence that has taken place between these two gentle- 
men; I have likewise examined the Appendices by which their Reports are 
accompanied. 

2. I defer recording the conclusions at which I have arrived in regard to this 
subject, until we shall have determined on the course we shall pursue relative to 
Nursoo Punt, as it is impossible, though it may not be probable, that revelations 
may hereafter be made that may influence my judgment. 

I, however, circulate the papers for the information of my colleagues. 


15 May 1861. 


(signed) Falkland. 


Extract Bombay Secret Consultations, 26 November 18 .^ 1 . 

Minute by the Honourable Mr. Blane. 

Having looked through these papers, I pass them on to the Honourable 
Mr. Bell. 

I concur in the disposal of them being deferred until the proceedings on the 
charges against Nursoo Punt shall have been decided upon. 

16 May 1851 . (signed) D- A. Blane. 


No. 907 C. 


Extract Bombay Secret Consultations, 26 November 1851. 

Minute by the Honourable Mr. Bell. 

This case having no connexion whatever with the charges preferred against 
Nursoo Punt, I see not the least objection to its being at once disposed of : as 
the Right honourable the President, however, has proposed a different course, 
and which has been concurred in by the Honourable Mr. Blane, I defer to their 
view. 

24 May 1851. (signed) A. Bell. 


No. 907 D. 


Extract Bombaf Political Consultations, 26 November 1851. 

Further Minute hy the Right Honourable the Governor. 

Lieutenant-Colonel Outram, c. b.. Resident at Baroda, on the 16th De- 
^mber 1860, addressed Government on the subject of a correspondence which 
had passed between himself and Mr. Andrews, the Judge of Surat, and pre- 
viously acting as Resident at the Gaekwar Court during the absence of Sir 
Robert Arbuthnot. From Mr. Andrews also a statement was received, dated 
21 St January last, but that gentleman was at the time very ill, and as I was 
Miformed that any mental agitation might be attended with fatal consequences, 
f forbore to take the case up when first submitted. The death of Mr. Andrews 
teUowed shortly afterwards, and I would then have disposed, without further 
d^y,X)f this subject, but_ for the appearance of other papers and statements 
om Baroda, with which it was possible that it might be more or less closely 
connected. We now find that. the case before us may be safely treated by 
■5”®’ , F r 2 itself, 


No. 907 E. 
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itself, and without reference to others, ahd that there is no reason for keeping 
it any longer open. 

. 2. The circumstances out of which this Very voluminous correspondence 
has originated may be shortly stated. 

3. On the 31st July 1850, during an examination at the Baroda residency of 
the private papers of Baba Nafra, then accused of having made away with the 
child of the younger widow of his late master, the head of the firm of Hurry 
Bhucktee, bankers of Baroda, a paper was discovered, which appeared to be a 
rough memorandum of entries to be made in the books of the firm. The fol- 
lowing is an exact translation of the paper, carefully made in the office of the 
Persian Secretary to Government, and shows the various alterations and erasures 
upon the face of the original. 

Memorandum of Receipts and Disbursements from the Month of 2d Jesht to the 

5 th Ashar Shood. 

Receipts : 

1,000 

from Paruck Vishnoo Narayen, 

(viz.) 

300 (on tile) 12th Shood. 

700 (ditto) ist Vud. 

4,000 from 4th Vud to 8th Vud, 

1 (viz.) 

350 (on tile) 4th Vud. 

350 (ditto) 8th Vud. 

3,100 (ditto) 8th Vud. 


4,000 


850 (on the) 10th Vud. 

14.000 (ditto) 4th Vud. 

4.000 (ditto) 5th Ashar Shood. 
350 ditto. 


23.%© 

1,000 

4. It appears that the persons employed in the examination of BabaNafra’s 
papers at once declared to Colonel Outram their decided belief that the 
meaning and intent of the above document was a note, that the sum of 3,100 
rupees Tiad been paid by Baba Nafra to Larkoba, and to a prostitute named 
Doolun (designated “ Soobagwunta Baee,” or as translated, “ in the name of 
the married and unwidowed lady”), for the purpo.se of obtaining their influence 
with Mr. Andrews in some matter about to be subjected to his judicial 
decision. 

5. That the paper thus viewed is of a suspicious nature is very possible ; 
but nothing whatever has been elicited from the closest examination and 
comparison of every entry with the real books of the firm, beyond proof that 
the trifling sura of 1 00 rupees was actually paid to Larcoba, then a clerk in 
the English oflice at the residency. On what account this payment was made 
is not clear; a plausible but unsatisfactory explanation has been offered, 
and it is certainly possible that it was for some improper purpose. But with 
the conduct of this man Larcoba we need not concern ourselves, unless it can 
be connected with that of Mr. Andrews himself, and of this I cannot perceive 
the least tangible indication. 

6. It is, I conceive, deeply to be regretted that the subject has not been laid 
before us in the plain and simple form which might have admitted of a short 
and easy decision. The document stands by itself ; it has been collated with 
the banker’s real books, and commented upon by those most conversant with 
the habits of native merchants, and their mode of keeping their accounts and 
books ; but nothing can be proved from it, and even the suspicion raised from 
it is of a vague and doubtful character. What then remains but to disraiiis 
the papers from our consideration as a document of no value whatever. 

7 . But 


In the name of: 

18,000 in the name of Pamkh Narayen 
Row Runchor, (viz.) 

14,000 (on the) 4th Vud. 
4,000 (ditto) 5 Ashar Shood. 


1 8,000 

Tn iiiv tiiiiiiL vTT tJii" 1 1 

ii-irkamt ^ luxJJLI 

liIII4 Till f f 'Jl.1 \J f f \J\X 

(On the) 8th Vud Unna toK)k 
to the camp on account of 
Larcoba. 

500 to Ookba Souar. 


18,600 

400 

2,550 for the house expenses. 
1,000 
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7. But I am compelled further t6 remark t|iat tthe correspondence now 
before us, carried on as it has been in a bitter tone and acrimonious spirit 
between two high functionaries of the Government, is extremely irregular, and 
merits the gravest censure. 

8. When Colonel Outram first discovered what, in his opinion^ indicated 
a transaction touching Mr. Andrews’ character, I consider that it was Colonel 
Outram’s duty to have patiently investigated the matter in the first instance, 
and not to have allowed it to proceed further until assured of its real nature. 
Instead of acting thus, it appears that Colonel Outram instantly, without the 
least hesitation, reflection, or examination, communicated to Mr. Andrews what 
was nothing more than a vague surmise and shadowy suspicion of something 
wrong, by which Mr, Andrews’ honour might possibly be compromised, and 
so placed the latter gentleman on his defence before prepared with the smallest 
proof in support of the charge. Under such circumstances, it might have 
been expected that Mr. Andrews would have treated the affair with contempt, 
or have sought the protection of Government against the insult of an 
unfounded accusation. And had he adopted either of these courses, he might 
have been right ; but unfortunately he adopted a different line of procedure. 
Mr. Andrews replied to the charge ; he defended himself in a loose, uncertain, 
and somewhat inconsistent manner ; and lastly, he deputed a subordinate 
officer of the Government under his own immediate orders as the Judge of 
Surat, to make inquiries for him, and colletit information and evidence in the 
city of Baroda. The mission of the sheristadar I regard as perfectly unjusti- 
fiable ; and I am surprised that the Resident, Colonel Outram, to whom it was 
made known in the beginning, did not perceive its impropriety and put a stop 
to it at once. Had Mr. Andrews still been living, I should have proposed to 
notice this part of his proceedings in terms of just severity ; and I should also 
have proposed to have made the most searching investigation into the reputed 
misbehaviour of his messenger when at Baroda ; but under present circum- 
stances, promotion having been withheld from N urbharam Kessondass in con- 
sequence of his conduct, I conceive it is desirable to close this case at once, 
since no object can be gained by pursuing any further inquiry, or keeping it 
longer open, because the sheristedar will always have it in his power to assert 
that he acted under the orders of his official superior (Mr. Andrews), a fact 
which we now have no means of disproving, except in so far as his former 
statements have been at variance with Mr. Andrews’ report. 

9. I will, therefore, in conclusion, only observe that I view the conduct of 
Mr. Andrews, as shown in these papers, with much displeasure ; and at the 
same time I cannot approve of that of Lieutenant-colonel Outram, though to 
the latter officer must be allowed the merit of having been actuated by perfect 
purity of motive and an earnest zeal, however misdirected it may in some 
respects have been, for the vindication of the honour of the Government and 
its servants. 

Colonel Outram may be instructed to express to his Highness the Gaekwar 
the regret of Government that anything in the conduct of Nurbharam Kesson- 
dass when at Baroda should have been distasteful to his Highness, and to tell 
his Highness that promotion has been withheld from that individual in conse- 
quence. 

19 November 1851. (signed) Falkland. 


Extract Bombay Secret Consultations, 26 November 1851 . 

Further Minute by the Honourable Mr. Blane. No. 907 F. 

I CONCUR generally in the Right honourable President’s view of this case, 
and in the manner in which it is proposed to be disposed of, except that I would 
not inform the Gaekwar that Nerbheram’s promotion has been withheld in 
consequence of his conduct having been distasteful to his Highness. 1 would 
suggest the addition of the words ** of the share taken by him in the proceed- 
ings in connexion with which his conduct is complained of,” or words to that 
effect. 

20 November 1851. . (signed) J). J. Blane. 

560. 
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Extract Bombay Secret Consultations, 26 November 185L 
Further Minute by the Honourable Mr. Bell. 

I ALSO concur in the mode it is proposed to dispose of the case ; but if 
I might venture an alteration, I would suggest to transpose the view taken of 
the conduct of the parties concerned, thus : — “ I will therefore, in conclusion, 
only obsen'c, that though I cannot entirely approve of the conduct of Mr. 
Andrews as shown in these papers, at the same time I view with mttch dis- 
pleasure that of Lieutenant-colonel Outram, though,” &c, &c. &c. 

I attribute far greater blame to Lieutenant -colonel Outram for having acted 
so indiscreetly, than to Mr. Andrews’ irritability of temper, justly caused by 
the wanton publicity of so distressing a charge, considering Mr. Andrews’ 
position in society. 

21 November 1851. (signed) A. Bell. 

-A 


Extract Bombay Secret Consultations, 26 November 1851. 

Further Minute by the Honourable Mr. Blanc. 

It is not on record that the late Mr. Andrews furnished Nerbheram with any 
instructions to do more than compare the accounts, which Colonel Outram 
ought obviously to have had brought to the residency instead of sending 
Nerbheram into the durbar. The mixing up of the durbar in the discussion, 
by sending Nerbheram’s statements to his Highness, was also, I think, a marked 
indiscretion on the part of Colonel Outram. I thertfore attribute more blame 
to the latter than to the former, but do not consider that the Right Honourable 
President’s expression of viewing the late Mr. Andrews’ conduct with much 
displeasure is stronger than warranted. 

22 November 1851. (.signed) D. A. Blane. 


Extract Bombay Secret Consultations, 26 November 1851. 

Further Minute by the Right Honourable the Governor. 

I ASSENT to the addition of the words proposed by the Honble. Mr. Blane^ 
but I do not agree with my honourable colleague, Mr. Bell. 

22 November 1851. (signed) Falkland. 


Extract Bombay Secret Consultations, 26 November 1851. 

No. 420 of 1851. — Secret Department, 

From the Chief Secretary to the Government of Bombay to Lieut.-Colonel 
Outram, c. b.. Resident at Baroda. 

Sir, 

1. I AM directed by the Right Honourable the Governor in Council to 
acknowledge the receipt of your letter. No. 273, dated 16 December 1850, on 
the subject of a correspondence which had passed between yourself and Mr. 
Andrews, Judge of Surat, who had previously acted as Resident at i^oda 
during the absence of Sir Robert Arbuthnot. 

2. Government likewise received from Mr. Andrews a statement relative te 
the same correspondence, dated the 21st January last. That gentleman was 

at 
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at the time in Bombay so dangerously ill, that it was intimated to the Right 
Honourable the Governor that any mental agitation might be attended with 
fatal consequences ; the consideration of the matter was therefore deferred. 
Other communications having reference to cases which it was deemed probable 
might bear on that of Mr. Andrews, were shortly after transmitted from Baroda, 
and the decision of Government on the latter was in consequence still further 
postponed. Since that period Mr. Andrews died of the disease by which he 
was attacked at Bombay, and Government having entered on the investigation 
of the cases subsequently forwarded, does not consider them so connected with 
the disagreements which have taken place between yourself and Mr. Andrews 
as to render prolonged delay in coming to a decision on the causes of these 
disjigreements necessary. 

3. It would appear from these papers, that on the 31st July 1850, during an 
examination at the residency of the private papers of Baba Nafra, then accused 
of having made away with the child of the younger widow of his late master, 
Bechur Samul, a paper was discovered, which appeareft to be a rough memo- 
randum of entries to be made in the books of the firm. I'hc following exact 
translation of it is entered, showing the various alterations and erasures on the 
face of the original : 

Memorandum of Receipts and Disbursements from the Month of 2d Jesht to the 

fttli Abhar Shood. 


Rpceipts: 

1,000 

^5)^50 from Paruck Vishnoo Narayen (viz.) 
300 (on the) I2th Shood. 

700 (<litU)) 1st Vud. 

4, coo from 4th Vud to 8 Vud (viz.) 
1 

350 (on the) 4th Vud. 

350 (ditio) Stii Vud. 

3,100 (ditto) 8ih Vud. 


4,000 

1 

650 (on the) 10th Vud. 

14,000 (ditio) 4tli Vud. 

4,000 (diito) 5lh Asliar Shood. 
350 ditto. 


1,000 


In the name of Payments : 

18,000 in the name of Paruck Narain Row 
Runchor, (viz.) 

14,000 (on the) 4th Vud. 

4,000 (ditto) 5th Ashar Shood. 


1 8,000 

3,100 m H i Hn e of the m cinriod 

(On the) 8th Vud Unna took to the 
camp on account of Larkoba. 

500 to Ookha Sonar. 


i8,f)00 

400 

2,330 for the house expenses. 


a3,ti3© 

1,000 


4. The persons employed in the examination of the papers at once declared 
to you their belief, that the above document showed that a sura of money had 
been paid by Baba Nafra to one Larcoba and to a prostitute named Doolun 
(designated in the memorandum as Soobagwuntee Bhaee, a term which is 
translated “the married but unwidowed lady”), for the purpose of obtaining 
their influence with Mr, Andrews, in a matter about to be subjected to his 
judicial decision. 

5. The Right Honourable the Governor in Council directs me to state, that 
although this document may possibly be of a suspicious nature, nothing what- 
ever has been elicited from the closest examination and comparison of every 
entry written in the real books of the firm, beyond proof that the trifling sum 
of 100 rupees was actually paid to Larkoba, then a clerk in the English ofiice 
at the residency. It is not clear on what account this payment was made ; a 
plausible but unsatisfactory explanation has been offered, and it is certainly 
possible that it may have been for some improper purpose ; there is, however, 
no occasion for Government to consider the conduct of Larkoba, unless con- 
nected with that of Mr. Andrews, of which no tangible indications appear. 

6. Government, I am to inform you, deeply regret that this subject was not 
laid before them in the plain and simple form which might have admitted a 
speedy decision. The document on which the accusation was based stands by 
itself ; it has been collated with the bankers’ real books, and commented on 
by men conversant with the habits of native bankers, and their mode of keeping 
their books, but I am directed td observe nothing can be proved from it, and 

F F 4 even 
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even the suspicion raised by it is of a vague and doubtful cliaracter ; it is 
therefore dismissed by Government from consideration, as a document of no 
value. 

7. I am instructed to state that with these observations Government would 
have willingly closed the case, had not the correspondence in it been carried 
on in a bitter tone and acrimonious spirit which merit the gravest censure. 

8. When first you discovered what in your opinion indicated a transaction 
affecting Mr, Andrews’ character, it was, I am directed to state, your duty 
patiently to have investigated it, and not to have allowed it to proceed farther, 
until assured of its real nature. Instead of acting thus, it appears to Govern* 
ment that, without the least hesitation, reflection, or examination, you com- 
municated to Mr. Andrews what was in reality nothing more than a vague 
surmise and shadowy suspicion of something wrong, by which Mr- Andrews’ 
honour might possibly be compromised, thus placing that gentleman on his 
defence before you w^e prepared with the smallest proof in support of the 
charge. 

9. Under such circumstances, it is the opinion of Government that Mr. 
Andrews might have treated the affair with contempt, or sought the protection 
of Government from an unfounded accusation ; he adopted a different line of 
procedure, replied to the charge, defended himself in a loose, uncertain, and 
somewhat inconsistent manner, and, lastly, deputed a subordinate officer of 
Government, placed under his orders as Judge in Surat, to make inquiries for 
him, and collect information and evidence in the city of Baroda. I am to state 
that Government regard this last act of Mr. Andrews as perfectly unjustifiable, 
and that it is a matter of surprise to Government that its impropriety was not 
immediately perceived by you, and that you did not immediately put a stop to 
the sheristedar’s proceedings. 

10. Mr. Andrews’ death has, it appears to Government, rendered it unad- 
visable to pursue any further inquiry into this person’s conduct whilst at 
Baroda, and the same cause operates to prevent Government from remarking 
on Mr. Andrews’ conduct in this particular instance in the terms of just severity 
that it might otherwise have been necessary to employ. 

11. I am instructed to state that the Right honourable the Governor in 
Council views the conduct of Mr. Andrews, as shown in these papers connected 
with this case, with much displeasure, while at the same time your own pro- 
ceedings cannot be approved, though, I am directed to add, his Lordship 
recognizes in your conduct the merit of having been actuated by perfect purity 
of motive, and an earnest zeal, however misdirected it may in some respects 
have been, for the vindication of the honour of Government and its servants. 

12. I am desired by the Right honourable the Governor in Council to request 
that you will express to his Highness the (mekwar the regret of Government 
that anything in the conduct of Nurbheram Kessondass, while at Baroda, 
should have been distasteful to his Highness, and to inform his Highness that 
promotion has been withheld from that individual in consequence of the part 
taken by him in the proceedings in connexion with which his Highness had 
found reason to complain of him. 

I have, &c. 

Bombay Castle, (signed) J. Mulct, 

26 November 1851. Chief Secretary. 


(True extract.) 

(signed) A. Malet, Chief Secretary. 
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Collection No. 1 of No. 90, Bombay Political Department, 

Letter from, dated 1 December 1851. 

Bauoda. 

On the Subject of an Application from Venayek Moreshwer Furicey, for Redress 
in certain Matters connected with the Baroda State. 

'h 

TABLE OF CONTENTS. 


SUBJECT. 


1. Petition from Venayek Moreshwer Furkey. Prays that Government will afford 

him redress for the oppression Wliich he 
alleges he has suffered from the Gaekwar 
Government. 


Minute by the Honourable Board 


3. Secretary to Go- Venayek Moresh- Referring him to the Resident at Baroda - 
vernment. wer Furkey. 

L Extract paras. 8 to 10 from a despatch from the Honourable Court of Directors, 

dated the 15th January, No. 3 of 1851, di- 
recting that Captain French be allowed the 
opportunity of affording an explanation of 
his proceedings in respect to Moreshwer 
Furkey. 

5, Chief Secretary Captain French, - - Furnishing him with an extract as above 
to Government, late Officiating from the Honourable Court's despatch, and 
Resident, Ba- requesting liim to supply the explanation 
rod a. therein called for. 


6. Chief Secretary Colonel Outram, -- Furnishing him with a similar extract 
to Government. Resident at Ba- from the Honourable Court’s despatch, and 
roda. informing him of the refer<>nce made to 

Captain French on the subject therein re- 
ferred to. 

Captain French, Cliiof Secretary to --Submits the explanation called for in 
late Officiating Government, Government letter of the Dtli instant, toiich- 
ResidentatBa- ing his proceedings in resjiect to Venayek 

Moreshwer Furkey. 

Minute by the Right Honourable the Governor, subscribed to by the Honourable 
j I Mr. Blune. 

Minute by the Honourable Mr. Bell 


Captain French, Cliiof Secretary to 
late Officiating Government, 
Resident at Ba- 
roda, 


Chief Secretary Resident, Baroda 
to Government. 


- - Transmitting an extract, paras. 8 and 9, 
from the letter from Cujitain Fnmch, dated 
the 11th instant, respecting Venayek !Mo- 
reshwer Furkey, and informing him that 
Government adheres to its resolution not to 
interfere between this individual and his 
Highness the Gaekwar. 


Date 

and Number 
of 

Document. 

Date 

and Number 
of 

Consultation. 

Page. 

1850: 

J une 21 

1850: 

Oct. 30 
8,800. 

234 

Oct. 14 

Oct. 30 
8,801. 

234 

Oct. 24 

Oct. 30 
8,802. 

235 

18.31 : 

1851 : 

235 

June 9 
2,450. 

J une 9 
4,384. 

235 

June 9 
2,457. 

June 9 
4,385. 

230 

June 11 

J ulv 2 
5,0*04. 

236 

June 20 

J ul y 2 
5,005. 

1 ^ 

241 

June 27 

Julv 2 
5,006. 

241 

June 28 

Julv 2 
5,007. 

j 

242 


Bombay Castle, 

1 December 1861. 


A. 

Chief Secretary. 
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--No. 1.— 

Extract Bombay Political Consultation, 30 October 1850. 

No. 8,8oo. Petition from Venatfek Moreshwur Fndhcy, to A. Malet, Esquire, &c. &c. &c. 

Honoured Sir, 

Up to this tirnt^ I have on many occasions made petitions to the Government, 
and to your Honour, with the view of obtaining my rights, but I regret to say, 
that owing to my adverse fortune I have not as yet succeeded in this object. 

Without any offence on my part having b(>en committed, and for no cause 
. tvhatever, I have recently suffered op[)rcssion from the Guickwar’s Government, 
and I have been deprived of my character. Being a subject of the Honourable 
Company’s Government, 1 jirayed that Government to grant me redress and 
justice ; but although my claim is just, the Government did not take it into 
their considex’ation, and my right to be treated as a subject of theirs was 
denied. I therefore submitted in gi'ief to this decision and remained passive ; 
but by your Honour’s favour, the honoured Colonel Outram has now esta- 
blished my title to be considered a subject of the Honourable Company’s 
Government, and has asked for the sanction of the Government to make an 
inquiry. Having been apprized of this, I have taken the liberty of addressing 
your Honour as my jiatron, and 1 am assured that you will kindly sjiare a small 
j)ortion of your invaluable time to consider my case, and that having done so, 
an order will be sent to Colonel Outram, authorizing him to act in the manner 
he has suggested. On this occjision 1 look to your Honour alone for protec- 
tion, since 1 have no other protector, and for this reason, 1 am induced thus 
to importune your Honour, and to entreat tliat yon will kindly afford me your 
help and influence ixi obtaining for me that justice to which 1 feel that 1 am 
entitled, and which your Honour is fully able to have rendered to me. I am 
confident tliat your Honour is always in every way favoui’ably disposed towards 
me, and that you will not fail to do all that is in your power to advance my 
welfare, without any entreaties on my ])art, but on the [)resent occasion I am 
compelled to inq)lo) e vour special interjtosilion on my behalf, for if instructions 
be not sent to Caxlonel Outram to make the reejuisite inquiry, the members of 
the Guickwar's Government will entertain feelings of increased enmity towards 
me, and the consequences will be, that i shall be entirely ruined, and there 
will i)e no resting-jdaee for me in this world ; I therefore humbly conceive 
that your Honour slu/uld es|)Ouse ami advocate my caiuse, since 1 have been 
disgraced and persecuted without any just ground. My earnest hope is, that 
through your Honour's inter vention 1 shall be enabled to vindicate my injured 
character and rejxutution. and tliat afterwards I may thankfully receive from 
vour hands the means of earning a moderate competence for my future 
support. 

I remain, &c. 

(signed) IP'cnai/ck AJoreshwur Fudkek. 

Baroda, 24 June 1850. 


— No. 2. ~ 

No. 8 , 801 . Minute by the Right Honourable the Governor, concurred in by the Honour- 

able Mr. Willoiujhhy and the Honourable Mr. Blane. 

Petitioner may be referred to the Resident, to whom the orders of 
Government were issued on the 1 st instant. 

(signed) Falkland. 

J. P. Willoughby. 

14 October 1850. D. A. Blane. 
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— JN 0. 3 . — 

No. 4,852 of 1850. — Political Department. 

From A. E. Goldsmid, Esq., Secretary to (lovernment, Bombay, to Fcnayek 

M oreshwur Fudkey. 

In reply to your petition, dated the 24th June hast, 1 am directed'to refer 
you to the Picsident at Baroda, to whom the orders of Government were issued 
on the 1st instant. 

By order, &c. 

Bond){iy Castle, (signed) A. E. (roldsmid, 

24 October 1850. Secretary to Government. 


— No. 4. — 


Extract Bombay Political Consultation, 9 June 1851. 

Extract paras. 8 to 10 from a Letter from the Honourable the Court of 
Directors, dated the 15th January (No. 3) of 1851. 

8. Likutknant-colonel Outrani’s letter of 22d June 1850 seems toe.stablish 
conclusively that this individual is a British subject, and Captain French, who 
led Government to believe on most insufficient grounds that he liad forfeited 
the rights belonging to bira in that character, is justly chargeable with culpable 
negligence. 

9. Baba Phurkey was for a short time in the service of the Guicowar, from 
which he w'as dismissed ; and according to his own statement and Lieutenant- 
colonel Outram’s, was, on a false charge of conspiracy, placed in confinement, 
his house searcluxl, and many of his papers carried off. He was subsequently 
liberated, 011 giving security that he should not leave Baroda for three months. 

1 0. By accepting office under the Guicowar, Baba Phurkey voluntarily sub- 
jected himst lf to such chances of subserjuent molestation by his Highness’s 
officers as might arise from the customary practices of the Bartjda State. 
Although, then forc, Lieutenant-colonel Outram expresses a strong conviction 
that the treatment to which that individual has been subjected was brought on 
him solely Ijy the aid which he afforded it) the llesidi'nt in detecting ihahaTsa- 
tion and corruption, there would have been no ground on which we could be 
called on to int(Tfere in the matter were it not asserted Ity the jtetitioner that 
the harsh measures were adoptial in concert with the officiating Resident, 
Captain French. Tliat offic( r admits that lu^ suggested Baba Phurkey ’s 
dismi.ssal from office. Instead, how('V(‘r, of referring Lieutenant-(H)lonel Outram’s 
letter to Captain l''rench for explanation. 3 ou gave a virtual rebuke to Lieutimant- 
colonel Outnim for bringing forward the suhj(‘ct. We regret that you did not 
accej)t (Japtain French's offer to give tliat full exiilanation which was due to 
Government in regard to his alleged jiart in the transaction complained of, 
and we direct that the o])portunity of giving such exjilanation be now afforded 
to him. 


— No. 5. — 

No. 2,456 of 1851. — Political Department. 

From A. Makt, Esq., Chief Secretary to Government, Bombay, to Captain 
P • T. French, late Officiating Resident at Baroda, Bombay. 

Sir, 

With reference to your letter No. 69, dated the 18th of April 1850, relative 
to Venayek Moreshwur, formerly in the service of the Gaekwar Government, 
560. G G 2 I am 
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No. 4,384. 


Complaint of 
Venaik Moreshwur 
Baba Phurkey, of 
oppressive treat- 
ment by the Gui« 
cowar’s gorern- 
ment. 


No, 4,384. 
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I am directed by the Right Honourable the Governor in Council to transmit to 
you an extract pai’as. 8 and 9, and part of para. 10, from a letter from the 
Honourable the Court of Directors, No, 3, dated the 15th of January last, 
together with copy of a letter from the Resident at Baroda, No. 131, dated the 
22d of June 1850, and to request that you will furnish Government with a full 
explanation with reference to the part you are alleged to have taken in the 
proceedings complained of by that individual. 

I have, &c. 

(signed) A . Malet, 

Bombay Cfistle, 9 June 1851. Chief Secretary. 


T 


* 


— No. 6. — 


No. 2,45/ of 1851. — Political Department. 


No. 4,385. 


From A . Maid, Esq., Chief Secr(!tary to Government, Bombay, to Lieutenant- 
C^olonel Ontram, Resident at Baroda. 

Sir, 

With reference to your letter No. 131, dated the 22d of June 1850, in the. 
niatter of Vcnayc'k Moreshwur, 1 am directed by the Right Honourable the 
Governor in Council to transmit, for your information, an extract, paras. 8 
and 9, and part of para. 10, from a letter from the Honourable the Court of 
Directors, No. 3, dated the 15th of January last. 

2. lam desired to intimate that a reference has been made to Captain 
French on the subject of these paras. 

I have, &c. 

(signed) A. Malet, 

Bombay Castle, 9 .1 une 1851. Chief Secretary. 


-- No. 7 . — 

Ext^ACT Bombay Political Consultation, 2 July 1860. 

No. 5 ,oC4. From Captain P. T. French, late Officiating Resident, Baroda, to A. Malet, Esq,, 
® Chief Secretary to Government, Bombay. 

Sir, 

I HAD last evening the honour of receiving your letter. No. 2,456, of the 
9th instant, with accompaniments. 

2. I shall first proceed to reply to the Honourable Court’s paras. 8, 9, and 
10 of a despatch dated the 15th January last (No. 3). 

Para. No. 8 says, I led Government to believe, on insufficient grounds, that 
Venaiek Moreshwur Baba Phurkey had forfeited his rights as a British subject. 
Those grounds were, however, such as Government approved of, and on them 
declin(;cl reopening the question on the 14th July 1850, when urged thereto by 
Colonel Outram. In reporting on the petition of the Phurkey, I simply gave 
one extract of a Government letter (as far as I. can now recollect) bearing on 
the case in question. It seemed to me too simple to require any remarks in 
addition, and with what I reported Government were satisfied. I used no 
arguments, but told that the complainant had resided at the capital of his 
Highness the Guicowar for years, and was but lately in his service. This was 
told to Government through file political secretary, who was intimately versed 
in Baroda affairs, and to whom the complainant was and had been for years 
personally known. Therefore I urge, with due submission, that this portion of 
the subject has been misapprehended by the Honourable Court. Be there any 
“culpable negligence,” it lays not at my door. 

3 . By an Act of the Legislative Council, an inhabitant of a native State 
residing for three months within the British territory becomes a British subject, 

but 
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but it would seem that a residence of years in a native State by a man from 
our district does not make him a naturalised subject of that State. The Honour- 
able Court, however, in the 10th para., admit there would be no grounds for, in 
the case of the Phurkey, interfering, were it not asserted that his treatment was 
adopted in concert with the officiating Resident, thereby, in my opinion, 
annulling the previous decision that he was a British subject. 

4. This conclusion is come to on the grounds of the petitioner having been 
in the (Jaekwar’s service, “ There would have been none on which we could be 
called on to interfere in the matter,” and this, in my opinion, completely 
exonerates me from the “ culpable negligence ” spoken of, on the supposition 
of the petitioner being a British subject, unless indeed there is such a case 
as a British subject who has forfeited his claim to protection, and yet remains 
a British subject entitled to it. 

5. His Lordship in Council will, I trust, bear this in mind — for I shall*by to 
avoid again referring to it — his decision by the Honourable Court, given in 
the 10th para., “ that the petitioner, by accepting office under the Government, 
voluntarily subjected himself to such chances of subsequent molestation by his 
Highness’s officers as might arise from the customary practices of the Baroda 
State.” It confirms all I have said on my non-interference in the case of the 
Phurkey to be hereafter adverted to, and fully bears out the propriety of my 
conduct, as well as proves that the Honourable Court in their 8th para, misappre- 
hended the case. 

C. Of the Court’s despatch there now remains to be noticed only the con- 
cluding lines of the 1 Oth para. I do not, and never did admit that I suggested 
to his Highness the removal of Baba Phurkey from office, and this you will find 
stated in ray letter No. G9 of the 18th April 1850 ; but had I been aware of the 
man’s character, as I subsequently became, I would most assuredly have strongly 
urged on his Highness the great impropriety of retaining such a man in his 
service. 


7. I now proceed to obey the orders of Government contained in your letter 
under acknowledgment, that is to “ furnish a full explanation with reference 
to the part I am alleged to have taken in the proceedings complained of by that 
individual ” Baba Pliurkey ; premising, however, that I am about to speak from 
memory, for I have no notes on the matter by me, but be there any errors, the 
Assistant Resident, Lieutenant Battye, may be able to detectlfcem. 

8. I reported to Government (1st June 1849, No. 144), that I failed in 
inducing the Gaekwar to employ vaccinators in his domain, and that I exoner- 
ated his Highness, but deemed the killadar the person in fault. A very few 
days before urging his Highness on this point of vaccination, I heard that a 
man I never had then seen, the main subject of this correspondence, Venaik 
Moreshwur Baba Phurkey was in his employ, on a salary of 200 rupees per 
month, I consequently told his Highness there was little wisdom in, on the 
score of poverty, declining to meet the wishes of Government, when he gave 
such a salary to a man holding no office, a man his father had ordered to be 
expelled the city. At this interview. Lieutenant Battye, Gopal Row Myral, the 
killadar, and Gaekwar’s karkoon, who attends at the residency, were present. 

9. I must have informed the last referred to personage of my Report to 
Government, for that evening, or soon after, his Highness came to the residency 
and asked for a private interview, wherein, in presence of only Lieutenant 
Battye and the killadar, he very strongly urged that I was wrong in supposing 
the killadar the cause of his non-compliance in the vaccination cause, 

1 0. Time passed on, but how much I cannot say, nor can 1 the date of Baba 
Phurkey’s dismissal, when one evening his Highness again came to the resi- 
dency without any previous intimation of his iiitention, and asked me to get 
into his carriage ; we drove some way, when having reached a retired spot, 
and there being, besides his Highness and self, only the above alluded to karkoon 
(Govind Row Rori, now the Gaekwar’s vakeel here) in the vehicle, he ordered 
the horses to be taken out, and all the followers to remove to a distance ; his 
H%hness was very agitated, said he had come out on pretence of an ordina^ 
drive, and “that his breath had«ome up into his nostrils,” meaning he was in 
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peril. Oat of his coafused lUtf'ria^s, I gathered that the killadar and Baba 
i’hurkey were intriguing, causing disuaion in his family, cancoeting petitions 
to Government against him iia the name of Appa Saheb, the elder of his 
Highness’s brothers. 1 then reminded his Highness of what I had said of the 
killadar and Baba Phurkey in the vaccinator’s matter, and he allowed I had 
conjectured rightly. The opportunity was not to be lost, and his Highness 
being too agitated to speak fluently, I went on to detail the harm that might 
come of evil advisers, that Government could but wish his welfare, and that the 
Resident was the exponent of the views and wishes of Government, with much 
more it wc;re needh'ss to trouble Government with ; but 1 told him distinctly, 
that neither the killadar or Baba Pliurke\' were subjects of my Government, 
and that the remedy lay in his own hands. Had Lieutenant Battj'^e been at 
the residency when the Gaekwar called, he would have been with us in the 
carriage. 1 am forbidden to see Baroda j)eople, and therefore cannot refresh 
my mbmory by questioning the other party i)resent. Govind Row Rori, after 
much conve-rsation, and a ])romise by his Highness to in future confide more 
in the Resident, went home, and I, on returning to the residency, related 
all to Lieutenant Battye, from whom 1 never concealed a word or thought on 
any official subject. 

11. When the above occurred, 1 do not recollect ; nor if Baba Phurkey was 
then in his Highness’s service. 

12. Again time .sped on, when one morning at the usual hour of calling, the 
Gaekwar’s vakeel told me his Higliness’s people, Jassoos, had been jilaced round 
and in Baba Phurkey ’s house, but had failed in finding some petition to Govern- 
ment they had information and were in search of, and that they had only time 
to examine some of the money papers they found in the house, and of which he 
brought up two ; I now forget to what one. refiTred to, though I think I heard 
it read, but the other was quite sufficient to indicate his Highness’s fears as 
expressed in the carinage. It was not addressed to Baba Phurke\', but to some 
assumed person. 

1.3. This paper stated that the petition to Government regarding the death 
of his Highness’s younger (half) brother, Abba .Saheb, was wrongly worded, 
inasmuch as Gunjiut Row (the Gaekvvar’s name) was given as that of the 
deceased, instead of Abba Sahel) ; you will doubtU'ss rc'CoUeet that such a jieti- 
tion came to m^/rom you I'or re]>ort, and that I stated correctly tlu* names of 
the deceased prince (whose death had been duly reported) and of his Highness, 
adding that 1 had heard nothing of foul play towards the deceased, the petition 
having ^asserted that he was poisoned, liis Lordship will recollect 1 am speaking 
from memory. 

14. Of the intention of the durbar to surround the hou>e of, and place 
in durance, Baba Pluirkev, I knew nothing, and did not require to know 
aught ; he had, in tlic words of the Honourable Gourt, voluntarily subjected 
“ himself to such chances.” 1 wa.'. not and did not require to be consulted 
by his Highness as to the steps he would adojit to detei-t the intrigues of his 
late servant, one who had for years been residing in his cajiital. 1 was in no 
way con(;erned, and was perfectly indifferent, and therefore did not retain or 
take copies of tln^ letters abo\e referred to. Lieutenant Battye W’as in the 
office some distance from the re.siilency, or he would have seen this letter, 
and but for my utter and entire indifference, in the matter I would have sent 
it to hiui. The only interference on my jiart was to warn the vakeel against 
any barbarous proceedings, for such would be highly injurious to his master’s 
fame ; I had little fear of any such proceedings, yet 1 often, I supjiose, asked 
how the case of Phurkey was progressing, for 1 recollect the vakeel saying, 
his Highness only required good security that he would refrain from intriguing, 
but that he offered “ guarantejflfe” as security, and on them his Highness knew 
too well he liad no hold. ' 

15. I have now told all I can recollect of this case, and may, on taking up 
Colonel Outram’s letter, find some matter to refresh my memory. But before 
considering that communication, I would draw the attention of Government 
to my letter of the 13th Januaiy 1850, wherein I told of certain writings in 
English, and in the hand of the In-ad clerk of the Baroda residency, found 

on 
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on the above occasion in the house of this intriguer, and on account of which 
the head clerk, Mr. Hykoop, was fined one month’s salary. I may also 
mention that I had never seen Baba l^hurkey bare him, neither then or 
afterwards, any enmity, until soon after I had spoken to his liigliness about 
paying him a salary, when he declined entertaining vaccinators, when he, the 
i’hurkey, called and remonstrated. I informed him of all 1 had said, and the 
grounds thereof, to the Gaekwar, at the same time advising him to refrain from 
intrigue, and he would doubtless be employed again. I remarked above, that 
the Phurkey had a salary but no office, and such was the ease I was informed, 
the salary having been given to keep him quiet, to keep him from intriguing, 
which means in this case, causing disuhion in the palace, and writing anony- 
mous letters to Government, such as that epistle found in his house. In fact 
the man was out of employ, is stirring, clever, and ambitious, and one of a 
class to be found in and about all courts in every part of the world, with more 
wit and leisure at command than pecuniary resources. 

16. I saw him twice here since the occasion just referred to, and was f'ery 
much amused with his talents, wit, and information. Though not connected 
with the case under reply, yet as Colonel Outram has so extolled the Phurkey, 
1 may remind Government that he is now under charges of bribery in the 
R(;wa Kanta Agency, where he is said to have done such good service. This I 
know from the Baba himself. 

17- This may be the only opportunity open to me of mentioning another 
circumstance, unconncicted with this (!ase, exce|)t in so far as his veracity is 
eemcerned : speaking to him of the assertion by Joetabhaee of the firm Hurree 
Buktee Sc Co., that she bore a child to her late husband, he laughed, and said, 
no one at Baroda ladieved it: that when ihe ehhvr widow was confined he gave 
the hurkara who brought tlie intelligence five ru])ees, but that when one came 
telling .loetabbaee had borne a child to her ileceased luisltand, he tried to 
estrape any present, and at last gave one rupee to get rid ()f the messenger. 
'I bis 1 know he has siiu;e denied, hut that lu* tohl me the above I assert, for I 
lost no tinn* in letting the l{e>i(K'nt of Baroda know of it, being aware of his 
ideas regarding the supposed child, as well as of the estimation in which he 
Jield Baba Phurkey. 

18. I shall refrain from enlarging or making any commentaries on the above 
of a prince, such as the Gaekwar, being in the state* told of, iind of the utter 
hopelessnc'ss of his being carried along in tlie march of eiviliz*|.tion so long as 
he remains in such a state, 'i he matter given s])eaks for itselai In my letter 
of the. 18th April 18.'>0, to which you refer, I said, “ 1 should be happy of an 
o])portiinity of telling the residt of 1 7 months’ expt>rienee at Baroda in regard 
to such j)ersons as Baba Phurkey. ha\ ing in any way a hold on or claim to 
}irotection from our Government,’' but the liour is not propitious or has not 
etum*, so I now ])roceed to notice .‘iriv jmints in Colonel Outram’s letter, 
No. 131, 22 d June 1850, not already replied to in the foregoing. 

19. I see nothing in the Resident’s first and second paras, to notice not 
already replied to. 'I'o me it wais a matter of perfect indifference whether 
Baba Phurkey came to Bombay or not, and as to his being a British subject, 
the Honourable Court have disposed of that question as bis Lordship in Council 
did by declaring he voluntarily entered his Highness’s service, and thereby for- 
feited all claim to our protection. 

20 . As to the Resident’s third para. Government were satisfied with my 
report, so I pass over the Colonel’s animadversions ; and also for the same 
reason the fourth para, ; touching the fifth para. I should make the same 
remark as above, were it not that I deem it proper to observe, first, that 
Colonel Outram has here, as on a former occasion, fallen into the error of 
supposing 1 was acting for him, instead of heii^ as much as he ever was or is 
now, the accredited agent of Government at tw court of the Gaekwar ; and 
secondly, to remind Government that I have “ eagerly ” set to at once and 
given to the extent of ray memory all I could the very day after being 
allowed. 

21 . Regarding the sixth para, the words I gave from Mr. Secretary "Wil- 
loughby’s letter were considered by me as simply applicable to the case in 
point, they were quoted from the proceedings referring to another person. 

560 . G G 4 22 . Colonel 
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22. Colonel Outram in the seventh and eighth paras, would seem to forget 
the circumstance that though in 1836, the Phurkey might be considered a 
British subject, he could not in 1849, after taking service in a foreign state, 
and continuing to reside there. I see not what the “ Mooktyarnaoia ” has to 
say to the case. I never before heard of it, and even if not a delusion, see no 
force in the point. 

23. I am in no way concerned in the matter contained in the paras. 9 to 1» 
inclusive, and therefore pass them over. 

24. In reply to para. 20, I must entirely exonerate the late native agent 
Nursoo Punt, and all of the establishment, from having poisoned my ear 
against the Phurkey as before stated. I would not trouble myself to bear the 
man enmity, for I had seen too many of his calling to really blame him ; I 
treated the case as a simple international matter, involving no difficulty and 
question, and just as I had seen like cases considered when serving under 
the jcwrders of the Governor-general of India, and the Government North-west 
Provinces. I have before stated the treatment of Baba Phurkey was not 
“ instigated ” by me, and required not my “ sanction.” “ The Maratta Durbar ” 
entered the house, seized the papers of, and confined the Phurkey of its own 
will and legitimate power, a proceeding to which the Government made no 
demur, and to “ incur the chance of which the Honourable Court say the 
Phurkey rendered himself liable, by voluntarily entering the service of his 
Highness.” There was no call or necessity for “ sealing up the prisoner’s 
papers.” With little of the argument and reasoning used in the remaining 
portion of this para, do I agree, or feel in any way called on to enter ; and 
as to the concluding lines of the note given in its (2()th ])ara.) margin, it 
speaks for itself. His Highness knew the man he had to deal with ; he believed 
Colonel Outram to be his friend, the Phurkey knew the timid nature of the 
Gaekwar, and plied his threats accordingly ; both knew I was within 10 days 
of leaving. 

25. I see nothing in the remaining paras, of Colonel Ou tram’s letter to 
notice. His arguments are based on supposed facts, and I am not disposed to 
be critical. He sa 5 ’^s no man is safe when a native durbar can do as that of 
Baroda did to the Phurkey ; but who will say that any durbar is safe, or sure 
of a prolonged existence, while such a man as the Phurkey is acknowledged as 
our subject. Years and years back he was detected intriguing, and sheltered 
himself under a “ Mooktyarnama.” Why should the Gaekwar give him 209 
rupees salary, and no office ? He employs the head clerk in the residency in 
a way which cost him a month’s salary, and now, according to his own state- 
ment to me, he stands charged with receiving a large bribe in the very agency 
in which he is said to have done such good service. Such men are a curse to 
any native State they reside (receiving the prote(;tion of tiie dominant power) 
in, as seen in the simple fact of about the second State in India giving him a 
salary to remain quiet. It will indeed be a day of peace and blessing to that 
unhappy durbar of Baroda, when Government will be pleased to rid it of all 
such curses as this under consideration. I know much of all the 2 1 States in 
Rajpootana, something of those in the North-We.st Provinces, more of those in 
Malwa, but never have I seen a principality in the miscral^le crippled state that 
that of his Highness the Gaekwar is in, and has been in for years back, with its 
“British subjects” and its “guarantees.” The latter, the Nawab of Baroda 
once said, enabled Government to sit on the “chattee” of the Prince at any 
time, from which Government will see how our views are misunderstood, and 
as regards the “ British subject,” see this case. 

26. Many assertions and arguments of the Resident’s I passed over, either 
because they were irrelevant, based on wrong data, or because they referred 
not to the information required of me ; but be there any omissions, or errors of 
moment, Colonel Outram may-^oint out the former, and Lieutenant Battye be 
able to rectify the latter, by reminding me of forgotten facts. 

27- Government will, I trust, lay before the Honourable Court a copy of this 
letter. 

I have, &c. 

(signed) P. T. French, 

Bombay, U June 1851. J^ate Officiating R,esident at Baroda. 
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— No. 8. — 

Minute by the Right Honourable the Governor, concurred in by the No. 5, 

Honourable Mr. Blane. 

This letter furnishes no new information, the only part of it bearing on the 
explanation required at the close of the iOth para, of the Honourable Court’s 
despatch (No. 3 of the 15th January 1851) being contained in the 6th, 8th, and 
1 0th paras., in which the facts already communicated to Government in Captain 
French’s letter. No. 69, dated 18 April 1850, are given more in detail. 

2. As that letter was before the Honourable Court when theirs above cited 

was written, I conceive it was not considered necessary by that authority to 
interfere in Barba Phurkey’s favour. ^ 

3. It will, I think, be sufficient to send a copy of the 0th and 8th paras, of 
Captain French’s letter under review to Lieut. -colonel Outram- 

4. As regards Baba Phurkey, I see no reason to change the opinions I have 
already expressed on his case in my several Minutes dated 4 December 1849, 

4 January 1850, 27 April 1850, 18 August 1850, copies of which are hereto 
annexed, to which I beg to refer. Lieut. -colonel Outrjim may be instructed 
that we adhere to our resolution expressed in our letter. No. 4,489, dated 
1 October 1850, and see no reason for interferen(;e on the part of Government 
between this individual and his Highness the Guicowar. 

(signed) Falkland. 

26 June 1851. D. A. Blane. 


Enclosure to No. 8. 

Copy of Minute by the Right Honourable the Governor, dated 4 December 1849. 

As it seems that Venaik Moreslnvur Fhurke was in employ at Baroda, he must be con- 
sidered amenable to the local authorities, and under the circumstances stated by the 
Hesident, it does not appear that there is any necessity for Government to interfere to 
prevent the injustice. 

Mimite, dated 4 January 1850. ’ 

Although the Government w ill not interfere to prevent any one in the. position of Venaik 
Moreshwur I'hurke from receiving due punishment Ibi any faults he may have committed in 
baroda, still these petitions may be sent lor the Acting Resident’s information. 

Copy of Minute, dated 27 April 1850. 

It would perhaps have been as well liad Captain Frencii abstained from expressing any 
opinion to his Highness the Guicow'ar, in reference to the employment of tlie petitioner, 
but as we have already on a former occasion declined to interfere in his behalf, 1 think it 
would be inexpedient now to re-open the matter. 

lixTRACT of a Minute, dated 18 August 1850. 

I would inform Lieutenant-colonel Outram that our former decision in this case is to be 
deemed final, and that we see no reason whatever lor the interference of our Resident 
between this individual (Phurke) and his Highness tlie. Guicowar. 


— No. 9. — 

Minute by the Honourable Mr. Bdl. No. 5 

Our Honourable President and my colleague, Mr. Blane, having already 
decided that no interference was necessary, and as no new matter has been 
adduced in Captain French’s present explanation to lead to a different impres- 
sion, I do not see that we can do otherwise than to uphold that resolution. 

27 June 1861. (signed) A. Bell. 


H H 
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— No. 10. — 


No. 2,804 of 1851. — Political Department. 

From A. Malet, Esq., Chief Secretary to the Government of Bombay, to 
Lieutenant-Colonel J. Outram, c. b., Resident at Baroda. 

Sir, 

With reference to my letter No. 2,457, dated the 9th instant, relative to 
Venaik Moreshwur Phurkey, I am directed by the Right Honourable the 
Governor in Council to transmit to you an extract (paragraphs 6 and 8) from 
a communication from Captain French, late Actmg Resident at Baroda, dated 
the 11th instant. 

2 ^- 1 am at the same time desired to inform you, that Government adheres to 
its resolution communicated to you in Mr. Secretary Lumsden’s letter, No. 
4,409, dated the 1st October last, and sees no reason for interference on its part 
between this individual and his Highness the Gaekwar. 

I have, &c. 

(signed) A. Malet, 

Bombay Castle, 28 June 1851. Chief Secretary. 

(True extract.) 

(signed) A. Malet, Chief Secretary. 
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o. 10,300. 

olitical Depart' 
»eni. 


olitical Depart- 

lent. 


— No. 1.— 

Extract Bombay Political Consultation, 13 December 1850. 

No. 354 of 1850. — Consultation, No. 89. 

From Major Lewis Brown, Political Agent in the Rewa Kanta, to H. E. Goldsmid, 
Esq., .Secretary to Government, Bombay. 

Sir, 

1 HAVE the honour to forward copies of correspondence with the Resident at 
Baroda, regarding charges of bribery made against Baba Furdkey, late dufturdar 
of this office, by the widow of the late Jahmesing Thakor of Bhadurwa, and 
request instructions, what measures I should adopt towards that individual as 
he is not within my jurisdiction, having left for Bombay. 

2. The widow has produced a chopree showing entries of 8,800 rupees having 
been paid to Baba Furdkey, and the writing and delivery are sworn to by three 
witnesses. If, therefore, the chopree is not a forged ons, the proofs are very 
strong against him. 

I have, &c. 

(signed) Lewis Brown, 

Rewa Kanta Agency, Baroda, Political Agent. 

11 November 1850. 


No. 075 of 1850. 

To Major Lewis Broivri, Political Agent in the Rewa Kanta. 

Sir, 

With reference to our previous correspondence on the subject of the charges 
against Venaik Moreshwur Furdkey, and to tlie decision of Government under 
date the 1st October, that there is no reason for my interference between that 
individual and his Highness the Guicowar, which I made known to you, I have 
the honour to transmit, for your information, a letter in ori;:inal, from that 
person, dated Rombay, 18th instant, explaining tlie reasons why he left Baroda, 
and stating that he is ready and anxious to answer any charges brouglit against 
him, and to return to Baroda, for that purpose, when “ assured of a fair trial,” 
by which I suppose he means protection against his enemies while undergoing 
trial. 

2. Venaik Moreshwur Furdkey does not name his place of residence in 
Bombay, but doubtless it will be known to many in the Secretary’s office where 
he is to be found. 

I have, &c. 

(signed) .7. Outram, Resident. 

Baroda Residency, 21 October 1850. 

P. S.- - Do me the favour to return the enclosure. 

(signed) J. Outram. 

(True copy.) 

(signed) L. Brown, Political Agent. 


Honoured Sir, 

Six days ago I left Baroda as your Honour has, I dare say, long ere this, heard. 
My leaving will doubtless be represented by my enemies as an absconding to 
escape justice, and a thousand fresh falsehoods be told of me. I was free to go 
where and when I liked without giving my rca-sons to any man, and it is to you 
only, at whose hands I have always received justice and honourable treatment, 
that I feel bound to explain why I left, especially without informing you of my 
intentions. 

What I have suffered during the last two years you are well aware — insult, 
outrage, imprisonment and plunder ; and all for no reason in the world than 
that, when called on by you as British Resident to report on certain cases, I did 

so 
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so honestly, although I know well, and told you at the time, that my doing so 
would bring down on me the vengeance of an unscrupulous and all-powerful 
ministry. 

1 did expect redress at the hands of the British, but have been sorely dis- 
appointed. 

I appealed to you on your return to Baroda, but you never once admitted 
me to your presence. I neard, however, that you have reported my case to the 
Government. 


My enemies have been sending me constant messages, saying, “ Who is 
Colonel Outram ? What will he do for you ? Nursoo Punt has sufficient influence 
to upset anything he proposes, ten times over, he would get them removed if he 
wished it. He imprisoned you before ; when the Sirkar's tupka,* which we 
have told to be got, comes for you and Colonel Outram, we will put beeres on 
you and kill you.” 

'I he day before I left, a friend on whose words I could rely, came to me and 
told me that he had heard Wamunrow Sateh say, that the tupka had come, and 
that to-morrow, or next day, 1 should have the berees placed on my legs, and be 
sent to a hill fort, where they Avill show me tumasha. 

I fled for my life, not from justice, for, if it is true that the English Govern* 
meiit, l)y serving vdiom alone I made myself these enemies, have given me up, 
I had none to look for. I am ready and anxious to answer any cliarge 
whatever that may be brought against me, and suffer any punishment for crimes 
proved against me, and will return to Baroda for that purpose the moment the 
Government ensures me of a fair trial ; otherwise, it is not by law or right that 
I should be judged, but by hatred and malice of my enemies, and the more 
clearly I could show that I had served the British Government faithfully and 
honestly, the more surely would the knife or rope of the assentenee be my lot. 

Whatever may come to me, sir, I shall ever feel gratified to you for having 
endeavoured to obtain justice for me, when those who should have protected me 
were for giving me up unheard to enemies, thirsting for my blood. 

I do not know whether the man who has made this translation has made it 
correctly, so I beg you to forgive all mistakes, and remain, honoured sir, with 
great respect, your most obedient humble servant, 


Bombay, 18 October 1850. 


(signed) Venaik Moresh'wur. 
Baba Furdkey. 

(True copy.) 

(signed) J. Outram. 


(True copy.) 

(signed) L. Brown, Political Agent. 


No. 284 of 1850. 

To Lieutenant-Colonel Javxes Outram, c.b., Resident, Baroda. 

Sir, 

I HAVE the honour to forward you copy of a letter received from Lahiba, the 
widow of the late Thakor Jalumsingjee of Bhadurwa, requesting recovery of a 
sum of 8,800 rupees, which she says was taken from her by Venaikrow Aloresh- 
wur alias Baba Furdkey, late dufturdar of this office, as a bribe, to use his 
influence with the Political Agent, when the succession to the Bhadurwa Gader 
was in dispute between her and the present thakor, on account of her adopted 
son ; aud as Baba Furdkey is now, 1 believe, a suffiect of the Gaekwar State, I 
request you will bring the same to the notice of his Highness. 

2. You will perceive the condition of the agreement between the complainant 
and Baba Furdkey was, that should she not succeed in her wishes, the money 
was to be returned. But as she acknowledges it was given as a bribe, I do not 
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see how she is entitled to any interference on the part of either you or myself ; 
however, I pass on the letter to you for such attention as you may think it 
deserves. 

I lave, &c. 

(signed) L. Brown, 

Bewa Kanta Agency, Baroda, Political Agent. 

27 August 1850. 

(True copy.) 

(signed) L. Brown, H)iittcal Agent. 


No. 524 of 1850. 

Political Depart- To hlajor L. Brown, Political Agent, Rewa Kanta. 

ment. 

Sir, 

1 HAVE the honour to acknowledge the receipt of your letter of this date, 
forwarding a letter from Sahiba, the widow of the late thakore of Bhadurwa, 
requesting rticovery of a sum of 8,800 rupees, which she says was taken from 
her by Venaik Moreshwur Furdkey, late dufturdar of your office, which you 
request me to bring to the notice of his Highness, as you believe him to be a 
subject of the Gaokwar State. 

2. As the person against whom this claim is made denies being a Gaekwar 
subject, and claims to be a British subject, a point at present under reference to 
Government, 1 cannot until that question is decided have any communication 
Avitli the durbar on this subject ; but I beg to observe that as the ofl'ence said to 
have been committed by Baba Moreshwur Furdkey must, if really perpetrated, 
have occurred wiiile he was a servant of the British Government under your 
agency, I should suppose your Court is fully competent to try the case, and it 
is not likely the defendant would attempt to evade the trial on pretext of not 
being amenable to your jurisdiction. 

1 have, &c. 

(signed) J. Outram, Resident. 

Baroda Residency, 27 August 1850. 

(True copy.) 

(signed) L. Brown, Political Agent. 


— No. 2. — 

No. 10,30;. Minute by the Right. Honourable the Governor, sub.scribed to by the Board. 

1 AM of opinion that if Major Brown considers tlie proof against Venaik 
Moresliw'ur Furdkey to be so strong as to warrant his placing him on his trial 
for bribery, he should be authorized to extend to Iiiin protection during the 
trial, and to allow him, if acquitted, to leave the Gaekwar districts after its close, 
for I observe that Venaek Moreshwur states his willingness to return and meet 
his accusers. 

Major Brown should however first take every means in his power to examine 
and test the evidence to be brought forward, and if he is in any doubt, should 
report to Government before taking any further steps. 

(signed) Falhtmd. 

W. Cotton. 

J. P. WiUottakby. 
B. A. Plane. 


25 November 1850. 
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— No. 8 . — 

No. 6,46« of 1850. 

From A. MaUt, Esq., Chief Secretary to Government, Bombay, to Lieutenant No- 10 , 30 a. 

Battye, Assistant-in-Chargc, Rewa Kanta. ment'*' 

Sir, 

I AM directed to acknowledge the receipt of Major Brown’s letter. No. 354, 
dated the 11 th ultimo, with enclosures. 

2 . As Venaik Moreshwur Furdkey states his willingness to return and meet 
his accusers, I am instructed to authorize you, if you consider the proofs against 
him to be so sti’ong as to warrant his being placed on his trial for bribery, to 
extend your protection to him during the trial, and to allow him if acquitted 
to leave the Gaekwar districts after its close. 

3. You should however first take every means in your power to examine and 
test the evidence to be brought forward, and if you are in any doubt, should 
rej)ort to Government before taking any further steps. 

I have, &c. 

( signed) A . Mnht, 

Bombay Castle, 0 December 1850. Chief Secretary. 


— No. 4. — 

Extract Bombay Political Consultation, 22 January 1851. No, 174 . 

The Memorial from Wenayek Moreshwur Fudkeh, lately an Inhabitant of 

Baroda, and now residing at Bombay, to the Right Honourable Lord Viscount 

Falkland, President and Governor in Council, fee., fee., fee. 

Sheweth, 

That Saheb Koow'ur Baee, the widow of the late thakoor Jalum Sing, of 
Bhadurwa, having been instigated by certain parties who bear enmity to your 
memoriali.st, addressed a representation dated the 22 d of August la.st, to Major 
Brown the Political Agent in Rewa Kaunta, soliciting his assistance to obtain 
the restitution from your memorialist of a sum of 8,800 rupees, which she states 
he received from her under the i'ollowing circumstances. 

1 . Saheb Koowur has represented that her husband, the late thakoor Jalum 
Sing having died about 1 1 years ago, and his son Kuruu Sing having sur- 
vived him for four months only, she was desirous of adojiting a son ; but as 
it was necessary to obtain the sanction of the Political Agent to enable her to 
do so, she was induced to agree to the [)aymenl of a consideration, amounting 
to 1 2,000 rupees to his dufturdar, your memorialist, who she says undertook 
to persuade the Political Agent to accede to her request. She has further stated, 
that she actually paid your memorialist four several sums, amounting in all to 
8,800 rupees, but that the remainder of the money not having lieen paid, your 
memorialist gave up the advocacy of her claims, and having received a sum of 
7,525 rupees from Narun Sirdar Sungjee, the present thai,oor promoted his acces- 
sion to the gadee or thakoorship of Pliadurwa. These are the principal points of 
accusation which the said Saheb Koowur has lirought against your memoriali.st, 
and which will be found set foi th with other particulars in tlie accompanying 
translation of her representation. 

2 . Immediately on having received intelligence of the above charges having 
been made against him, your memorialist being anxious to repel them, and to 
prove that they were unlbunded, addressed a letter on the 23d September last 
to the Political Agent, requesting that if the matter appeared to him to merit a 
formal investigation, a copy of tlie petition of the Saheb Koowur might be 
furnished to your memorialist with his instructions On the 25th of tlie same 
month, your memorialist was accordingly favoured witlj a communication from 
the Political Agent, accompanied by a copy of the above-mentioned petition. 

3. Your memorialist lost no time in framing an answer to (he allegations con- 
tained therein, and on the 7th ultimo he transmitted it to the Political Agent. 

560 . ji H 4 Your 
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Your memorialist takes the liberty of appending to this memorial a translation 
of that answer, in order that your Lordship in Council may perceive that your 
memorialist has not omitted to furnish all the explanation it was in his power 
to offer, pending a regular investigation, which your memorialist is anxious 
should take place ; and your memorialist begs to say that he is most willing to 
produce before the authority to whom that investigation may be intrusted, all 
the evidence of which he is in possession to disprove the groundless and vexa- 
tious charges which have been got up against him. 

4. Your memorialist, howev(*r, trusts he will be excused from adverting in 
this memorial to a few of the circumstances which he has already in his answer 
above alluded to, brought to the notice of the Political Agent, as tending to show 
on what improbable and incompatible grounds Saheb Koowur has based the 
story which she has chosen to fabricate concerning liim. In the first place, 
therefore, your memorialist must draw the attention of your Lordship in Council 
to the fact that no less an interval than that of 10 years has elapsed between 
the time when your memorialist is said by Saheb Koowur to have become 
guilty of the acts of corruption and perfidy which she attributes to him, and 
the date of her petition to the address of the Political Agent. It is only under 
very peetjliar circumstances that parties who suffer wrong remain for any 
lengthened period witliout attempting to seek redress ; but in this case, there 
appears to have been notliing to prevent your memorialist’s accuser from at once 
denouncing him to the authorities, as, according to he-r statement, not alone a 
corrupt but a perfidious man. Why she should have silently brooded for so 
long a period as 10 years over the grievances wliich slu' says she suflered at the 
hands of your memorialist, when she had written evidence of his guilt to 
produce, is a question which she, herself, can best answer. Your memorialist 
must remark that it is contrary to all experienct; for those who suffer injury 
from the acts of others to refrain for a series of years from making their com- 
plaints known to tribunals to which there is nothing to debar them from 
obtaining access. The same privilege which every common ryot in the countrv 
possesses, that of having a petition prepared and sent to the authorities when- 
ever he considers himself aggrieved by the act of any public functionary, is also 
enjoyed by the Saheb Koowur, and, indeed, in a much greater degree. Being 
a personage whose rank and station entitle her to consid(Tation, she can at all 
times, through means of her wukeela, or personally if she chooses, make any 
representation she may have to make to tlie British authorities. At the time 
which she alleges that your memorialist niisbebaved in the way slie has 
described, the office of Political Agent in Rewa Kaunta was held by Mr. Re- 
mington, who never reposed anything approaching to unbounded confidence in 
his native subordinates, and was at all times prepared to listen to, and investi- 
gate any complaints made against them. How then, your memorialist would 
ask, will Saheb Koowur account for not having accused your memorialist when 
such facilities existed for inquiring into his conduct, instead of allowing so large 
a space of time as 1 0 years to clajise before doing so .- Your memorialist humbly 
onceives that the meanest subject of your Government, if charged before any 
of the magisterial authorities of Bombay with having committed a criminal 
offence at a period so far back, would not be brought to trial, unless, indeed, 
sotne very cogent and satisfactory reasons could be adduced by the prosecutor 
to account for the delay in seeking justice. On this point your memorialist 
will not, therefore, trouble your Lordship in Council with any further obser- 
vations. 

5. The other principal facts to which your memorialist in rebutting the 
accusations of the Koowur Salieb begs to draw the attention of your Lordship 
in Council are as follows : At the time to which she refers, her mother-in-law, 
who is now dead, conducted vith full powers the. management of the affairs of 
the surwusthan, and of course interested herself in the matter of the adoption 
mentioned by Salieb Koowur, and corresponded on the subject with the Go- 
vernment authorities ; yet no complaint was ever made by that lady against 
your memorialist. Moreover, during the time that Mr. Remington was Po- 
litical Agent in Rewa Kaunta, your memorialist, although employed in the same 
department under him, had very little personal communication and no influence 
whatever with that gentleman. There were two other native officers who were 
always in the habit of attending him personally to assist him in the despatch 
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of public business, while your memorialist’s duties required his constant presence 
in the office. It is not, therefore, likely that the negotiation wliicli Sahel) 
KooM'ur has stated to have taken place, supposing this to be the fact, would have; 
been opened with your memorialist in preference to the other native officers, 
for it was well know'n that he could have no means of forwarding her views. 

6. As to the accession of Sirdar Sing to the surwusthan of Bhadurwa, your 

memorialist lent no aid in any way to bring about that event. Mr. Remington 
having proceeded to Bhadurwa, conducted in person the investigation as to 
the right which Saheb Koovvur and Sirdar Sing respectively asserted to the 
gader; and that gentleman transmitted his report on the subject, through the 
office of the Resident at Baroda, by whom a correspondence was carried on with 
the Bombav government, and the surwusthan was eventually delivered over to 
Sird ar Sing some time subsequently ; indeed, Khooshall Vyde, the servant of Sahib 
Koowur, by his evil counsel, persuaded her and her mother-in-law Tukut Ranee, 
to charge the native officers of the residency at Baroda, &c., with corrupt 

practices. The inquiry into this complaint was also conducted by Mr. Reming- 

ton personally, and it resulted in the acrpiittal of the accused persons ; the 
Bombay government having then communicated its displeasure at the conduct 
of Tukut Ranee, in this transaction, she was ordered to quit the town of Bhadurwa 
and reside elsewhere. 

7. fireat stress is laid b}" Saheb Koowur on the fact of there being entries in her 

liouseliuld account books, of the sums which she alleges were paid to your 

memorialist, but no dependence can be placed on such evidence, as Saheb 
Koowur’s account books are not kept regularly like those of a merchant or 
banker; in fact, on a former occasion, in the time of Mr. .Mansfield, her servant, 
Koosal V\’<1, found but little difficulty in fabricating similar books to suit his 
purpose, and the fraud was discovered in the course of the investigation into the 
matter in which they were produced as evidence. Lastly, as to your memorialist 
having, as Saheb Koowur alleges, received from Sirdar Sing a sum of money and 
a share of the village of Bhylee, your memorialist will not trespass upon your 
Lordship in Council’s time and attention, by entering into any long statement 
to rebut that part of the string of false accusations whicli she has brought against 
him. and will only observe that it is utterly false and inconsistent; but should 
an investigation be ordered, as your Memorialist hopes will be the case, he will 
be happy to adduce satisfactory evidence to show that no such transactions in 
which your memorialist was concerned overtook place. As regards the above- 
named village, your memorialist begs to state that it is held as a mortgage by a 
third party, and that no portion of its revenues could have been alienated for the 
purpo.se of being bestowed on him. 

8. Having thus noticed as briefly as he could, the main points of accusation 
contained in the petition of Saheb Koovvur against your memorialist, he begs 
again to assure your Lordsliip in Council, that he is desirous of submitting his 
conduct to tlie ordeal of a fair inquiry, .since your memorialist can produce 
evidence which if impartially received will be sufficient to refute the several false 
allegations made by the Koowur Saheb. 

9. Your memorialist not having heard from the Political Agent since sending 
to him the answer setting forth tlic different facts and arguments of which a 
summary detail is given in the above paragraphs, your memorialist feels very 
apprehensive that owing to the machinations of his enemies at Baroda, the 
authorities there may be induced to adopt measures wl.ich may be prejudicial 
and injurious to your memorialist’s character. 

10. Your Lordsliip in Council is already aware of the tyrannical proceedings 
adopted towards your memorialist by the Guickwar’s government ; of his having 
been persecuted by a party consisting of the native agent at the residency and 
certain officers of the Guickwar ; of his house having been surrounded by armed 
men and entered by them ; of all his private papers having been seized and 
needlessly subjected to the most rigid scrutiny, and of his having been dejirived 
of bis personal liberty for a considerable period, and subjected to contenijit and 
derision. Your Lordship in Council has also heard that for this Jiaisli and 
tyrannical usage which your memorialist has experienced, no just cause has as 
yet been shown by the Guickwar government ; and that in fact nothing but 

560. I I mere 



2.50 


PAPERS ON THE REMOVAL OF COLONEL OUTRAM 


mere imtangible suspicions, or the influence of malicious insinuations, and 
groundless accusations, have led to your memorialist having been thus 
victimised. 

11. Having in vain appealed to your Lordship in Council to protect him as a 
subject of the Honourable Company’s Government from such unjust and 
oppressive treatment, your memorialist, in order to avoid falling into the iiands 
of his enemies again, has done what any man in his situation would have done. 
Your memorialist has quitted the Guickwar territories, and placed himself 
under the protection of your Lordship in Council’s government at Bombay, 
where he is confident the strong arm of British justice can at all times effectually 
prevent him from suffering any more oppression from the Guickwar government ; 
but your memorialist begs to assure your Lordship in Council, that although he 
lias taken this step, he lias not done so with the view of escaping from the 
responsibilities which he may liave incurred by any act of his, while in the service 
of the British government or the Guickwar State. Your juemorialist placed 
himself beyond the jurisuiction of his Highness the Guickwar, with the sole view 
of securing his person from outrage and insult ; he has not done so to avoid any 
investigation which may be entered upon, of any complaints or charges which 
may be framed against him. In consequence of the British government having 
declined to extend its jirotection towards Iiim, your memorialist has no intention 
at present of venturing to Baroda, although his ahsiuice from that place is 
attended with the greatest jteeuniary loss and inconvenience to your memorialist; 
by returning to Baroda your memorialist would only place himself in the fiower 
of his enemies, who, now that they have learned the decision of your Lordship 
in Council in regard to your memorialist, would not scruple to resort to the 
most summary expedients to ruin him. Yet your memorialist is ready and 
willing to furnish every explanation as to any part of his conduct when required 
by the authorities at Baroda to do so, and through means of his wakeel at that 
place to lay before them any documentary or other evidence which may be 
necessary to exculpate your memorialist’s character from the foul as[)ersions 
with which it has been assailed. 

12. 'rhis being the spirit wliich has actuated your memorialist to address this 
Tnemorial to your Lordship in Council, he humbly entreats tliat instructions may 
be sent to the Political Agent in Hewa Kaunta, or to such other British officer 
as your Honourable Board may appoint, to institute a full and searchin<r inves- 
tigation into the several charges set up against your inomorialist by the Koowur 
Saheb, the w'idow of the late thakoor of Bliadurwa. Every one of those (diarges 
being utterly false and inapplicable to your memorialist, he is assured that if 
inquired into with impartiality and justice, he will be able to refute, and for 
that purpose he will instruct liis wakeel to attend the authority intrusted with 
the itujuiry, and furnish every information which may he required of him as to 
your UKunorialist’s conduct while employt'd in tin; office of the Political Agent 
in Rewa Kaunta. Your memorialist, tlierefore, sanguinely liopes, that your Lord- 
siiij) in Council, duly considering all that he has represented, may accede to the 
jtraycr of this memorial. 

And vour memorialist, as in duty bound, .shall ever pray. 

Bombay, 20 November 1850 . 


Translation of a Petition from Venayek Moreshwer Fudkey to the Address of 

Major Brown, Politicial Agent in Rewa Kauta, dated the 7th October 1850. 

Your Honour’s letter, No. 1,730, dated the 25th September last, has arrived. 
The purport thereof is, that Saheb Ba, the widow of the late Thakoor Jalumsing, 
sent a petition on the 24th of August 1850, stating that there was a dispute 
relating to the heirship of the suwusthan of Bhadurwa, and that in that busi- 
ness the late dufterclar of the Rewa Kanta Agency, Venayek Moreshwur, 
received from her a sum of 8,800 rupees, which she begs may be returned, &c., 
with a copy of the petition to this effect your letter arrived. In answer to it, 
I Avrite the following paragraphs. 

1. Saheb Ba states in her petition, that on the decease of her son, she, accord- 
ing to the custom of her principality, brought Bapoo Sing, a boy, from amongat 

her 
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her nearest relations, and adopted him and established him on the gadeo, anu 
in order to obtain the sanction of the Government, wrote a letter to tlie (poli- 
tical) authority; that at that time Venayek Moreshwur was the dufterdar, and 
that he said to her as follows: “If you will give rne 12,000 rupees, 1 will 
explain matters to the Saheh and will get that adoption sanctioned, &c.” Tliis 
is what she writes. These statements are quite false and are unfounded accusa- 
tions, got up in accordance w'ith the evil advice of some persons. This is 
evident, for the mother-in-law of this petitioner had the sole authority to carry 
on all business. She carried on, with the (iovernment authorities, the business 
regarding this adojjtion. She died a short time ago. She did not at any time 
complain against me. If the petitioner's statements were correct, how would 
she have nanained quiet without preferring a complaint? Nearly JO years 
have elapsed since the dispute in n gard to the heirshijj of this suwusthan com- 
menced and has been woine: on. Since that time I have been at Baroda. Inter- 
m(‘cliate]y, about three years a»o, I went to Boiiiba}^, Poona, Nassick, icc. for 
about 12 or 13 nionths. On many occasions, I put up at the house of the peti- 
tioner at Bbadurwa on my way to and from Dakoor. ’This Baee has also on 
many occasions visited Baroda, and then} liave been many changes of European 
gentlemen at llewa Kanta; I did not prohibit her from making* complaints to 
tliem, and tliere is no Government order proliihiting complaints being made. 
This being the case, why did she not, u[) to this time, make a complaint? If 
wliat she states is triu', how would sIk} have remained np to this time williout 
making a com])laint r Yonr Ilononr should, therelorc, in regard to this, care- 
fully consider this matter, when it will appear that this jietition is entirely 
unfounded. 

2. Mr. Remington was tlie (political) autliority wiicn the dispute as to the 
heirshi]) was going on. It is well known to the ^\(>rJd as veil as to tlie Bombay 
Govt'rninent, liow favoiiralily dispos(‘d that gimtleinan was towards me ; 1 need 
not, therefore, write jiarticularly as to that. The individual who is in the liabit 
of* visiting the lioozoor to carry on business is the party to whom a person states 
his ease in order to liave it forwarded. That was not my province at all. Anmin- 
drao and Warnun Rao used to transact busin(‘ss with that gentleman. During 
four months at a time I had not an opjiortunity of even paying my respects to 
the gentleman ; 1 sitting in tin* office use d to prepare all the documents according 
to tlie minutes (recorded) on petitions, &c., and brought by the (other) lunc- 
tionari(^s. f had no other authority whatever; this fact is well known. WJiat 
then had I in my power in regard to obtaining tlie sanction to the adoption '! 
As to tills point, your Honour should kindly consider Mr. Remiugtoii usctl per- 
sonally make inquiries. He used to visit the houses of inerchants and others, 
and ask them whether liis (native) officers w ho jmrehased goods from them, paid 
tliem the value thereof properly or not. Tliis is the care which he used to take. 
What diffieulty then had the petitioner who now prefers her complaint to prefer 
it at tliat time ? On considering tliese cirenmstanees, the artful lalsity of the 
petitioner will clcarh^ appear. 

3. The matter having occurred many years ago, I ha\e not a sufficient recol- 
lection of it, hut from what I can remember, I beg to state tliat the petitioner’s 
mother-in-law, Indur Koovur, alms Tnkut Ranee, did probably write a letter to 
Mr. Remington, regarding the adoption and other matters. I hat officer, there- 
upon, wrote a reply in the year 1840 to Kunija Bliawahhaee and Kallidass, 
stating that while the subject of adoption was in dispute, I'uekut Ranee Baee 
had written a letter, hut that in future, until the said dispute should he decided, 
if a letter should arrive from the Baee, a fine would be levied. This is what 
I remember, and the managcnient of the afl’airs of the suwusthan was caused 
by the Saheh to be carried on by the above-nann-d functionaries. Such was the 
mode in which the Saheh publicly caused the business to be carried on ; your 
Honour should, therefore, be pleased to consider on what grounds the petitioner 
has stated that I asked for money, in order to have the adoption confirmed, and 
what was the occasion for giving money. 

4 . Some time after having delivered over the suwusthan to the (native) func- 
tionaries, the Saheh went to Blmderwa, in order to make an inquiry relative to 
the heirship ; he assembled a punchayut and made inquiries relative to J alum 
Sing’s second wife, named Sujanhaee, having fraudulently set up a boy (to pass 
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for her son) ; and in regard to Sirdar Sing, respecting that matter, he made a 
report to the Resident, who j)robal)ly submitted the same to Government. On 
the receipt of instructions from Government, to enter upon an investigation, 
that gentleman having made inquiries, wrote to Government, and instructions 
having been received from Government on the subject, he wrote to Mr. Reming- 
ton to deliver over tlie suwustlian to Sirdar Sing. Thereupon that gentle- 
man made over tlie suwustlian. Some time subsequently the said Khooshall Vyd 
gave evil advice to both Saheb Koovur and Indur Koovur, and having sent a 
man to Rombay, made a petition containing false charges against the (native) 
officers of tlie residency, and tlie other office, and an order of Government was 
brought, directing tlie matter to be investigated. Then the Saheb (Mr. Re- 
mington) without letting any one know, proceeded at once to Bhaderwa, and 
placed an attachment upon the houses of those parties that Khooshall Vyd, 
Kallidass and Davidass, &c., had requested to be attached, and having seized 
the papers and documents (in them) examined them. No evidemce was dis- 
covcied in them. Then the above-named gentleman (Mr. Remington) about 
the month of December, of the year 1843, made a report to the Resident. That 
report must have, been forwarded by the Resident to tlie Govc^rnment in the 
same month. In regard to that, instructions having been received from the 
Government in the month of February, Mr. ll-jniington wrote to the Tukut 
Ranee, stating as follows ; *' ^'oiir wakeel made a complaint of bribery to the 
Bombay (lovernrnent against the Government karkoons. In regard to that, an 
inquiry having been made, a coimnunicaticn was made to the Government, and 
a letter has betm received to tlie effect, “ iliat you are a slanderous person, and 
you should not therefore lie kejit at Bliadurwa. ’’ 'I'his matter became known to 
me on i(s being mentioiipd to me by the Hliaee, and the papers and documents 
relative to this an' proliably among the public records. On referring to them, 
your Honour will be satisfied that these are slanderous people, and have got up a 
false accusation against me. 

o. The petitioner states in her jietition, that her household karkoon, Khoo- 
shall Bhaee, having been satisfied, four sums, amounting to 8,800 rupees were 
paid, and that those sums arc entered in her household account books in my 
name. But on this point, I beg your Honour will maturely consider the cir- 
cumstances of that same Khooshall Vyd having during the administration of 
Mr. Mansfield, produced similar false account books, containing entries in the 
name of the karkoons ; those account books were proved to be false at the time 
of the investigation. He may therefore, in the same way, have now fabricated 
similar false account-books on this occasion. You are well aware of the false 
complaint regarding the ornaments in the case of Purbhoo Sukheedas. This false 
complaint had been raised by the Baee at the instigation of that Khooshall Vyd. 
I shall therefore make known to your Honour the reasons for this at the time of 
the investigation. 

6. Two charges ar.3 preferred by the said Saheb Koovur, viz., bribery and 
advancing money on loan. All that is false. But your Honour should be pleased 
to apply to her for the proofs of either of the above two charges, and having 
received the same, should make an inquiry and kindly furnish me with copies of 
that (evidence). I shall then rejirescnt to you further proofs of the fallacy of 
the staieinenls of the said Baee and Khooshall Vyd. 

7. The petitioner w'rites about Surdar Sing. On this point I beg to refer you 
to what I have written in the 4th para, (of this statement). From that you will 
be inrormed. She writiss, that Surdar Sing gave a decided reply regarding tlie 
share in the village of Bhylee, but when the Sirkar will inquire as to the cor- 
rectne.ss or incorn ctness of that answer of Sirdar Sing, tlie mortgagee will pro- 
duce evidence. In regard to the fraudulent behaviour of the great and 
respectable officers of the Sirkar, should your Honour, for the sake of God, be 
inclined to institute an inquiry, I beg to refer you lo the petition which Sirdar 
Sing made on Kartuk Sood 3d, of Surnwut 15)05, to the Rewa Kanta agency, 
stating that he had sustained a loss of thousands of rupees in consequence of 
the sequestration by Governnient. On getting that petition from the office, 
and having it translated into English, and reading it, you will be convinced as 
to the uprightness of the native officers, and you will find how much loss people 
have sustained, and are sustaining, from the injustice of the native officers, und 
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I wifi produce such documents as I have in my possession, belonginj^ to the 
said Khooshull Vyd. 

8. From the above seven paragraphs it will be manifest to you tliat the 
petitioner has got up a false accusation against me. This is my representation. 
The lunar date, Ashvin Sood •2d, Sumwut 1906 (the 7th October 1850). 


To Major Brown, Political Agent, Baroda. 

Sir, 

Referring to the ficititious charge preferred against me by Salieb Koovur of 
Bhaderwa, after a period of upwards of nine years, and rny reply to tlie same, I 
have the honour to request, that sliould further information be required on the 
subject, you will have the goodness to furnish my karkoon at Baroda with a 
memorandum of the points on which such information is required, transmitting 
at the same time copy of what may further be advanced against me, and I shall 
readily afford the required explanation. I am obliged to suggest this course, 
because 1 was, much against my wish and inclination, induced to leave Baroda, 
a measure to which, seeing the doors of justice clo.sed to me, I was reluctantly 
for(!ed to resort. 

I have given every useful assistance to the British Residents at Baroda, and 
have brought abuses to light, by Avhich I have incurred the displeasure and malice 
of the influential offie.ers of the (iuicowar's Court, who having at one time 
exercised all kinds of atrocity and tyranny towards me, have again, oji being 
informed that Government was no longer inclined to afl'ord me redress, have 
anticipated further plots on me, information of which having been received, I 
for safety’s sake, was induced to seek refuge in a place where justice is not 
distant. 

I am confident that you will do me justice, and therefore it is needless for me 
to put you on your guard against the machinations of n»y powerful enemies, who 
I am told are working very vigilantly ; I must therefore conclude by informing 
you, that your native agent is one of Nurso Punt’s creatures, who for fear of my 
succeeding him in office, and exposing all his malpractices and irregularities, 
worked very keenly with his influence on the Guicowar’s ministers, and secured 
his object by ruining me. 

I remain, &c. 

(signed) VenaiJe Moreshwer Baba Fudkey. 

Bombay, 26 October 1850. 


Translation. 

-To the Representative of the Honourable English Company’s Government, the 
honoured Major Lewis Brown, the Valiant Esquire, Political Agent in the 
District of Rewa Kaunta. 

It is represented by tlu! Baee Saheb Koowur, the chief princess consort of 
the late Thakoor Jalum Sing of the suwusthan of Bhaderwa, as follows ; owing 
to my lack of good fortune, ray Lord, the illustrious Maharana Jalum Sing, who 
was the holder of the suwusthan of Bhaderwa, departed this life on the 
9th day of Chytur Sood of Sumwut 1896 (10 April 1840) ; my son, named 
Kurnu Singjee, also died four months subsequently. According to the custom 
of our principality, 1 liaving afterwards brought Bappoo Sing from amongst 
my nearest relations, adopted him as my son, and established him on the gadec, 
and in order to obtain the confirmation of the Government, I addressed a letter 
to the gentleman then in office. At that time Wenayek Row Moreshwur, alias 
Baba Fudkya, was the dufterdar. He said to me, “ If you will give me 
12|000 rupees, I will explain the matter to the gentleman, and will have your 
adopted son confirmed.” At that time, I being a female and not acquained with 
the rules of the British Government, and know'ing the custom of the former 
regime, according to which no business could be transacteil without sonietiiing 
being given to the person having the management of atiairs, 1 agreed to pay 12,000 
rupees ; but not having perfect confidence in what this man said, I said, “ Sliould 
1 indeed pay the money and my business not be done, then «hat am 1 to do.- 
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Therefore you sliould’draw out and give me some sort of written instrument to 
this effect. If the business should be done I will receive (keep) the money ; 
but if it should not, then I will pay it back.” Then Wenayek Row answered, “An 
employer of the British Government cannot indeed write and give such instru- 
ment, nor is it customary to write (snch instruments) ; I am not going to receive 
this mom y from you as a bribe, I am going to receive it as a loan. If your 
business slioiild be effected, you will have no claim to tlie money, and if it 
should not be effected, 1 will repay it witli interest.” Having spoken thus, and 
satisfied mv liousebold karkoon, Wyd Khoosal Bhaee and others, he received 
from them four sums amoiinting to 8,800 rupees, which 1 caused him to receive. 
Those sums are placed to del)it in m}^ household account book. The other 
portion of the mone\' I could not ])ay in time. 'I'hen he (Fudk}^) had an 
intervie w with my opponent Naruni Sirdar Sungjec, of VVakauer, who now 
occujiii's the gadee of Bhaderwa, and who can have no claim whatever to my 
principality, and he said to him, “ If you M'ill make a petition to the Govern- 
ment. I will have you established in the suwusthan of Bhaderwa, but you must 
arrange for me.” Sirdar Sungjee then agreed. On that occasion he paid about 
7,.02.‘» rupees in ready money, and he (Fudkya) settled that if he (Sirdar 
Sung'iee) obtained the gadee lie shovdd give him (Fu*lkya) one of his villages 
in Jnam. At that time, O ])rotccior of the weak ! an inquiry as to my claims 
was prevented from being made, owing to the above cause, conse(|uentl}’ instead 
of my obtaining my right. Sirdar Sungjee succeeded to the gadee. Then Sirdar 
Sungjee, agreeably to tlie agreement, gave a share producing about 900 rupees 
of the village of Bb vlee ; but at that time tins Wenayek Row was iu the service of 
tlie Government ; tboroforc the deed for tin* Inam could not be drawn out (in bis 
name). He consequently had drawn out and rt'ceived from Sirdar Sung a bond 
for about 7,551 rupees, in the name of his son Lnkbmiin Wenayek. On account 
of the same and for the interest, be received a mortgage; of the above-mentioned 
share (of the village), and he carried on the management thereof up to Sumwut 
1902 (a. n. 1 845-46). At the time the Gov(‘rnnient requested the suwnsthan 
the said share (of the village) was .snatched away from him. Then this Wenayek 
Row brought a claim against Sirdar Sung, by virtue of the bond. The answer 
given to that by Sirdar Sung is among the Government records ; in that, Sirdar 
Sung clearly shows that he borrowed nothing from him on the; security of 
Bhylee. If in regard to tliis tlie Government will make a jiarticular inquiry, and 
if the account books of Purnkh Nurbheram Gunesh he sent for and examined, 
then it will he evident that this bond relating to tlie village of Bhylee is !i 
false one, and that it was executed witliout any payment having been made, 
O protector of the weak ! In consequence of this, Wenayek Row’ having acted 
thus deceitfully, 1 did not obtain niy just right. I then sent Wyd Khooshal 
Bhaee to demand the payment with interest of 8,800 rupees paid to him. 
lie said “ on that occasion that he would jiay” ; but although I have been 
demanding payment up to this day, he promises to pay, but does not pay the 
money. I am therefore hopeful that this Wenayek Row may bo sent for before 
the public authorities, and that my money with tlie interest may he caused to 
be paid. And sliould the Government kindly cause this money to be paid, it 
will be useful to me for the expenses of the marriage of my daughter that is to 
take place during the present year. It will not then be necessary for the 
Government to make any payment out of the income of the sequestered pro- 
perty. This is the representation Srawun Sood, 3 6th of Sumwut 1906, the day of 
the week being Thursday (22d August 1850). 

liaec Saheb Koowur JiaeCy the Chief Princess, 

Consort of the late Thakoor Jalum Sungjee. 

What is written above is correct. 

The mark — 

The English signature of Brown Saheb. 

Copy agreeing with the original, Oomeeya 
Sunkur Hurrey Sunkur, Karkoon. 
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— No. 5. — 

Minute by the Right Honourable the Governor concurred in by rbe Board. 

Petitioner may be referred to the Political Agent, llewa Kanta, to whom 
instructions will be issued, consequent on bis letter of the lltli ultimo. No. 89 ; 
a copy of this petition without the enclosure may also be sent to that officer. 

(signed) Falkland. 

“ IV. Cotton. 

J. P. Willoughby. 

20 December 1850. D. A. Blane. 


— No. 6. — 

No. 07 of 1851. — Political Department. 

From A. Malet, Esquire, Chief Secretary to (Jovernment, Bombay, to 
Major L. Brown, Political Agent, Rewa Kanta, 

Sir, 

Wii'H reference to my letter dated the J>th ultimo, No. 6,406. I am directed 
by the Right Honourable the Governor in Council to transmit to you copy of a 
petition from Venayek Moreshwur Phurke, dated the 29th November last, and 
to inform you that the petitioner has been referred to you for a rej)ly thereto. 

I liave, &c. 

(signed) A. Maltt, 

Bombay Castle, 9 January 1851. Chief Secretary. 


— No. 7. — 

No. 98 of 1851. 

From A. Mulct, Esquire, Chief Secretary to Government, Bombay, to 

Venayek Moreshwur Phurke. 

In reply to your petition dated the 29th November last, I am directed to 
refer you to the Political Agent in the Rewa Kanta, to whom the instructions 
of Government in your case have been communicated. 

By order, &c. 

(signed) A. Malet, 

Bombay Castle, 9 January 1851. Cliief Secretarv. 


— No. 8. — 

Extract Bombay Political Consultation, dated J9 January 1851. 

No. 719 of 1850. 

Persian Department, 26 December 1850. 

Substance of a Petition from Baee Slice Saheb Ba Patum, Ranee of the late 
Thakoor Jahun Singjee of Sunsthan Bliadurwa, to the Right Honourable the 
Governor in Council, dated 13th Shranun Vud,Sum\vut 1906 (4th September), 
and received 16th September 1850. 

After the death of my husband on the 9th Chytru Sood, Sumwut 1896 (22d 
March 1850), my son Kursunsingjee ascended the gadee, but he also died after 
four months ; I therefore adopted my nearest relation Bappoo Sungjee, according 
to the practice of the sunsthan, and wrote to the authorities to have the 
adoption recognized. On this, Venayek Moreshwur, alias Baba Furkay, who 
was the dufturdar of the Rewa Kailta Agency, came to me and said that if I 
paid 12,000 rupees, he would get the Saheb to recognize the adoption. Being 
a woman and unacquainted with the rules of the British Government, I agreed 
to pay the sum of 12,000 rupees, but as I could not depend upon his word, I 
asked him to pass me a writing to the eflfect that if the business should not be 
5^0. I 1 4 done. 
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done, lie would return me the money. In reply, he said an officer of the 
British Government could not pass such a writing ; that I should entertain no 
suspicion ; that he would take the money as a loan, and if the business should 
not be done, he would refund it with interest. As he thus assured me, and my 
private kanular, Vyde Khooshalbliaee Keerpashunker, and others, I paid him 
8,800 rupees by four instalments. My private account books furnish evidence 
on tile snliject. 7\s 1 could not pay the remaining money in time. Baba Furkay 
joined Siidar Sing Rama, of WaKaneer, who had no claim whatever to the 
Bliadurwa sunsthan, and having taken from him 7,525 rupees, arranged with 
him i’or the grant of an Inam village after the successful issue of the case. 
Baba Furkay then raisrepresentetT matters, and prevented me from obtaining 
due redress. When Sirdarsing got the Bliadurwa sunsthan, he granted to 
Baba, in Inam, the village of Bhuyulee, yielding a revenue of 000 rupees per 
annum. Being dissatisfied with these proceedings, I appealed to Government, 
and an inquiry was tliereupon set on foot. The investigation was carried on 
for a few days, but w'as afterwards stojiped. I am confident of obtaining ulti- 
mately due redress from the just Government of the British. When 1 demanded 
repayment of my money according to his agreement. Baba put me oft' by pro- 
mises, but did not pay it ; I therefore suVmiitted a petition to the Political Agent 
in the Rewa Kanta (copy of wbicli is herewith sent), but he instituted no in- 
quiry. I am surprised at this. On the mere receipt of sucli information, 
immediate inquiries are always instituted by Government, but nothing appears 
to have been done on the petition which I openly submitted. When my kamdar, 
Khooshalbhaee Keerpashunker Vyde applied to the Political Agent for an early 
inquiry into the matter, he intimated that a copy of the petition had been sent 
to the Resident at Baroda ; that there was a question whetlier Baba Furkay was 
to be regarded a subject, of the Company’s or Gaekwar’s Government ; that no 
reply could therefore be given to me, and that it was difficult to get back the 
money jiaid as bribe. According to the agreement, I am fully entitled to the 
refund of the money. Even in the ab.sence of such an agreement, Government 
ought to interfere and to cause the money to he refunded. My claim is sup- 
ported by clause 5, section 11, Regulation XVI. of 1827. In the Gaekwar’s 
territories also, it is usual to cause the amounts of bribes to be refunded ; I 
therefore request Government to make Baba Furkay pay my money with in- 
terest, according to his agreement. 

(signed) C. J. Erskine, 

Deputy Secretary to Government. 


— No. 9. — 

Minute by the Right Honourable the Governor, concurred in by the Board. 

A COPY of this representation may be sent to the Political Agent in the. Rewa 
Kanta, with reference to the Government letter to his address of the 9th instant, 
No. 6,466. 

(signed) Falkland. 

J. Grey. 

J. P. Willoughby. 

7 .January 1851. D. A. Plane. 


— No. 10. — 

No. 141 of 1851. — Political Department. 

From A. Malet, Esquire, Chief Secretfiry to Government, Bombay, to 
Major L. Brawn, Political Agent in the Rewa Canta. 

Sir, 

With reference to my letter, No. 6,466, dated the 9th ultimo, I am directed' 
by the Right Honourable the Governor in Council to transmit to you the accom- 
panying 
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■panving copy of a translation of a petition from Baee Shree Saheb, dated the 
4th 'September last. , 

(signed) A. Malet, 

Bombay Castle, 15 January 1851. Chief Secretary. 


— No. 11. — 

No. 342 of 1851. 

From Captain George Fulljames, Political Agent in the Rewa Canta, to 
Arthur Malet ^ Esquire, Chief Secretary to Government, Bombay. 

Sir, 

With reference to your letter No. 0,4({6, dated 9th December 1850, to the 
address of Lieutenant Battye, Assistant in charge of the Rewa Canta, I liave 
the honour to report that previous to my assuming charge of this agency, my 
predecessor had nearly taken all the evidence in support of the charges of 
bribery biought forward by Sahiba, tlie surviving widow of the late Thakor 
Jallimsingjee of Bhadurwa against Venayek Moreshwur, alias Baba Furkey. 

2 . Since my arrival T have gone through tlie whole of the papers, and taken 
such additional evidence as Kliooshal Vyed on the part of complain.ant could 
produce, and on his admitting that nothing further was forthcoming, have closed 
the investigation. 

3. Venayek Moreshwur Furkey has not been placed on his trial for bribery* 
thougli distinct charges have been made against him by Sahiba, Avhieh she has 
been allowed to endeavour to prove by documentary and oral evidetiQe, and the 
defendant apjiears willingly to have met, and done his best to refute the same. 

4. It appears that Venayek Moreshwur {alias Baba Furkey), is charged by 
Sahiba with having agreed with her for the sum of 12,000 rupees, to get the 
Saheb (Political Agent) to recognise her adojrtion of her relation Bappoorsingjee 
to the smonathan or estate of Bliadurwa, vacant by the deaths of her husband 
Jallimsingjee and an adopted son Kurrunsingjee, and that these events occurred 
inSumt. 1890 (a.d. 1840/41). 

5. Also, that as the Sahiba could only pay 8,800 rnjtees instead of 12,000 
rupees, Venayek Moreshwur left her party and joined that of Sirdarsing, the 
present thakor, and that in consequence of a bribe from the thakor of 
fis. 7,025. 8 . in cash, and giving the Bhaeelee Wunta in mortgage for a fictitious 
loan of 7,500 rupees, Venayek Moreshwur obtained the Bhadurwa estate for 
Sirdarsing in opposition to her rights. 

C. In support of these charges, Hahiba’s deposition (No. 1 ), on solemn affir- 
mation, was taken by Major Brown, as well as the depositions of other persons 
whom she named or brought forward. She also produced her private account- 
book (No. 2 ). 

7. From her deposition, it will be seen she distinctly states that her mother- 
in-law, I’ukutranee (then in charge of the estate, but. since detid), made the 
arrangement with defendant, l)ut that she obtained tlie money in part, from her 
sister residing at Dehwan and her father residing at Dehej, and what money she 
had of her oivn ; that she counted out and gave the amount to Bawabhoy and 
Khooslial Vyed, in the presence of Tukutranee, and they took it to the Dhurura- 
sala in Bhurdurwa, where Venayek Moreshwur was [tutting up with the rest of 
Mr. Remington's establishment; that the amount was given on four difl'erent 
occasions. She also deposes that as she counted out the money, tlie eiitries as 
now shown in her book No. 2, were made, and that Mr. Remington with his 
office W’as at Bhadurwa when the money was given. She also distinctly denies 
having had any conversation with defendant on the subject of the money since 
it was given, and refuses to give any reason for the delay in complaining. In 
the cross-examination by Venayek Moreshwur, she asserts she lias a written 
acknowledgment from the defendant that he had received the 8,800 rui>ees. 
This document (No. 3), it will be seen, was obtained by the late Political Agent 
not from complainant, but under very suspicious circumstances from Khoeshal 
Vyed, chief adviser to Sahiba, and as outlie genuineness of this document and 
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the private account book much depends, I think it as well to refer here at once 
to them. 

8. The translation of tliis document is marked (No. 3), and is considered 
bv a punchavet to whom Major Browm showed it, to be in a handwriting 
similar to that of otlier papers shown to them, which are known to be in the 
handwriting of defemlant. It must, however, be borne in mind, there is no 
signature or mark to prove that V'^enayek Morcshwur wrote the said document, 
nor is it adilressed even to complainant, who deposes she paid the money, and 
defendant distinetly denies all knowledge; of it. Moreover, the comi)lainant 
never mentioned in her deposition that she was possessed of such a document 
until cross-examined by defendant, nor did her adviser, Khooshal Vyed, in the 
whole of his dejiosition, mention that he had such a document in his possession, 
which if genuine and of such importance, it is natural to suppose would at the 
first have been produced. It is dated Sunit. ItiOO a.d. (1844/45). or at least 
three vears after the briht; is said to have been given, and Khooshal Vyed when 
questioned about the note, stated that it was written by defendant to Tukutranee, 
and when delivered to him by defeiuhmt, it was sealed or closed. 

9. The same punchavet who examined the note just alluded to, also examined 
the account book (No. 2) produced by Sahiba, and at once decided that the 
year Siimt. 1896 (a.d. 1840/41), had been altered to Siirnt. 1897 (a.d. 1841/42). 
This eircumstaiiee alone would, at once, by n'spectable merchants, throw doubts 
on the w'hole book. 'I'liere are, however, other points of suspicion, the items 
being written on single leaves and V^-nayek .Moresliwa’s naim; being written at 
full length. The l>ook, moreover, begins with accounts for 1897 a.d. (1841/42), 
and ends with accounts for 1896 a.d. (1840/41). Again there is a balance in 
hand of Rs.2,114. 4 shown in this book, and to prove its correctne.ss it was 
necessary tliat the books for Sumi. 1895/90 should lie examined, the complainant 
and Kooshal Vyed, however, failed to produce tliem. No proof has bemi adduced 
by eoinpluinant, that the item of 3,201 rupees was obtained Irorn her father, 
Heeinutsing, he being di-ad no evidence could be obtained. The same may be 
said of the sum of 2,000 rupees, which she, states she received from her sister 
Sourujliu of Dewun, whom she failed to produce in support of her assertion. 

10. It appears that the events which gave rise to the present charge took 
place in a.d. 1840/41 (Sumt. 1896), hence the necessity for altering the date of 
the account hook to Sumt. 1897, for they could have had no reason to bribe so 
long as there was an heir to the estate. 

11. d'lie deposition of Khooshal Vyed (No. 4), distinctly contradicts tliat 
of Sahiha ; on some material points, for instance, he denies he was present 
when the entries were made in the hook. Says it is not customary to write the 
iiuui s of receivers of bribes at full length. An item of 2,075 rupees entered 
in iier account liook as received from two Banyan-;, whereas Khooshal Vyed 
states he himself gave it; also tliat on his going a second time in Sumt. 1901 
(a.d. 1845/46), to Venavck Moreshwnrin llaroda to demand the 8,800 rupees, the 
cornplaiiiarit Sahiba went with him, ami that at this time defendant promised to 
pay ill two years. He furth(;r states, that on paying the liribe he made notes on 
pi CCS of paper, hut which lie is unable to produce. The aeeomit book.s of this 
individual are tampered with in the most banUaced and .sliameful manner. 

12 . Bawabhoy (No. .%) the next evidence, swears to the delivery of the bribe, 
and agrees with Khooshal Vyed's statement as to the place, time and accounts, 
liiit (leiiies he ever saw the items entered in the complainant’s account book, nor 
does he know where Tukutranee and Sahiba got the money from, though Khoo- 
shal Vyed deposes on oath that he, Bawabhoy, advanced a portion o) it; also 
states he was with Khooshal Vyed when he gave th*; yads (notes) of payment to 
Tukutranee, and that Dyaljee was writing in a book at the time. 

1.3. It is evident from what has been recorded tliat both Khooshal Vyed and 
Bawabhoy must have been the advisers on the occasion, for they admit having 
paid the biihe, and yet Bawabhoy constantly states his ignorance where the 
diflerent sums recorded in the account book came from ; he further added when 
cross-examined by defendant, that the reason why Tukutranee did not complain 
during her lifetime, was, that she was too respectable to make complaints, an 
assertion which is easily disproved by the records of this office, as she accused 
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the whole of the establishment of this office in the year 1843/44 of having taken 
bribes to the extent of 19,000 rupees. 

14. I next find the evidence of Dyaljee Munoredass (No. 6), a servant of the 
late Thakor Jallemsingjee recorded. Little confidence can be placed in any 
thing he has stated, unless corroborated by other evidence ; for a perusal of bis 
evidence shows he has more than once perjured himself ; that he wrote the 
account book produced by Sahiba to substantiate her charges, admits of no 
doubt, and also that tlie year in which the account book produced is said to 
have been written has been altered from Sumvut 1896 to Surnvut 1897. The 
note (No. 7) dated Kartick Sood, 2d Sumvut 1907 (a.d. 6t.h November IS.'iO), 
for 261 rupees given to this evidence (Dyaljee) by Khooslial Vyed, is a most 
suspicious document when it is 7‘emcmbcred that bis first evidence before Major 
Brown was taken only five days after its receij)t, when be deposed entirely in 
favour of Sahiba, and then subsequently on the lOth March before Captain 
Whitehill, and on the 8th April 1851, before Major Brown, solemnly depose? 
that he received it as a bribe for making the entries of 8,800 rupees in Sahiha’s 
account book in tht; name of V cnayek Moreshw ur late in the year 1850 ; Khooshal 
Vycd the writer of this note cannot repudiate it, but asserts it w'as given for pay 
due to Dyaljee. 

15. I will now refer to the second charge made by Sahiba that Thakor Sur- 
darsing gave a bribe of Rs. 7,025. 8. to V(may('k Moreshwur, and also mortgaged 
his Bhaeelee Wanta for a sum of money, which was never paid. 

IG. It is only necessary to refer to the tliakor’s deposition (No. 8) on oath 
before Major Brown, and to the bonds passed by the thakor on two occasions 
to Luximon Row A^enayek, the defendant’s son (marked Nos. 9 and lO); the 
thakor distinctly denies liaving given any sum of money as a bribe, nor does 
he attempt to deny that lie passed the bonds ; these latter clearly show that the 
Bhaeelee Wanta was mortgaged for ready cash, amounting to 7,.')51 rupees ; the 
first bond bears date Sumvut 1900, Maha Sood 5th, corrcs|)onding wdth the 24tb 
January 1844; the second bond is dated Biiadurwa Sood, 13th Sumvut 1904, 
corres])onding with 11th September 1848. 

17. The complainant has not produced any evidence that the thakor gave 
the bribe, nor has she or others been abb; to show' that tlie two bonds are not 
genuine ones. It is therefore only fair towards the defendant tliat thc'y should 
be received as true and bona yb/c doeuments ; it is true the thakor now denies 
having received the money for the mortgage of the Bbaelee W anta, but the 
bonds passial are for cash received, and bis never having made any complaint or 
apparently taken any^ steps to obtain the money, must, I think, jirove, as shown by 
the bonds and Veriayek Moresliwur, that the money was dulyjiaid: moreover 
from the date of the first bond it is satisfactorily proved that \’cnayek Moresliw ur 
eiijoved the revenue of the Bbaelee Wanta up to the date of the attachment of 
the iBhadurwa State by the British Govenuiient, when this village was resumed, 
and against which Luximon Row Vouayek complained to the Political Agent. 

18. As Venayek Moreshwur was not in the service of Government at the date 
when either bond was passed, it ajipears to me that this portion of the charge 
shouljd have been thrown out from the first, for as a private individual, the 
defendant I suppose possessed the same right of lending or receiving money, a.s 
any other merchant would have done, nor would Government, 1 imagine, wish 
to interfere in such transactions. 

19. It should be borne in mind that it is now' 10 years since these bribes are 
said to have been given ; that tlie defendant has not been in llie service of Govern- 
ment for the last eight years ; that at the very time be is alleged to have received 
these bribes he was supposed to be in disgrace with the Political Agent, 
Mr. Remington, that he was sleeping in a public dlirumsala with the otlicr 
carkoons of Mr. Remington’s establishment ; moreover it appears that after 
these bribes are said to have been given, Mr. Remington went to Bbadurwa 011 
a complaint from Tukutrauee, the party w ho is said to have given the bribes uow' 
under investigation, to investigate similar charges she brought i'orward against 
the whole of his native establishment (including defendant), and that this officer 
failed in obtaining any proof of those charges, as w'ill be seen in the 13th 
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paragraph of his report No. 371 of the 20th December 1843, to W. J. Boyd, 
esquire. 

20. Defendant Venayek Moreshwur was discharged the service of Government 
in March 1843, and though a sum of 4,500 rupees was debited against his name 
among the bribes above-mentioned, no mention was then made, or for years 
after, of the present cliarges, which it is natural to suppose would have been the 
case had such bribes actually been given; besides the defendant at the time 
Mr. Remington’s investigation took place, was not in Government employ; 
consequently the present parties could have nothing to fear from any fancied 
influence on his jmrt, as the time had passed when it could tell in his favour by 
screening him from the charges they had made against him as well as others. 

21. In the year 1845 fresh charges of bribery against two carkoons in this 
establishment were made by the pre.sent parties, before Mr. Ogilvy, but no 
•accusations against the defendant; on the contrary, he was called upon by them 
as evidence to prove their charges. 

22. That the defendant with other persons were partners in a banking-liouse 
in Raroda, is and was publicly known, for through the aid of the Resident these 
parties in a.d. 1838/37 recovered sums of money from tlieir constituents ; as 
however this forms no part of the charges against defendant, I shall refrain from 
passing more comment on this subject than briefly remarking that the public 
servants of Government, Euiopean and native, do share in banks and oilier such 
companies even in the present day, consequently no blame can be attributed to 
him on this account. 

23. 'J'ranslations of some of the replies (Nos. 11, 12, 13 and 14), made by 
Venayek Moreshwur to the charges against him are annexed for the information 
of the Right Honourable the Governor in Council, and will, 1 think, be found 
amply sufficient to refute the charges against him when comjmred with the 
translations of those depositions of the evidences brought forward by Sahiba, 
for it will be seen that more than one person has committed perjury during the 
present investigation, and that they have produced documents, tlierc is every 
reason to believe, are recimt and gross fabrications. 

24. Under these circumstances, it appears needless for me to occupy the time 
of the Right Honourable the Governor in Council, by entering into a minute 
analysis of the evidence of each individual, when the discrepancies, in both oral 
and documentary, are so apparent. I will therefore, with reference to the 
2d paragrapli of your letter now under reply, refrain from burdening the records of 
Government with translations of the whole of the voluminous documents on 
record, unless ordered to do so; for I find the greatest difficulty with my limited 
establishment in getting through the ordinary ofl[ice work and preventing 
arrears. 

25. From a careful consideration of every thing that has been brought forward 
during the present investigation, and from the knowledge that this is not the 
first occasion that similar charges liave been concocted against the people in this 
agency, without such parties being able to prove their accusations, I am led to 
hope Ciovernment may deem it expedient to take some severe notice of the 
same, with the view of protecting the character of their servants in future, and 
deterring others from following such a bad example. 

26. With regard to the present defendant, it appears to me that a deep-laid 
plot has been entered into to ell'ect liisruin by the present complainant, urged on 
to it either in the hope of extorting money from him, or by the ill-advice of 
some of his numerous enemies in this place, and that consequently he is entitled 
to redress ; for if a man’s honesty and character are to be assailed with impunity 
by parties who have allow'ed 10 years to elapse before accusing him, who can 
consider himself safe ? To prevent such cases in future, may it not be expedient 
to let the public know that after a servant of Government has left public employ 
for a certain number of years. Government will not listen to complaints similar 
to those which have occupied so long the time and attention of the Political 
Agent. 

27. In conclusion, I would respectfully add, that from the few rough notes 
left by my predecessor in, this case, I am led to believe he would have arrived 
at the same conclusion as 1 have myself now recorded. 


28. The 
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28. The evidence Dyaljce (No. 0) was confined by Major Brown for havinjr 
committed perjury, but on that officer’s death he was released on security ; 
I would therefore solicit the instructions of Government as to the disposal of 
the charge against him, and before whom \ui should be tried. 

20. The translation of the depositions of Calledass Tulloobhoy (No. 15), is 
also forwarded ; for in the fust, lahen on the lljth November 1850, he 
distinctly states he does not know wdiether the money for the Bhaeelee Wanta 
was paid or not, when in his second deposition, taken on the 7th June 1851, he 
distinctly states the money for the Bhaeelee has not been taken. In Appendix (F.) 
to No. 14, it will be clearly seen that this evidence fully admits the thakore 
did receive the money for the mortgage of the Bhaeelee Wanta, and that not 
obtaining any portion of the money for himself, he wrote to defendant on the 
subject. 

I have, &c. 

(signed) Geo. Fulljamcs, 

Rewa Caunta Agency, Baroda, Political Agent. 

13 November 1851. 


(No. 1 .) 

Barodw, .30th March 1851. 

Deposition on oath of Sahibba, Widow of tbe late Jalunising, cbarqiing Baba Furkty 
witli Bribery, before tbe Political Agent Rewa Canta ; Baba Furkey present. 

Question by Political Agent. You have accnse<l Baba Finkev of having taken froni you 
a bribe of 8,800 rupees in Sunit. 1807 (a. n. 1840/4 1 ), state the whole circumstances? — 
Answer. The money was given to him when tlie Sahib's (Mr. Remington's) camp came to 
Bhadurwa ; my mother-in-law, Tukutranee, went to Baroda, and there made an arrange- 
ment with Baba that my son should get the gadee, and agreed to give the money. When 
she returned to Bhadurwa she told me that the money has to be given to Baba Furkey ; 
then we obtained the money from my sister, Soorajba, residing in Deywan, and also from 
my father Heemuttsing Runna, at Dahej ; and what money I had myself, I counted out and 
gave to Bababhoy and Kliooshall Weid before my mother-in-law, Tukutranee ; they look 
it to the dhurrumsalla where he had put up, and gave it liini ; also it was sent to Baroda 
and given him. These 8,800 rupees were given him on four different occasions. 1 have 
to-day made out a yad, and given to Weid and Bababhoy ; call them, and they will show 
it. Dyaljee Kobiree has been kept concealed in Baba Furkey 's house for the last three days ; 
Dyaljee was always telling me to get the old chopree out of my house, and complains, 
because my daughter bad grown up ; now he says differently, therefore it appears he has 
been bribed. Baba Furkey having agreed to give him a bribe, sent his (Dyaljie's) nephew 
to fetch him, and he did so. 

What proof have you that these rupees ever reached Baba Furkey 's hands? — I can prove 
it by witnesses and books. 

A chopree, sent by Sahibba to tbe Political Agent with her yad, dated Aso Wud 10, St. 
1900 (January 1850), is shown to her. 

Is this the chopree you produce as proof? — Yes, it is. 

Can you read ? — Yes, I can, a little. 

Have you any other choprees besides this in your house ? — Yes, I have. 

Show the entries in tbe chopree proving that you paid this money to Baba Furkey? — 
I am unable to show them. 

Who is the writer of this chopree ? — Dyaljee is the kotarie (storekeeper) of our house, he 
wrote it. 

On the 1st leaf of this chopree is the usual commencenjent and colour marks, and the 
date, showing that this chopree was commenced in Sumt. 1897 (a.d. 1840/41). and yet at 
the end leaves of the book are ennies dated Sumt. 1890 (a.d. 1839/40); how is this? — 
This chopree is written by Dyaljee; I do not know why he wrote the accounts of 1897 
(1840/41) at the commencement of the book, and those for 1896 (1839/40) at the end. 

Remark. — The chopree is examined, and in the middle of the book the following sums 
are entered as having been paid to Baba Furkey on the dates specified : 

Extract from private book of Sahibba, the widow of Jallumsing, page 7. 

Date : Maghshur Shood 1st, St. 1897 (a.d. 1840/41). 

Debited to, 

3,775, Rajeshree Venaik Row Moreshwur Baba Sahib. 

1,700, Ready money paid on Wud 14th. 

2,075, Ready money ; Magshur Wud 30th, 
paid through Weia Khooshal. 

Date : 
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Date : Posh Shood — 


Debited to, 

4,500 Rajshee Venaikrow Moreshwur Baba Sahib, Posh 
Wud 2d. 

4,500 Ready money paid by Wcid Khooshall and 
Bowabhaee. 

525 Rajshee Venaikrow Moreshwur Baba Furkey, 
Posh Sood 8 th. 

525 Ready money sent with Weid Khooshal and 
Bababhoy. 

Question. Rxplain what sums you receivc^d from your sister and father, and how much 
you nave from your own house to make up this 8,800 ru}x;es ? — Amwer. I received 2,000 
from my sister, and about 3,200 rupees from rny father; it is written in the chopree, but it 
is n)aiiv vears auo, therefore I do not properly remember; or do I remember properly how 
much I oav(* from my house ; it is entered in the chopree. 

V^ er(i the sums you say you ^ave to Baba Furkey entered at the time, or when ? — The 
entries were made before me at the lime I ccuinted out the money. 

Was Mr. Remington and his office at Bhudurwa when you say the money was given to 
Baba Furkey I — Y(‘s. 


liemarli . — The choj)ree sliovvs that the amount was paid on the following dates : 


22 Deeemb(‘r 1840 

23 ditto 

25 ditto 

31 ditto 


Rs. 1,700 
2,075 
4,500 
525 


The two tirst sums to Baba Furkey, at Bhudurwa, and tlie two last to him in his house 
at Bai oda. 

T he [\)liiical Agent's office was at Bhudurwa on these dates. 

Vour chopree shows dates when the different amounts were paid to Baba Furkey ; state 
which sums were given him in Bhadnrvva and which in Baroda, as you before stated ? — 
Two sums were paid, one at a time, at Bhudurwa, when all th(i karharees were asleep ; they 
were to be brought, so they were given to him between nine and eleven at night, and the 
other two sums were given in Baroda. 

But state which of the sums were paid in Bhudurwa and which in Baroda, as you were 
first asked f — I do not now remember; what is written in the chopree is correct. 

Reinarh , — On examining the chopree, it is not sliown at what place the different sums 
were given. 

It is now 10 years since you gave the money; why did not you or Tukutranee before 
complain; and why do you now ? — At that time I had the management of the State, and 
now iny daughter is old enough to be married, and I have nothing, and he did not do 
my business, therefore I complained. 

State who were present when Dyaljce, as you say, made the entries on the chopree before 
you ? — I and my mother-in-law. Khooshal Weid, Bababhoy and Dyaijee, were all present. 

It is not customary to enter in the chopree the name of the person to whom a bribe is 
given, and Baba Furkey’s name is entered; explain this? — It is customary to write the 
name for remembrance, therefore it was written. 

State from whence you gave the first item of 1,775 rupees? — From my private cash ; 
I sold rny jewels and got the money. 

To whom did you sell your jewels ? — To a Banyan, whose name I do not now remember, 
so many years have passed ; my father gave me these jew^els ; lie sold them and gave me 
the money. 

State, on your oath, if you have ever since then had any conversation with Baba Furkey 
on the subject of this money, and if so, what was said ? — No, 1 have not. 

This chopree commences with the year St. 18;>7 (a. T). 1840/41), have you choprees for 
St. 1895 (A. D. 1838/39) and 1898 (1839/40), if SO, where are they? — I do not remember 
whether 1 have or not, ask rny karbaree. 


Baba Furkey requests to question Sahibba. 

Question by B. F. After the death of your husband who carried on the management of 
the State ?— Tukutranee, my mother-in-law ; we lived together. 

If Tukutranee had the management, why did you give these rupees, because if money 
was to be obtained or paid to any one she did it ? — ^The son was mine ; therefore I had a 
reason for giving the money. 

You gave as a reason that the son was yours; Tukutranee had in her hands all the 
correspondence with the Sirkar, how was it you had authority to give the rupees ? — My 
mother-in-law took the rupees from me, and gave them to Khooshal Weid and Bababhoy 
to give to Baba Furkey. 

You have said above that you gave this 8,800 rupees to me from money received from 
your father and sister, and from money you had by you, but from your chopree it appears 
you received 3,201 rupees from your father, and 2,000 rupees from your sister, and from 
your own money Rs. 2,029. 9. 6 ., the total of these sums does not make up the 8,800 
rupees ; from whence did you make up the difference ? — How can I now remember ? 

Then 
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Then there is some 1,000 rupees short of the 8,800 rupees, from whence Hid you make 
up this ; this is what I have to ask you ; you are answering deceitfully, because vou have 
intrigued, and say you know' not ; i^ you were speaking the iruth, what difficultv could vou 
have to show this? — I have told you all I remember; now call Khooshal Weid. 

Question by Political Agent. Did you get any of the 8,800 rupees from any shop at 
Bhadurwa ? — What 1 got and what I gave, it is all written down. 

Question by B. F. You say you do not remember from whom you got the money, he 
could not have made you a present of it, you would of course hAve returned it ; how then 
can you forget from whom you got it (alluding to the unaccounted balance of 1,000 rupees)? 
— I sold my jewels, and got the money. 

You have said above that you had the management of the State, and that now your 
daughter is 15 years of age, and as you have to marry her you have made this com|)laint; 

I ask you in what year you gave up the manaiicment? — What I knew I have said ; call my 
carbaree, and ask him. 

It is about 10 years ago since tlie subject of this complaint occurred, have you or your 
mother-in-law or s(in since tlien borrowed any money through me or any shrc^tfs, and if so, 
was not it repaid from your mother-in-law’s annual allowance ? — No, neither 1 or my 
mother m-law took up money through him. 

In your first petition it is stated that when 1 asked for the money I agreed to return it 
with interest, that 1 would not take it as a bribe, but ns a loan ; that you then demanded 
an acknowledgment for it; tliat I replied 1 was a servant of the English (iovernn.ent, 
therefore I could not give an acknowledgnrent ; but I was a servant of’ the Government, 
and took money on loan from several, and gave them all acknowledgments ; whv then did 
you not get one from me ? — He niighf have given me a written acknowdedgment. 

If I did, then show it now ? — 1 will show it to the Sirkar ; 1 have it riot now here. 

Question by Political Agent. You say you got 3 , 2()0 rupees from your father; have you 
repaid him, or do you still owt‘ it ? — He made me a present of tire amount. 

You say you got 2,000 ru|)ees from your sister, have you returned this to her ! — I had to 
get the gadee for my son ; my father and sister lived together' ; she also made me a present 
of the money; this was when I adopted mv son, and to give to Baba iMirkey. 

Question by B. F. On wdiat day and year did yon adopt this son In Sinnt. 1896, 
ShrawMin Wud Sth (a.d. 20 th Arrgust 1840). 

You have said that this money was given you as a present wdien you adopted your son, 
and in the chopree you have produced these sums are eirtered as Iraving been received from 
your sister and father on INIaghsnr Wud 30th, 1807 (a.d. 1840/41) ; why were they not 

entered when you made the adojition ? — 1 did not then receive the rupees; my mother-in-law 
w^ent to Baroda and made the agreemenf ; when she returned to Bhadurw'a, then 1 took the 
money. 

Yon have said above, that when you made the adoption your father and sister gave you 
this money for Baba Furkey, and now you say that you tooK the money in Maghsur 
(December) when the Sahib’s sowar ee came; how is this? — In the Shraw'un (August) 
month, when the adoption was made, arrangements were made to get the money, and wlien 
it was settled to be given, then I took it (the money). 

[Adjourned until To-morrow, 
(signed) Lewis BrvwUy Political Agent. 

1 st April. 

Examination of Sahibba, continued. 

Question by B. Furkey. You said yesterday, fhat after your niother-in-law, Tukutranee, 
had gone to Baroda and made the money arrangement with Baba Furkey, you then got 
the money from your failier and sister to give to Baba Furkey, ami paid him, while you 
said before that you had received the money as present from thcmi to be given to Baba 
when you adopted tlie son ; then you mcarr to say that before this there was no agreement 
with me ; how, therefbie, now cun vou prove that you reetdved this money as ])resent for 
the purpose of being given to me ? — Ausuu r, One of my people, cither Weid or Bababhoy, 
went to Baba Furkey to ask him about the adojition, and as he advisc'd I adopted ; at that 
time arrangement to procure the inouev was made ; afterwards it was determined what he 
should receive, and he was paid accordingly ; rny mother-in-laW' came once to Baroda. 

You to day say you adopted by my advice ; why did you not say so yesterday ? — 
Y’esterday I stated that rny mother-in-law hud gone to Baroda to make arrangement ; so 
to ask and make arrangement is the same thing. 

You say to-day you sent either Weid or Bababhoy to Baroda to ask, and again you say 
that your inother-iu-law went to Baroda to make arrangement, and that to ask and to make 
arrangement is the same word ; how is this ? — My mother-in-law went to Baroda to ask 
about the amount of bribe to be given. 

You were asked yesterday by the Political Agent what proof you had that the money 
was given to Baba Furkey, and you replied that you had an account book whicli you 
produced, and also by witnesses; also that you ha<i a writing, but that you' had it not now 
with you ; this is a case of many rupees, and you have complained after 10 years, what is 
the reason you have not this writing with you ? — If I have it I will produce it to-mor row. 

Is the wliole of the chopree you have produced written by Dyaljee, or how ? — The 
560 . . K K 4 amount 
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amount of bribe *^iveii is written by Dyaljee, and the other accounts there may be written 
by others. 

" In the first page of the cliopree the Surnwiit (year) is written ; its last number is scratched 
why is it scratched, and by whom is it done ? — I know nothing about this (nomoo) account, 
ask the Wud (Khooshal). 

Remark by Political Agent. An examination of the first leaf of the book shows that the 
date has been altered from Sumt. 1896 to Suniwut 1897 ; the alteration is quite apparent. 

Questio 7 i by B. F. After the death of your husband and son, the Sirkar entrusted the 
management to the karbaree of your State, during which your mother-in-law might have 
written a letter to Mr. Remington (Political Agent), on which, in a. d. 1840, that gentleman 
wrote to the karbaree, that there was a dispute going on for the heirship, in the middle of 
whicli Tukutranee had written a letter ; until the settlement if the Baee (Tukutranee) writes 
a letter she will be fined so the Sahib wrote clearly; you say that the adoption was made 
by mv advice, and the bribe of rupees was determined ; how, therefore, can this be the 
truth ? — What I knew I have said, and Baba Ftirkey will be making a show of falsehoods 
and truths; call my karbharees, and ask them. 

Your molher-in-iaw made a I’alse complaint before the Bombay Government against the 
ofiice-people, that they had taken bribes, on which orders came from Government for an 
inquiry; Mr. Remiiiglon made a laborious inquiry, during which your karbaree placed 
fabricated papers amongst others which had been seized, belonging to a Banya ; this was 
seen by a servant of the Sirkar, I have heard ; the inquiry into this case was reported to 
the Sirkar; orders came from thenee, and 1'ukiitranee was written to in 1844; she was a 
troublesome person, therefore slie was not to remain at Bhadurwa ; so I have heard, and 
\oii must know' this ; therefore is it not true that no lK»pe remained of* your adopted son 
getting tlie gadee ; if, therefore, you had given me this bribe, why did you not then 
complain; and now you make a false complaint? — 1 know nothing about it; ask my 
carbliaree. 

You say it is about 10 years ago since you gave the money ; from that date until within 
the last year have I not often put up at your house when going to atid coming from 
Dakore ? — He may (or will) liave put up there. 

Baba Furkey produces an original receipt from Salnbba for 280 rupees on account of 
“ Seer,” dated Sumwul 1002 (a. i). 1845/46), on the top of whicli is the word sign, and 
puts the question to her whether that word is or is not written by lier ? — It was not written 
by me. 

Your father you say gave you 0,200 rupees, did he give it all in one sum or more, and 
in what currency ? — I have said all I know, now T know nothing. 

Did your father give you the niouey in rupees, and if so, by whom did he send them ; 
and if by Hoondee, on whom was it — ex[)lain, and also explain in what way your sister 
gave you the rupees? — My father and sister came to my iiousc and gave me the money in 
rupees. 

Has Muckranee Hassankhee Jemadar been ever employed by you with other Sepoys ? — 
1 do not know. 

Baba Furkey declines questioning her any fui ther in this charge. 

Question by Political Agent. In tiu‘ last paragraph of your petition dated Aso Wud, 
10th, Sumwut J906 (a. d. 1849/.*>o). ynu accuse Jhiba Furkey of having taken from your 
mother-in law, Tukutranee, 1,000 rupees in Sumt. 1694/95 (a. d. 1837/3B-18:J8/39), when 
tliere was a dispute pending about the Kerda ferry boat; what proofs have you of 
this ? — It is true he took these rupees ; they were given him by Babhoy and Kukedass. 
Call them ; they will prove it ; there will be written proofs of it; ask them. 

[Adjourned until To-morrow, 
(signed) Lewis Brown^ Political Agent. 

6th April 1851. 

Question by Political Agent. A note from you to Cotharee Duyaljee Munore, dated Suniwut 
1907 (a. I). 1850), Cartick Sood 2d (Ts'ovember 6lh), which has been produced before the 
Seerkar is sliown to you, and you are recjuestcd to state, in detail, why and on what account 
was the note written; also, who made your signature which it bears? — In regard to the 
above, dated note shown to me by Carkoon Wamonrow Malidhew, I have to state the 
signature made thereon is truly in my liandwriting, while the note itself is written by 
Khooshal Weid. It is on account of the rupees 1 owed him for his service, and wherein 
it is mentioned that the same would be paid to him from the money to be received. 

You state in answer to the question jiroposed to you that the money is to be received; 
state therefore from where you are to get the money ? — When 1 receive I will give. 

Before me, on oath 

(signed) Letnis Brown, Political Agent. 

(True translation.) 

(signed) Lewis Brown, Political Agent. 

(True copy.) 

George Fulljames, Political Agent. 


(signed) 
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(No. 2.) 

Extract from the Private Book of Saheba, the widow of Jalumsing the late Thakore 

of Bhadurwa/ page ?• 

Date : Magshur Shood Ist, Sumt. 1897 (a. d. 25th November 1840). 

Debited to — 

3,775 Rajeshree Venaikrow Moreshwur Baba Saheb. 
1,700 Ready money, paid on Wud 14, a. d. 22d December. 
2,075 Ready money, Magshur Vud 80th, 23d December, 
paid through Vuyed Khooshaibhaee. 

Date : Poush Sood 1st, Sumt. 1897 (a. d. 24th December 1840). 

Debited to — 

4,500 Rajeshree Venaikrow Moreshwur Baba Saheb, Poush 
Sood 2d, 25th December. 

4,600 Ready money paid by Vuyed Khooshaibhaee and 
Bhawabhaee. 

625 Rajeshree Venaikrow Moreshwar, Baba Furkey, Poush 
Sood 8th, 3 Ist December. 

525 Ready money, sent with Vuyed Kooshabhaee and 
^ Bhawabhaee. 


(No. 3.) 

Translation of a Note produced by Khooshal Vuyed, which he states was written by 
Baba Furkey to Tukutranee, and given to him by Baba Furkey (closed), to be given to 
Tukutranee. 

From Venaik Moreshwur from Baroda, to Baee Shree Tukutranee Baee, in Bhadurwa, 
with compliments. 

The reason of writing is, you sent Khooshal Vuyed to me for 8,800 rupees, I send him 
back to you, from him inquire. If you wish to take back the rupees, as you wisb, so I will 
do; write to me if you have anything to do. Sumwut 1,900, Poush Vud Ugeearus 
(a. d. 16th January 1844). 

(True translation.) 

(signed) Lewis Brown^ Political Agent. 
(True copy.) 

(signed) George Fulljames, Political Agent. 


(No. 4.) 

T RANSLATioN of the Deposition of Khooshalbhoy Keerparam, aged about 46 years, Hindoo 
of a Visanggur, a Brahmin Caste, Merchant, Inhabitant of ‘Bhadurwa ; given on oath 
before the Political Agent in the Rewa Caunta, on the 11th November 1860. 

^estion. Saheda, widow of the late Thakoor Jalumsingjee, has preferred a complaint • 
against Baba Furkey, for having received from lier 8,800 rupees on assurance that he 
would cause her adopted son to be succeeded to the gandee of Bhadurwa; what do you 
know regarding it? — Avswer. It is true that the said 8,800 rupees were paid to Baba 
Furkey by me and Bhawabhoy Goolabsing, in the Baroda currency, in four times. The 
reason why the money was given him is as follows : 

Thakoor Jalumsing departed this life on the 9th day of Chintre Sood, Sumwut 1896, 
(a. b. 1839/40), his son also having followed the same fate. Tukhutranee Baee and Saheba, 
his mother and widow, sent me and Bhawabhoy to Baroda. At that time Baba Furkey 
was Karbbaree of the Political Agent in the Rewa Caunta. Knowing that be would do 
the desired business, we met him and told him that Bapoosung has been adopted by Saheba 
according to the custom of the Raj, and that he (Baba Furkey) should use his influence 
with the Political Agent to obtain the sanction lor Bapoosing's adoption. While con- 
versing on this point, he said, he was in need of 12,000 rupees, and that if we were to pay 
him that amount he would interfere in the business to our satisfaction ; we consented to 
what he said, and paid the above-mentioned sum. As we had not a lai^e amount by us, 
we could not pay him more. 

Who entered the money in Saheba’s book, and were you present at the time? — I had 
made a memo, on a piece of paper at the time the money was paid, which I entrated 
to Saheba and her katiiaree Di-yaljee Munore, Vnd which must have been ^copied in the 
hook, t was not present at the time. 
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Where is the memo, made by your hand?~A9 it was a small piece of paper give i| 
by me to the persons named above, Ido not remember where it now is. 

As you have sworn to speak the truth, state whether you ever saw the entries written in 
the book, if so, when?— I saw them for the iirsttime in ouinvut 1898 (a. d. 1841/42). 

As you are the adviser of Saheba why did you not complain against the man when he 
was in the Government service, and what vvas the reason of your doing so now after an 
interval of so many years ? — After his receiving the money he was for two years in the 
same service, when he said our business has been spoiled, but that he would talk to the 
Saheb, and improve it; thus we depended on his assurance. When he was dismissed from 
his situation, Tukhutranee, Bhawabhoy and myself went to Baroda in Sumvut 1900 
(A. D. 1843/44), and demanded the money from Baba, when he said he had no money by 
him, and if we disgrace him we would not get any thing, but that if we were to keep 
patience he would give us the money. We relurnerl on his making such a promise. In 
Sumvut 1901 (a. d. 1844/45), we came again to Baroda; Saheba was also with us this time, 
and when we asked Baba on the subject he made a promise to pay the money after two 
years, so that we were obliged to go back. Again in Sumvut 1904 (a.d. 1847/48) I went 
alone, when Baba said he had no money ; I might do as I please. Since then Tukhutranee 
died, and we were engaged in her business. As Saheba*s daughter’s marriage is to take 
place, and as she has no money by her, she is obliged to prefer the complaint in question. 

Is it customary to write in the book the name of the recipient of a bribe ? — I know the 
custom, the name cannot be written, but the Baee and Kattaree to whom I gave the memo, 
copied it in the book, who were unaware of the custom. 

From whose shop were the items of 1,700 rupees and others brought and given to Baba ? 
— The first item of 1,700 rupees the Baee gave from her house; Manuckjee Hurreebhoy and 
Bhickabhoy Nariiri had to pay a certain debt to the Baee, out of which the former paid 1,175 
rupees, and the latter 900 rupees ; making a sum of 2,075 rupees. About 3,200 rupees were 
received from the Baee’s brother Hemuntsing Ruma of Dhej, and 2,000 from the private 
money of Soorujba, sister of Saheba and wife of Wussoodia Kussulbhawa of Dehwan. Thus 
the money has been summed up, and an item of 4,500 rupees given to Baba; also another 
item of 525 rupees. As many days have elapsed, I doubt of the correctness of the amounts 
I have named. 

In whose hand did you pay the said four items, and where? — land Bhawabhoy paid 
1,700 rupees to Baba on Magsur, 14th Sumvut 1897 (a.d. 1840/41), while in the cookmg- 
room in the Bhadurwa dhurrumsalla ; it was nearly midnight then, and all the carkoons 
were asleep. The other item of 2,075 rupees was given to him at the very same place on the 
next day at night time ; since then he became unwell, when he obtained leave and went to 
Baroda, telling us to bring the remaining rupees there and give him. On Poush Sood 2d, I 
proceeded to Baroda, taking 4,500 rupees with me on horseback, and gave the same to liim 
in an old house in a garden on the other side of his house ; 525 rupees were also again 
brought by me from Bhadurwa and given him at the same place ; this he made me put on a 
bench with three feet. 


(signed) Vyed Khooshalbhoy Keerparam. 
What is above written is true. 

Before me, on oath, 

(signed) Lewis Brown, Political Agent. 

3d April 1851. 

Examination of Khooshal Vyed, continued on his former oath ; Baba Furkey being present. 

Former DeposiCioa taken down by the Political Agent on oath on the 11th November last, 
read out and acknowledged as correct by Khooshal. 

Question. When the entries of the different sums were written in the chopree by 
Dyaljee, as you say, were you or were you not present? — Answa\ No, 1 was not, I had 
written down the sums on a piece of paper, .from which they were copied into the book. 

When you counted out, and gave as you say these rupees to Baba Furkey, how soon after^ 
wards did you write them down ? — I wrote them down as I gave the difierent sums; after* 
wards on Fosh Sood 3d or 4th, 1 gave Saheba a yad of three of the items, and the fourth 
item of 525 rupees ; after I had given the amount I went and told Saheba the date, 
when it was entered. 

Did you count out the rupees to Baba Furkey in the dhurrumsalla ? — No, I did not, they 
were given him in a bag. 

The chopra produced by Saheba is shown to deponent, and he is asked whether it is the 
same book in which the rupees were entered, and if so to point out where the entries are ? 
— Yes, it is the chopree. 

Deponent shows the entries as sworn to by him in his former deposition. 

Hie tjiro leaves on which these entries aVe written, are single leaves, whereas all Ute reit 
of t lie leases c?f the chopree on which there are many entries are folded ; explain this 

Dnvbar 



FROM THE OFFICE OF RF^IDEKT AT BAROOA. 267 

Durbar cbopras are made free labour, the person who bas the nvalcing them makes them up 
as he likes, either in double or single sheets, the owner does not sit with them. 

The first sheet of thk chopree shows that the date was first written Sumvut 1896 (a.d. 
1839/40), that the % has been scratched out and 7 pot in, making it the chopree of 
Snmvut 1897 (A.p* 1840/41); explain this? — 1 know not, the 6 figure is scratched out, the 
reason I think is that it is the chopree for Sumvut 1896 (a.d. 1839/40), but that it was not 
written in during that year, so when the accounts of 1897 (a.d. 1840/41), were commenced 
in^ the figure was altered. 

Where are the accounts of Sumvut 1906 (a.d. 1889/40) then ? — ^The accounts for Magsur 
and Poush Snmvut 1896 (a.d. 1839/40), are written in this chopree; Jullurosing died in 
that year, therefore the private debts were not collected or the expense written. Both women 
were behind the screen, and no mehta was able to go near them. 

A balance in Saheba’s hand of Ks. 2 , 111 * 4. is entered in Kateek Sood Bey, Sumvut 
1897 (a. d. 1840/41), what proof have you of this? — Rs. 1,024. 11. were collected through 
Sheit Toolsudass Wallubdass in Suinvut 1896, and in Sumvut 1896 (a.d. 1839/40), 
Rg. 1,041. 9. 6. frewn him, and 20 rupees were given from it to Toolsudass as his pay. 
Rs. 20. 3. 9. were also received ; total Rs. 2,066. 4. 6. remained in hand, and the rest 
might have been in the house ; therefore, if these sums are counted, it will be seen that in 
Karteeck, Sumvut 1899, (a. d. 1842/43), Ks. 2 , 111 . 4. balance, remained in hand. 

Then it appears that all the sums collected in Sumvut 1895 (a.d. 1838/89), and Sumvut 
1896 (a. d. 1839/40), remained in hand.' Were none of those rupees expended during these 
two years ? — What rupees were expended during those two years came from the produce of 
the seer lands, and these rupees remained ki band. 

You say, that the collections of Sumvut 1896 (a. d. 1839/40), made through Tookudas, 
were kept in deposit and not expended ; whereas by examining the chopree produced by 
Saheba, in which are Toolsudas’s accounts of collections and payments for that year, it 
appears that he collected Rs, 1,033. 7. 3. out of which Rs. 947. 11 . were expended, leaving 
a balance in Saheba’s hands, of only Rs. 85. 12 . 3, instead of Rs. 1,033. 7. 3 . ; explain 
this ? — The whole produce of Saheba and Tukhutranee, including Bheydra, was 1,800 rupees 
for one year ; in two years 3,600 rupees were collected ; in one year was expended 
900 rupees ; total two years, 1,800 rupees, and the balance remained in hand. 

Then show the collections for Sumvut 1896 (a. d. 1839/40), besides those entered, 
amounting to only Rs. 1,033. 9. 3, in the account book for that year you have produced ? — 
The collections for the seer lands are in a separate chopree, which I will produce. 

Below the accounts for Sumvut 1896 (a. d. 1839/40), is an abstract of the accounts with 
Sheith Toolsudass for that year, and also for the formeryear, Sumvut 1895 (a. d. 1838/39) ; 
by whom were these abstracts written ? — Both were written by me before Tukhutranee. 

In Sumvut 1897 (a, d. 1840/41), was there friendship between Saheb aand Baba Furkey, 
and if so, why then was Baba Furkey ’s name written full length, showing he was the receiver 
of a bribe? — Yes ; there was friendship between them, but tlie Baees knew not the custom 
about writing the name openly, and the writer wus not wise ; therefore the account was 
wTitten openly. 

Before me, on oath, 

(signed) Lewis Brown, Political Agent. 


4th April 1831. 

Examination of Khooshal Vuyed continued, on former oath. 

Qmstwn by Baba Furkey. You have said in your first deposition that you first saw the 
account current in thia chopree in Sumvut 1898 (a. d. 1841/42), and afterwards said, that the 
last item of 525 rupees you told Sahiba, and caused to be entered ; the suax is entered in the 
account of Sumvut 1897 (a.d. 1840/41), and you will have seen the entry at the time; 
how is this? — Answer. I saw the chopree in Sumvut 1898, and the last entry in Sumvut 
1897 (A. D. 1840/41), of 625 rupees; 1 told verbally, and therefore it W'as entered, but not 
before me. 

You have deposed in November, that you and Bhawabhoy went to Baroda to Baba Furkey, 
wid said, “Get the Sahib to approve of the adoption,'* that Baba Furkey replied, “ I require 
12,000 rupees, which if you will give me, I will do your business,” on which you gave the 
8,800 rupees, and in your petition it is written, “ Kurreensing having died, according to my 
cuBiom I adopted Bapooseeng from amongst my nearest relatives, and placed him on the 
gadee, and, therefore, I wrote to the Sahib to get the approval of (Government to the same 
this is clearly written in the petition ; therefore, why do you say that you consulted me, and 
made the adoption ? — Baba demanded 12 , 0()0 rupees, when it was settled that he would get 
the Sahib to agree to the adoption, Kurreensing died afterwards, having adopted Bappe^ 
8 Mag« IvTukhuiraiiee, and Bhawabhoy went to Baroda, and met Baba Furkey, and tola him 
that, we had made an adoption according to the custom of our Swustan, thei'efore he should 
get t])e sanction of Ilia Saliib to it. On which Baba said he required 12,000 rupees, which, if 
we would give him^ he would exert himself^ and get the adoption sanctioned; and that if 
he did not succeed^ he would return the money; then having agreed, we retume(ji home, 
nnd^ipn to give the money* 

. an amwer to my question Before adopting Bappoosing Hemutsing, the fether 

Su)|ahha^ and Qilliaiising, also a relftt«^ of Ssinbba’s, came to Baroda, and having 
S&K L L 2 consulted 
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consulted with Baba Furk^, returned. I was not then present ; and after the adoption, we 
three, I, Tukhutranee and jBhawabhoy went to Baroda, and settled the business. 

You to-day say that Hemutsing and Kelleansing were sent to me to consult about the 
adoption ; when you were making a false charge against me for such a large sum of rupees, 
12,000, what difficulty was there to mention this in the petition ? — We made a petition to 

S ;et back our money ; at that time we did not know that tie would deny the charge, there- 
bre we did not write their names. 

I did not ask the question, because these two people’s names were not mentioned, that 
they had asked my advice ; why was this not written in the petition is my question ^ 
Sahibba is the person who made the petition; she knew not about the advice ; this was 
known to us ; as Sahibba did not know, it was not written in the petition. 

You have said the petition was made to recover your money ; that you did not know 
I would deny the charge, therefore the names were not written ; and before you said (in 
former deposition), that in Sumvut 1904 (a. i). 1847/48), I told you plainly to do as you 
liked, as I could not get the money ; which is correct Baba Furkey did not say before me, 
that he had not received the money, but that he had it not to give (back) ; therefore, I did 
not know he would deny he received it. 

You say, that in Sumvut 1904 (a. d. 1847/48), I said, I had not got the money, but you 
and I never had any conversation on the subject at any time, and I had then thousands of 
rupees transactions ; therefore, why did you not then get Sahibba to complain ? — I did so 
then, but on account of Tukhutranee’s sickness, we did not complain ; I before said so in 
my deposition. 

Did Sahibba, Tukhutranee, or Bappoosing ever, through you, through me, borrow any 
money from any person ? — Husseen khan Jemedar demanded his pay from the Baees; 
Baba Furkey was the Nishadar, and through him Tukhutranee had to receive her ; Nemnock 
Baba promised but did not give it her; when the Jemadar committed ‘‘ Dhurna/’ then 
Baba was told, that if he would give the money, the Jemadar should be paid ; but he 
refused, and said the Baee of Sonepoor and Hassain Khan owed him money, and paid him 
not, therefore we should pay him through him, and give him (Baba) a writing, that then he 
would, after deducting the amount from the Nemnock, tear it up : thus he said we were to 
do ; which we did from friendship, and the money borrowed was returned. 

Such a large claim is made against me by intriguing, and yet in Bapposing’s name a 
writing was made out by Khooshal Vyed and given to Hassain Khan Jemadar, from whom 
420 rupees were received, and he was taken into service ; this was done through me ; what 
was the necessity for taking this if you had to receive this money from me ; I was not 
poor ? — I placed the Jemadar in our service ; and we had to give to the other Jemadar ; so 
we discharged him, and kept the other Jemadar, and paid him with this money; this was 
not done through Baba Furkey. 

Before me, on oath, 

(signed) Lewis Brown, Political Agent. 


Examination of Khooshal continued, on former oath. 

Question by B. F. You before said that Hassain Khan Jemadar was owed some rupees 
by the Baees ; that Tukhutranee had to receive her nemnook from Baba Furkey, and that 
the Baba had a claim against the Jemadar; that, therefore, from the telling of the Baba, 
a writing was given, and now you say that the money was taken to give to the Jemadar, 
who was discharged ; which is true ? — What I wrote on the 4th April is true, that the 
money was taken from the Jemadar when he was taken into service; and in the first 
answer I wrote the account of the amount of Hossain Khan’s pay ; so the rupees were paid 
to Hossain Khan ; but I do not remember if a writing was given to Baba Furkey. 

Baba Furkey produces a small piece of written paper, and asks, — 

Is this written by you? — Yes. 

The paper is read out, and the following is a translation : — 

From Baee Shree Sahibba Raneejee to Dyaljee Munhoredass. 

That when money for the business we have contemplated being done is received, the 
sum of 261 rupees will be paid to you. 

(signed) Baee Shree RaneyeeJ^ 

In the handwriting of Khooshal Vyed. 

Dated Kartick, Sood 2, 1907 (6 November 1850). 

Question by B. F, On what account did Sahibba get this writing, written by you and 
given to Dyaljee ? — Answer. Dyaljee claimed five years’ pay from Baee Sahib and Jalumsing, 
at the rate of 50 rupees per annum, according to the putta which he will have in his house ; 
he came daily to claim these rupees, and also was performing some service for the Baee, 
according to the nature of the business ; and also that he bad nothing in his house, having 
gone without food until 12 o’clock, and taking pity on him, the note for his pay was 
written. , 

Yoh fi^y yon gave the writing for pay due ; why then did you not write to this emct (in 
writing) I did not recollect to write so (that it was for pay due). Baee said that Dyaljee was 

starving 
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starving himself, and she had no monley then to give him ; therefore, I was to give him a 
note, so that he might go home and eat, on which I did. 

If the writing was for pay due, it is the custom to note thereon when the amount is to be 
paid ; why was the date of payment to be made not written ? If the money was to be given 
m pay due during Jalumsing’s time, why was it not written until Sumvut 1907 (a.d, 1860-61) ; 
until then had you no pity for Dyaljee all that time, Jalurasing having died 11 years ago? 
— In Sumvut 1898 the Baees lost the charge of theShewustan ; then the private sepoys and 
Dyaljee wanted their pay which was due, and came to Mr. Remington at Baroda to com- 

J )lain ; I was at the time living in camp; 1 met Dyaljee, who told me what they had come 
or, on which I promised him that if he would return to Bhadurwa, he should have his 
rupees, which he did ; but the sepoys did not mind me, and petitioned, I remained after 
this in camp for two years; I did not go to Bhadurwa until Sumvut 1900 (a.d. 1843-44), 
when Dyaljee said to me, ‘‘ You prevented me petitioning, and the Baees have not paid 
me;'* I promised him he should have the rupees directly I could get them; 1 made many 
promises, and kept him. Tukhutranee was very kind to Dyaljee, therefore he did not 
come to complain, or did he try to enforce payment of the money by starving himself. When 
Tukhutranee was dying, she said to Sahibba, “ I have a great affection for Dyaljee ; there- 
fore when you get the rupees, promise me to pay him his arrears of pay Sahibba pro- 
mised, but said, There is no large sum of’ money coming from the State ; but I shall have 
to marry Bajeebah, when 10,000 rupees for expenses will be required; I will take it up 
from some one ; from these rupees i will give Dyaljee the money ;** so she promised. On 
this account the writing was given (to Dyaljee). I have said I lived in camp for two years, 
but not entirely so ; every month or 16 days 1 visited Bhadurwa. 

You say that Sahibba promised Tukhutranee that she would borrow rupees for the 
marriage, and pay Dyaljee from it ; that she promised this, and also gave a writing ; and 
in the body of the writing it is written, “that when the money for the business we have 
contemplated has been received, you shall have the rupees, as written above.*' State what 
business was contemplated, and what rupees were to be received. Tukhutranee had then been 
dead many days; what, therefore, was the great necessity of writing this note on the 6th 
November? — The business contemplated was the marriage of Bajeeba; but it would have 
appeared bad to have mentioned the marriage of Bajeeba in the writing for the pay due 
Dyaljee ; therefore it was not written of only. The business contemplated was Bajeeba’s 
marriage, and the rupees to be received were what were to be borrowed for this purpose; 
and Dyaljee was also told that when the money was taken up, he should be paid day by 
day ; Dyaljee had been promised and put off ; at last he starved himself, when the Baee 
Sahibba became angry, and ordered the writing to be written. 

You say that Sahibba promised Tukhutranee that she would take up 10,000 rupees for 
her daughter’s marriage, and out of it pay Dyaljee. This is a business of respectability, 
because this was an old debt due Dyaljee ; what, therefore, was the difficulty of openly 
writing a business of such respectability and satisfaction, so as to have assured Dyaljee ?— • 
There is no harm if the relatives and others are told that 10,000 rupees are required to be 
expended ; but it should not be openly written in the writing that the debt be paid out of 
the money to be borrowed for the (laughter’s marriage, Dyaljee being a private servant, 
and writing can never be given him that the money will be paid on Bonjeeba’s marriage. 
The Raja's people might have come for the marriage, and if it had been written openly to 
Dyaljee, and if a delay should take place in paying, he would starve ; therefore it was not 
written openly. This is not a poor persons daughter, but a thakoor’s ; therefore, how 
could the subject of the marriage be written ? 

Before me, on oath, 

(signed) Lewis Brown, Political Agent. 

6th April 1861. 

Examination of Khosshal Vyed, continued on former oath. 

Question by B. F. You say above that you, Tukhutranee and Bhawabhoy went to fetch 
back the money from me, and that I made promises; and a^aiu you say, the Tukhutranee 
at the time of dying made Sahibba promise to give Dyaljee his money ; that Sahibba 
replied, that there was no money to be got from the State, but that when she borrowed the 
money for Bonjeeba's marriage, she would give it from that; then why did she not tell her 
to pay it from the money due from me, if 1 did owe this sum ? — Answer, It is true that 
Baba owed the money, but the marriage of Bonjeeba was thought of performing in one or 
six months. As Dyaljee would not mind delay, such a promise was made. 

How long have you been a servant of the Bhadurwa State and the Baee Sahib, and what 
pay have you received? — I was servant to the state for three years, Sumt. 1902-3-4, 
(a«i>* If46-46, 1846-47, 1847-48) ; and I visit (going and coming) Jaleensing and the Baees 
from Sumt. 1879 (a.d, 1822-23), until now. I* not as a servant, but as a medical 
attendant, for which I enjoy lands free ; and for the three years 1 performed service, 
1 received at the rate of 200 rupees per annum. 

Sahibba writes in her petition that Baba Furkey refused to give a writing for the 8,800 
rupees, because he was a.servant of the British Government ; but that Baba Furk,ey having 
satisfied her private carkoons, Khosshal Vyed, &c., she gave him the money. If he satisfied 
you, the got from him, through bk carkoon, why did you return them ; why did 

yon iiot inste^^ the amount from the 8,800 rupees? — I borrowed from Baba about 

560 * LL 3 100 rupees 
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100 rupees on my private account for my eowkaree; ^returned it the second or third day ; 
if I had kept those nmees to give the oaee, then the Baba who had given nisha for toe 
Bhadurwa State for Sumt. 1202 (a.d. 1845-46), and for which I was security ; and if any 
loss had been sustained, I should have had to pay; therefore 1 returned the rupees. 

State if you know in whose handwriting this paper is (showing a Goozratee letter from 
Indrekooverbaee to Baba, dated Falgoon, Sood 1, Sumt. 1904 (a.o. 1847-48), asking for 
200 rupees for her private expense, and stating that the same will be returned on receiving 
her money, for which she has made a petition)? — I know not by whom it is written, to 
which the sainp reply is given. 

When did Sahibba’s father and sister give the rupees (3,200); before the arrangement was 
made with Baba Furkey, or afterwards ? — Afterwards. 

Was the money received in coin, or how ? — In rujiees, all of it ; the father and sister 
brought them themselves. 

Question by Political Agent. When were these rupees entered as received in the choprec, 
and were you present at the time ? — I do not know ; I was not present. 

When did you first see the entry, then ? — In Sumt. 1898 (a. o. 1841-42). 

Take the book in your hand, and swear that you saw these entries in it in Sumt. 1898 
(a.d. 1842-42)? — I swear to it. 

Before me, on oath, 

(signed) Lewk Brown, Political Agent. 

9th April 1851. 

Baba Furkey I'equests to put the following questions to Khosshal Vyed. 

Question by B. F, You stated above you informed Sahibba of your giving me the last 
item of 626 rupees, and caused the same to be entered in tlie chopree, but did not mention 
the date on which it was paid ; state, therefore, the same ? — Anstvtr. Four or five days after 
the sum of 4,600 rupees was paid. 

On Paeesh Sood 2d, a.d., you paid Baba Furkey 4,500 rupees; since then, until you 
gave him another item of 525 rupees, were you in Baroda or any where else? — Two or three 
days after I paid the item of 4,500 rupees, 1 went to Bhadurwa, when Baee gave me 525 
rupees, which I brought and gave at his house in Baroda. 

You stated you went in the meantime to Bhadurwa ; were you alone, or was Bhawabhoy 
with you ? — 1 went alone. 

Before me, on oatli, 

(signed) Lewis Brown, Political Agent. 

21st April 1851. 

Examination of Khosshal Vyed, continued. 

Question by Political Agent. State how 900 rupees from Bheekha Narunjee of Bhadurwa 
came into the hands of Tukhutranee Baee ?— A nsu^er. Bheekha Narunjee owed 900 rupees 
to Tukhutranee Baee ; these were demanded from him, but as he had not them by him, and 
as we were in need of them, he credited the money in nw name, and as 1 had also not the 
rupees by me, I received a loan of 900 rupees from Bhawabhoy, and paid the same to 
Baee; afterwards the said Bheeca Narunjee returned the money to me. 

(signed) Vyed Khosshal Keerpasunker. 

Before me, on oath, 

(signed) Lewis Brown, Political Agent. 

22d Apiil 1851. 

Khosshal Vyed’s examination, continued. 

Question by the Political A^ent. You are shown by the Political Agent the signature and the 
handwriting of a witness made on a paper, and requested to state whose hand itj, is ?-^[Thb 
paper is one of the three papers produced by Baba Furkey. They being Vukaleetnajnab from 
Vyed to Vukheel Remooluckram an agreement for pay and a draft of a petition.] Amwer^ 
The writing of the signature is like that of mine, but not because tliere is a line drawn 
above S. S., while i have never in my lifetime done so ; but I cannot say positively. 
There is a vukeel named Remooluckroe, residing in the Baroda camp, whom I had by order 
of the Baee Sahibkoover employed as a vukeel when I came to Baroda, and put up in the 
Oamp in the month of June (Jest) last, for arrangements to be njade about Tukbutjranee's 
^ Seer lands” : I had only passed a vukalut nama to him ; however, he did not do anf busi- 
ness for us, nor have we given him anything or made him do anything for us. He is 
unemployed as well as Baba, who knows whether both of them^ being unanimous, have not 
given rise to a fraud ; I have not, besides the mookiiteearnaniahj. passed to him aPM other 
papers. This Remooluck has not written a petition for us nor a draft for the same. A scp^** 
sate passed to him, to the purport, that on our business being accoraplishedf we 

shall ao I canpot remand^er the ex^act amoun The bond in ie 

passed in ms son’s name as servant be said, be would wiite a petition, if 1 ^ve ball 

of 
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of the amount agreed to him^ which I promised to pay in 10 days. While he appears to 
have written in tne bond as having received ip ready money. Afterwards 1 went in the 
city, and there heard of his bad conduct, so I did not give him ready money nor had the 
petition written. 

(signed) Vyed KkoiBhal Keerporam, 
Before me, on oath. 

(signed) Lewis Brown, Political Agent. 


23d April 1851. 

Kliossal Vyed’s Examination continued. 

Question by l^aba Furkey. You stated you saw the chopree produced first in Sumt. 1808 
(a.d. 1841/42,) and until then you did not observe the entries therein made against Baba 
Furkey’s name. Had you since then up to Sumt. 1906 (a.d. 1849/50,) any occasion to see 
the chopree again, and if so, how many times and for what purpose ? — Answer. Since I 
saw the chopree in Sumt. 1898 (a.d. 1841/42,) I had occasion to see it again for Baba 
Furkey’s business, which I did two or four times, but do not properly remember. 

You said you saw it two or four times, but was it at Bhadurwa or any other place ? — 
Once I went to Baba’s house to demand money, when he asked whether the rupees given 
him have been entered against his name. I replied, I had not accounts at my house, but 
that the money is entered at Baee’s house, to which he said with a reproach, What, have 
you done this ! why have you entered the money in my name ?” and further, that I should 
bring the chopree with me when I again visit him. Afterwards 1 returned to Bhadurwa and 
did not come to Baroda until six or seven months. When the time of the promise made by 
Baba expired, Baee (which 1 do not remember) told me the time of the promise has been 
expired, and that therefore I should go to Baba to bring money ; I then said to her. Baba 
had required the chopree, and further, that when he sees the accounts therein, he will say 
whatever he may have to do. The chopree should therefore be given to me, when she said 
I should prepare myself for going, and then take it with me. Two or four days afterwards, 
when I got leisure, I wrapped up my girdle and visited Baee, who delivered the chopree to 
me, on oath, that I would play no trick, and with it I proceeded to Baroda, keeping it in 
my hands but not giving it to Baba. I showed the same to him. He with a cross look 
said, no money could be procured then ; he would not even give a budam. After seeing 
the Baee, whatever there may be to do will be done. Having stayed there for two or three 
days, I went to Bhadurwa. The day before I set out from Baroda, I had taken my dinner, 
but not supped in the evening, on account of having received such an answer from Baba, 
and that, therefore, I was much confounded; while going to Bhadurwa through the camp^ 
I was called by Bheemsingjee, who made me drink opium ; 1 then told him the circum- 
stances of which he askedme ; also, I showed this chopree to him. 

In what year did the circumstance of showing the chopree to Bheemsingjee occur ?-*• 
About four years a^o. 

Did you go to Bhadurwa directly you showed the chopree to Bheemsingjee? — About an 
hour or two afterwards. 

(signed) Vi/ed Khooshall Keerpashunkut. 

Before me, on oath, 

(signed) L. Brown, Political Agent. 


7th July 1851. 

Kooshal Keerparam is called in and questioned on solemn affirmation. 

Question, Saheba produced on the 3d April 1851, a letter dated Sumvut 1900, Poush 
Vud 11 (a.d. 16 January 1844), from Baba Furkey, to the address of Tukutranee, in 
which it IS stated that vuyed Khooshalbhaee, who was sent to me for 8,800 rupees, is 
returned, and that you should make yourself acquainted from him ; moreover, if you are 
desirous of receiving back the money, it shall be done according to your wishes state, 
therefore, whatever you know about the letter, and how it came to your hand ? — I state, 
from looking at the letter, that I was sent by Tukutranee to Baroda at Baba Turkey’s, to 
demand money from him. On the 1st day I asked for money from Baba, and then went to 
my quarter. The next day I visited hini, when he wrote a letter, and having closed it 
deUvered it over to me; on this I asked him what the contents thereof were, to which Baba 
replied, Have you anything to do with it; the Baee on reading it will not send you back/’ 
1 went with the letter to Bhadurwa, and gave it to Tukutranee Bhaee. 

Did Tukutranee show you Ifae letter after opening it?— She made me read it on the 
second or the third day, Ming then opened ; the Baee would have caused some one to read 
it to her before. 

From that data wp to 8d April 1851, when it was produced by Saheba, did you see it 
had aeen it ^ day I was' made to read it by l\ikutranee ; since then 1 saw 
It it Baroda, where it was seat for by Saheh% and not during the meantime. 

X.L4 


In 
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In your first deposition, dated 11th November 1860, you stated, in particular, thatjou,. 
Tukutranee and Bhawabaee came to Baroda in Sumvut 1900 (a*d, 1843/44), and demanded 
money; that again, in Sumvut 1901 (a.d. 1844/45), yourself, Tukutranee, Saheba and 
Bhawabhaee came and asked Baba (for money), and also that, in Sumvut 1904 
(a.d. 1847/48), you came alone, as also the answer which Baba gave, but made no men- 
tion then of the letter for 8,800 rupees, now produced, and how is it you relate to it now ; 
the letter is dated Sumvut 1900 (a. n. 1843/44), the year in which you state to have gone 
with Tukutranee to demand money, and further, that the substance of the letter is an 
acknowledgment^^for having received money ? — 1 had no recollection of the letter since it 
was entrusted by me to Tukutranee. Lately, when Saheba was coming to Baroda, on 
being called by you, she found it, and showed it tome; to which I said, Very good. 

I know not bow it come to Baroda. 

The {letter is like an acknowledgment from Baba Furkey for having received the 8,800 
rupees, while Saheba did not say anything about it in her first deposition ; and it appears, 
from what you have stated, that she found it before leaving Badurwa ; what is the reason, 
therefore, that neither she nor you made any mention (about the letter) till she was ques- 
tioned by Baba Furkey ? — I know that you were to be informed of the letter, but 1 was 
considering whether it should be shown to you when you happen to be alone, or how ; two 
or three days elapsed in this consideration, and so I could not inform you of it. 

In what month of the year Sumvut 1900 (a. d. 1843/44) did you, Tukutranee and others? 
come to Baroda to demand money from Baba Furkey ? — In about the month of Cartick. 

It appears, from what you have caused to be written, that you, Tukutranee and others, 
had come in the month of Cartick, Sumvut 1900 (a.d. 1843/44), to demand money from 
Baba Furkey, when the latter made a plain answer, that you would not receive the rupees 
if you disgrace him, but that you would if you keep patience, while the letter for 8,800, 
which is produced, shows that it is dated two months later, i. e. the month of Poush ; 
what is the reason, therefore, of the Baee’s sending you so early? — The Baee must know 
the reason ; what do I know of her mind ? I had come because she sent me. 

Question by Baba Furkey. You stated that I told you, in Sumt. 1904 (a.d. 1847/48), 
that 1 could get no (money) while I was caiTying on money transactions of thousands of 
rupees; why then did you noi cause Saheba to complain at that time ? To this my ques- 
tion you replied, on the 4th April, that as Tukutranee Baee was ill, she could not come to 
complain ; but as the letter you produced had come to your hand before you left Bhadurwa, 
why did you not inform (the Saheb) the particulars of the letter then ? — I am a witness ; 
I would have told (the particulars) if I were asked. 

You stated to-day that you delivered over the letter which I gave you to Tukutranee; by 
looking at it, it appears that if it were true, it was an acknowledgment. Notwithstanding 
such a document being in possession of Tukutranee, she, on Falgoon Sood 14th, Sumvut 
1902 (A.D. 1846/46), caused you to address a letter to me in her name, begging me to 
give some money out of her nemnook to Hiissun Khan ; what was the reason, therefore, 
of her writing such a letter to me, if she really demanded the 8,800 rupees from me ? — 
The nemnook money due from Surdarsingjee were caused by him to be paid through Baba, 
and that therefore tlie letter was addressed him to pay the Mukranee from them ; why 
should she (Tukutranee) ask for such a sum from the 8,800 rupees? 

Did I acknowledge to pay the amount of Tukutranee’s nemnook for Surdarsingjee, or 
had either Surdarsingjee or you any claim against me ? — Is Surdarsingjee not to cause 
the money to be paid through the Nishadarwno furnished Nisha Sumvut 1902? 

Is it mentioned in the security bond and the agreement paper which have been passed, 
that the Nishadar should pay the amount of Tukutranee's nemnook? — This should be 
asked to Surdarsing ; he caused us to be paid, and so we received. 

You state that Tukutraneee, yourself, Bhawabhaee and Saheba used to come to demand 
money, while now (you) produce the fabricated document, after Tukutranee's death; why 
did not the latter complain then during her lifetime, if she had really paid me the money, 
and if the document were a genuine one? — Depositions have forn)eriy been given why 
the money were received (by Baba). The above document is not a fabricated one. As 
Tukutranee llaee was not learned, and as she did not entrust to any one her letters 
during her lifetimp, she could not recollect where she left the letter the day it was given 
her. I have already explained the reason why she did rot prefer the complaint, that up 
to Sumvt. 1904 (A. D. 1847/48), she was put oft’ on promises, and at last slie met with 
a straightforward answer from Baba, since then the complaint was nut made owing to 
her illness. 

You say that Tukutranee was not learned, but as you were, and as it appears from your 
statement that you knew of I he note, and that you were coming to demand money, why did 
you not cause the complaint to be preferred if the note was'^a genuine one ?— Promises 
were made up to Sumt. 19()4 (a.d. 1847/48), and at last a straightforward answer waa 
made (by Baba). Since then, having allowed a year to pass, the complaint has been made. 

(signed) Vuyed Kooshtdbhctee Keerpashunkw. 

You now complain for 8,800 rupees, and produce a fab^cated document ; what was the 
reason, therefore, of appointing Umooluckram as vukecl, and causing the draft of a petitiori 
purporting to have given me 12,000 rupees to be made before the present compliunt 

preferred ? 
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preferred J — I did not cause the Bum of 12,000 rupees to be written or made the draft. 
iUl the town people know that Umooluckram is an impostor, and vukeel of Hurry bhugtee ; 
this will be made known if the Surker inquires about it. 

Dated 7th July 1851. 

(signed) Vuyed Khooshalbhaee Keerpashunkur. 


Before me, on oath, 

(signed) L. Brown, Political Agent. 

(True translation). 

(signed) L. Brown, Political Agent. 


(True copy). 

(signed) George Fulljames, Political Agent. 


(No. 5.) 

Thakslation of the Deposition of Bhawabhoy Goolabsund ; aged about GO years ; Hindoo 
of a Rujpoot Kuneeya Caste ; occupation, service ; Inhabitant of Bhadurwa ; given on 
oath be/ore the Political Agent in the Kewa Canta on the lltli November 1850. 

Question, Saheba, widow of the late Thakoro Jalumsingee, has preferred a complaint 
against Baba Furkey, for his having received from her 8,800 rupees, on assurance (hat he 
would cause her adopted son to be succeeded to the gaudee of Bhadurwa ; what do you 
know regarding it ? — Answer, The said sum of 8,800 rupees has been given to Baba 
Furkey. Two items, one of 1,700 rupees and the other of 2,075 have been paid respectively 
on MagshurVud 14th (a. n. December 22d), Sumvut 1897 ; and on the next day, the 1840/41, 
at about 0 o'clock at night, while in the Bhadurwa dhuruinsalla, on Poush Sood 1st 
(24 December), we proceeded to Buroda, and the next day he (Baba) was paid 4,500 
rupees at his house, and about 600 or 625 rupees were also given him on Poush Sood 6tli 
(29th December), at his house ; thus the money have been paid to him by me, and Khooslial 
Wuyed; many years having elapsed, I do not rcineiiiber whether there was any other 
person with us at the time. 

By whose liand have the above sums been entered in the book ? — They must have been 
entered by Kotaree Duyal jee, as it is he who writes the accounts. 

Had you made a memorandum of the money you paid ? — No ; because I knew not how 
to write. 

Did you ever see the entries written in the book r — No ; because I was not educated. 

As you were the adviser of Tukutranee and Saheba, w hy did you not complain against 
Baba when lie w^as in the government service, and wdiat was the reason of your doing so 
now after an interval of so many years? — Tukutranee had demanded the money back 
from Baba, but as the latter refused, she being of a high family, did not then prefer the 
complaint. Since the last five years I am not in her service, and therelbre do not know 
the reason. 

Do you know where the money w^as brought from and given to Baba in four items? — 
That I do not know. Baee had given us the money from her house. 

Before me, on oath, 

(signed) L, Broivn, Political Agent. 


9th April 1851. 

Examination of Bawabhaee, on oath ; Baba Furkeya present. 

Deposition on oath before the Political Agent on the llth November last, read out and 
acknowledged to by Bawabhaee as correct. 

Question by Political Agent. Were you present when the entries against Baba Furkeya 
of these rupees were made in this chopree produced by Saheba ; if so, who else w^ere there ? 
— Answer, Khoshal Weid and I, in Sumt. 1897 (a. d. 1840/41), went from Baroda to 
Bhadurwa; Khooshal Weid gave u memorandum to Tukutranee ; at that time Duyaljee was 
writing in a chopree, but I knew not whether it was this now shown me, or another, as I am 
uneducated. 

Wh^t conversation took place regarding the yad when Khooshal Weid gave it to 
Tukutranee? — Khoshal Weid gave the yad to Tukutranee ; she asked what it was ; Khoo- 
shal Weid said he would read it to her, which he did ; as he might have given it, so it may 
have been entered in the chopree. ^ 

You say you gave the rupees to Baba Furkey, did you count them out or give them in 
a lump ?— Those given in Bhadurwa were ki a bundle, and those at Baroda in two or 
three bags. 

560 . M M Question 
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Qnestim by Baba Furkeya. You said in your former deposition that you gaje me in 
Haroda on Poush Sood (2d December 25th), Sumvt. 1897 (a. d, 1840/41), 4,600 rupees, and 
on the 6th same month 600 or 625 rupees ; state at what time and in what place you gave 
it me ; also who came with you and who was with me ? — The rupees were given him in his 
old house (his woman Guzuru's), in the room lelt of the window going in ; its door is towards 
the East; tlie time was about 10 or 11 at night; Khooshal Weid and ray nephew Narunjee 
were uith me; the latter remained standing some distance off, when 1 and Khooshal Weid 
gave (the money); Baba Furkia was alone, and standing on the rear doorway; who 
were in the hbnse I know not ; the Baba took (the money) and placed it in tlie house : thus 
these two items have been paid. 

Before I hoiiglit this house (Gnzra’s), did not you and Tnkutrmiee, and others, hire and 
live therein ? — It might have been rented duiing the time Lulloo Mehta was carbaiee; he 
lived therein and I also, but 1 never paid rent. 

You say you gave the item of 4,500 rupees to me ; did you remain in Baroda until you 
had, as you say, given me the other item also ol 525 rupees ? — I was mohsulled, therefore 
I remained in Baroda for 15 or 20 days ; during that time Khooshal Wuyed went to 
Bhadurwa, SJiying when going that Bhaee Saheb had called him ; he returned to Baroda 
and then gave the last item; afterwards 1 and Khoshal Wuyed returned to Bhadurwa. 

[Adjourned. 

^signed) L. Brown, Political Agent. 


mil April 1851. 

Examination of Bawabhaee continued, on oatli. 

Question by Baba Furkey. Von .say you are called a carbarree, and yon do the trade of a 
carbarree, state therefore where 'fukutranee and Saheba got the 8,800 rupees you say you gave 
me ; by whom were the rupees given to you ; and if so, were they counted out and given you, 
or how ; also state the number of rupees in each sum given ? — From vvlumce they got them, 
when they received them, I saw not, hut I heard that Tiikutraiiee expended 7,000 rupees in 
getting Jalumsing placed on the gadee. Now Sahiba asked for rupi'es ; TiikiUraiiee replied, 
** Whoever takes the son will give the rupees; if 1 sell my two jewels and give the money, 
and afterwards you should get the son and then sit down (separate) from me, how then shall 
I maintain myself?’' thus they conversed ; afterwards Saheba said to Tiikutraneo, My 
father was the karbliaree for 40 years, and he is your brother ; yon ask him and he will 
then essist me.” At that time her father Himutsing was in Bhadurwa; they all assembled 
tOizether, and Saheba sold some of lier jewels; Himutsing sold them, and brought the 
rupees, but when lie sold tliern I know not; perhaps in Baroda; the other rujiees Himutsing 
gave from his house, and some rujiees were brought Irom the house of the sister of Saheba, 
who lives at Devvan ; also money was received from twt) Banians of the town on two notes 
Saheba held of theirs. All this I heard from Tukutraiiee herself; Tukutranee brought the 
money from Saheba’s room, and gave it into my hands. They were not counted and given, 
but in a lump (mogum); she said there were so many ; but a great many years have jjassed, 
therefore 1 cannot remember the number of I’upees in each item. 

In your first deposition you stated |)Iainly the amount of each item, and also the very day 
it was given, and now you sav vou do not now remember, how then can yt)U now be speak- 
ing the truth ? — I gave four items, thus: 2,075 rupees, 1,700 rupees, 4,500 rupees, 500 or 
525 rupees, but Tukutranee did not count out the rupees when slie gave them ; she told me 
verbally; therefore 1 said I did not now remember whether she counted them out to me 
or not. 

You say Saheba’s father and sister gave the money ; how much did they each give, and 
how, by hoondee or ia cash, and who brought them ? — These rupees were hi ought by 
Himutsing the fatlier and given to Tukutranee, and she also got tlie rupees from the two 
Banyans; the latter rupees came in cash, but how tho^e bronglit by Himutsing came I do 
not remember; from what Tukutranee said, 1 remember that lliinutsins; and Salieba’s sister 
gave the money in rupees. 

How many years have you been a public or private servant of the Bhadurwa State, and 
what pay have you received yearly, and when were you dismissed ? — I am a servant of the 
Bhadurwa thakore for seven generations; no written putta was given me; I got what 
I required for my expenses, and performed service. In Sumvut 1903 (a. d. 1846/47), in 
Magsur month (November and December), what I received for my expenses from the 
durbar was stopped. 

You seiy you gave me 6,800 rupees, and Saheba in her petition says, The money is not 
taken as a bribe, but as a loan did you therefore ever come to me to collect or recover 
those rupees, and if you did, then state the year and month, and who were with you ? — 
In Sumvt. 1901 or 1902 (a. d. 1844/45, 1846/46), Tukutranee, I, Khooshal Wuyed and 
Saheba said amongst ourselves that as our allowance was ^jtopped we must go to the Saheb 
(at Baroda), we therefore left Bhadurwa and come and remained in the dhurumsalla of 
Ruttanjee Candass, and afterwards in Oodeyuarayen ; I was with them then ; Tukutranee 
went to Baba Furkey’s house ; before going there she said to me, The rupees which were 
taken through you I wish to get back ; why does he (Baba Furkeya) not give back my 
rupees. 1 replied I would ask him ; then I and Tukutranee went to Baba’s house and sat 

down ; 
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iiown; she «aid to him Pw those rupees/' He answered, You are to remain here foi- 
ls days or a month ; I will do what you like.” After saying this, as we were going away. 
Baba said, I am (enjragetl) in your business. 

What was the business I then was engaged in of Tukutranee’s ; eKplain ? — Tukutranee was 
searching* for rupees for the Chandla of Bajeeba, and she asked Baba Furkeya for tliem ; 
on which Baba replied 1 am in your iwux ; you are here for 10 or lb days, within wbidi 
time I will make up the sum.” 

After such a conversation, did I give the money; if not, why was not a complaint made 
io the Sorkar? — Tukutranee is a high person ; she would not permit Sahab^fto complain; 
after Tukutninee’s death, who could prevent Sahaba’s complaining ; since Samvt. 1903 
(a.d. 1846/47), I have left her ; Tukutranee never complained against any one. 

You say l^ukutranee never complained ; who then complained to the Bombay Sirkar 
during Mr. Remington's time?—! know not if Tukutranee complained; af Baba" Fuikya 
will show proof, I will say. 

On the 11th November last, in your deposition, in the last answer, you said, you dad «iot 
know where the money was obtained, and that you received it from the Bahee’s house, imd 
now you say that the money was obtained from Himulsing and Baee's sister, also from two 
notes of the Banyan-, and that llimutsing sold the jewels of Sahaba and got the money; 
which is the truth ? — That day, when I was asked where the money was obtained, I said, 
the Bhaees gave them ; and now being asked, I say, that what 1 knew from Tukutranee’s 
telling me that 1 have said ; 1 am not able to say anything without the Sirkar*s asking me. 

(signed) Z. Brown, Political Agent. 


12th April 1851. 

Examination of Bawabhay, continued on his former oath. 

Question by Baba Fnrkia. After the death of Jalumsing, which Baee conducted the 
management f — Answer. Tukutranee was the authority obeyed. 

You have said, that in Sumvt. 1897 (a.d. 1 840/41 >, after having given Baba Furkia the 
last item, you and Khooshal Wuyed returned to Bhadunva to Tukutranee, and that Khooshal 
Wuyed gave Tukutranee an**^ yad ; at which time Duyaljee was writing in the chopree, and * S. O, 
that Wuyed read out and explained the yad to Tukutranee, and that as the yad so was it 
written ; but say, while Duyal jee was writing, who were present ; and also state truly in 
what year Duvaljee wrote? — When Khooshal Wuyed read out and explained the yad, 

Duyaljee and Tukutranee were present, and 1 and Wuyed made four of us; at that time 
Huyaljee was writing, bnt whether this item or another I do not know, as I am 
uneducated. 

State the particulars in w hat way Bapoosing was adopted ? — My brother's daughter 
Bajeeba was married to the deceased Jalumsing, and Salieba was also married to him. 

Hinnitsing, the brother of Tukutranee (Saheha’s father) mistrusted me, he was theretbre 
sent direc t to Baba Furkeya to ask him ; Himutsing returned to I'ukutranee, and said 
that Baba Furkeya reejuired 12,000 rupees, for which he will give assistance in getting 
Bapoosinjee ado])ted and placed on the gaudee by causing the Bombay Sirkar to be wTitten 
to. After this was settled, Tukutranee returned to Baroda. When Jalumsing died, the Saheb 
was ill Deagur Barria ; at that time, Kuruiisiug (his sem) was about 15 or 16 months old. 

Then Tukutranee thought that the j)eople would not let us rest, but that if any assistance 

couid be got from the Sirkar, she should have rest. She then wrote to Bajceldiaee of Barria, 

who replied that it was determined to give Baba Furkeya 10,000 rupees, lor which he would 

afibrd asistance, and would send a lliana in five days to prevent any hiiulerance. Afterwards 

Sutluu’land Saheb on our petition sent 10 sowars on the 12th day after Jalumslng’s death; 

again li oni the Rewa Caunta Camp, 10 or 15 sowars, and a carcoon came, when the Baee’s 

fears were set at rest. Three months after this, Kurniusinu died, and having adopted 

Bapoosing, came (whof) to Baroda, when Baba Fiirkey demanded 12,000 rupees; Tukut- t S. O. 

ranee said it was first settled that 10,000 rupees were to be given; that Bajeebhaee W’as 

witness, and that she liatl his writing also ; that wliat he should say so she would give.” 

‘‘When you will give?” Baba Furkeya asked; Tukutranee replied that she would pay 
it all in the cold season ; thus she said, and 1 know' that she paid these rupees. 

lien Tukutranee came to Baroda, as you say, to have this conversation, who were with 
her? — Ihere were myself, 'rukutranee ami Boyjeeba. 1 and Tukutranee alone went to 
Baba Furkeya to tell him tliere were several other persons, but 1 remember not their names ; 
they were poor peoj)le. 

You have said, that Tukutranee being a great person, she did not permit Saheba to 
complain ; but that when she died, Saheba complained ; who could prevent her ? But before 
^I'ukutranee died, she and Saheba did not agree for many years; and you and all the world 
know', that in consec]uetiC/e, you aiwl Tukutranee were separated from her; therefore, would 
Saheba mind I'ukutranee after this separation? If she complained during Tukulranee's life- 
time, and used her name falsely, she (Tukutranee) would not have agreed ; therefore, after 
her death, Saheba complained when Tukutranee’s evidence could not be obtained ; is not 
this true? — From Sumvt. 1903 (a.d., 1846/47), I left her house and did not go there again; 
but if she had complained when Tukutranee was alive, she would have agreed if it was the 

560. MM2 ; 



PAPERS ON THE REMOVAL OF COLONEL OUTRAM 


276 

truth ; why should she not mind her own private affairs ? if she was now alive, she would 
mind them. 

You said above, you, Tukutranee, Saheba and Khooshal Weid went to Baroda in Sumvt. 
1901 orl90‘2(A. D. 1844/45, 1845/46), and went to Baba Furkia and told him to get a settlement 
of (this) money, and that I rt'plied, “ You are to remain here a month or 15 days what you 
think proper, that I will do.” This took place five years ago. If Tukutranee or Saheba had 
really given the rupees, then Tukutranee would herself have complained or caused Saheba 
to complain. You say Tukutranee prevented Saheba from complaining, why should she 
prevent her when she, as you say, wished to get back the money; and Mr. Remington, in such 
business, laboured liard, and you know how badly I got on with him ; why, therefore, did 
they not complain / — Tukutranee looked on Baba Furkia as a great man and respectable for 
lacks of* rupees, therefore, she thought he would not refuse to give these 8,800 rupees, and 
that when he was pressed he would give them, therefore she did not wdsh to complain ; but 
that she would demand the rupees when the daughter was to he married ; in the meantime 
she died ; and the daughter was not married. ]Now only Saheba remains she will do what 
she likes. 


[Adjourned. 

(signed) Lewis Browiiy Political Agent. 


21 St April 1851. 

Examination of Bawabhaee, continued on liis former oath. 

Question by Political Agent. On Magsnr Vud 30th (December 23d), Sumvt. 1897 (a. D. 
1840/41), 900 rupees are credited on the name of Sha Bhickha Narunjee, in the chopree pro- 
duced by Saheba; state if you know how these rupees were received ? — By whom and when 
these rupees were paid I know not. At about 9 o’clock at night Tukutranee gave me about 
2,175 rupees, and told me tliey were sent for and kept, being the amount owed by Bhickha 
Narunjee and Mukunjee: this I knew' when slie told me. 

Have you given any (rupees) from your house or not ? — 1 have account current with 
Khooshal Weicl at my house ; when he wants 200 or 400 (rupees) he takes them. He came 
to my house to receive rupees on loan, and said he had to give them to the people on loan. 
I then asked him when he would return them, to which lie said, in 15 days; and further, 
that he would not give interest then, and if he keeps them any longer he would ; thus ho 
received rupees, fixing the interest at six annas; afterwards he returned the same and took 
other rupees. The bonds for that money, passed in that year, are at present in rny house. 
I do not remember the items of rupees lie took ; first he was paid rupees in Magsur, and 
again in Vuyeesaek. 

How many rupees did Khooshal Weid take (from you) in the month of Magsur? — About 
1,900 or 2,000 rupees; bonds for the same are not in my possession; there are two bonds 
for the money iie was ])aid the second time, one for about 1,375 and the other for about 
750 rupees. 

For what purpose did Kliooslial Weid take rupees from you in the month of Magsur? — 
0. He told me he had to jiay them to the people; tlie money were* then paid to him without 

receiving a note. 

Have you chopras to shov; these rupees ? — No, I have not. 

Khooshall Wuyd said, Bhika Narunjee not having money by him, the latter credited to 
his (Khooshal VV uyed's account), who also not having the same, received 900 rupees from you, 
and paid them to Race, wliile you said Weid took from you 1,900 or 2,000 rupees to pay 
to the people; how is this ( — He has received from my house 1,900 or 2,000 rupees, while 
he may do what he likes ; he told me he had to pay the same to the people. 

Dated 21st April 1851. 

Mark of the signature of Bhawabhaee Goolabsing^ 
Before me, on oath, 

(signed) Lewis Brown, Political Agent, 

(True translation.) 

(signed) Lewis Brown, Political Agent. 

(True copy.) 

(signed) Geo. Fulljames, Political Agent, 
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(No. 6.) 

Translation of the Deposition of Duyaljcc Munoredass, aged about 46 years, Hindoo of a 
Banian caste, servant of the widow of the lute Tliakorc Jalumsingjee of Bhadurwa, 
given before the Political Agent in the Hewa Caunta, on the 11th November 1850. 

Question, A book produced by Saheb Ba, containing four entries for 8,800 rupees, of the 
name of Baba Furkey, is shown to you, and you are requested to state by wliona, when, and 
by whose order were they written? — Ansioer, They were written by my hand in Sumvut 
1897 (a. D. 1840-41), by order of Tukutranee Baec and 8ahcb Ba. 

What did the Buees tell you about writing the entries in question? — A paper written by 
IvhooshaJl Wuyed was given to me by them, and told to copy the same in a book. 

iJid you see the money being delivered? — Khooshall Wuyed and Bawabhaee demanded 
money from me to be given to Baba Furkey, which I paid them in the room of the Baee. 
I did not pay them the whole amount at once, but as they wanted them. 

Were the money received from any banker, or where? — The rupees tluit the Baee 
received have been credited, and from them the aliove money were paid. 

Has the Baee other books for the years Suinvut 1896-97 and 1898 (a. d. 1839-40, 
1840-41, and 1841-42) ?— No, sir. 

In what currency did you pay the money? — In the coin that was then current. 

(signed) Duyaljee Munoredass, 

Before me, on oath, 

(signed) Lewis Brown, Political Agent. 


Examination of Duyaljee Manoredass before Captain Whitchill, Acting Assistant Kesident 

of' Baroda. 

Question, You produced a note for 251 ruiiees, written in your favour by Khooshall 
Wuyed in the name of Saheb Baneejee, wherein it is stated, tliat ‘‘business is intended for:'’ 
state therefore truly in detail, what the business in question is about, and for what purpose 
the money were to be paid to you? — Answer. On Kartick Sood 2d, Sumviit 1907, (a. d. 
1850, 0th November), 1 was called at the durbar by Saheb Hanoi jee and Khooshall Wuyed, 
and told while in a room that 1 was tlicir old kotharec (a person entrusted with a granary), 
and that therefore I should not disclose to any one tlie secrecy they w'^ere going to tell me ; 
thus saying, they said to me they have submitted a |)etition to (iovernment falsely accusing 
Baba Furkey for having received bribe from them, and as they have to liirnisli proofs for the 
same, I should, being an old servant of the durbar, and the books of the former time 
regarding granary, &c. licing written by my hand, debit in the name of Baba Furkey, in one 
of the above books they may give to me, an entry of 8,800 ru])ees as having ])aid as bribe, 
and at the same time to credit the amount in the names of the persons they tell me. They 
then gave me an old book written to a small extent. Whereiij)on, 1 told them 1 knew 
nothing in tlie matter, and how could I make up by fabrication the disbursements in a book 
according to their dictation ; that if I do so, and if anybody were to ijuestioii me on the 
point on solemn affirmation, how could I answer him falsely? Kooshall AYnycd then said to 
me, they have a powerful supporter, the instigator of the act, to whom T will he introduced, 
and that I should not at all care for it ; to wliicli I said it was all right, but how could 1 
swear falsely without knowing anything. They then encouraged me tliat the instigator of 
the act was Bhavoo Tambeykur, and that therefore 1 should on questioning by any one la 
the matter, repeat the same that they may tell me, and cause it to be written, and further, 
that if I (their old kotharec) would not do so for them, what other person will do tho same. 
Thus saying, tlicy gave me a note, ottering me 251 rupees. I was then made to debit in a 
book, in the name of* Baba Furkey, four entries amounting to 8,800 rupees, and to credit the 
same on other person’s account. I do not properly remember in how many entries they 
have been credited. Thus making the disbursements in tlie book, I handed over the same 
to Khooshall Wuyed, and returned to my house. Two or three days afterwards a sowar 
came to call me and Khooshall AYuyed, so we acconqiauied him and halted in the camp at 
Baroda, at Khooshall AYuyed’s station. On the next day Khooshall AYuyed and his son, 
Beehur, took me to Bhavoo Tatnbeykur’s, where there is a sitting place outside the door, 
and people had taken their seats there. While Bliavoo Sahib was standing Inside the house 
near his bathing-room, where there were certain enclosures made of bamboo chips, Khoo- 
shall Wuyed went on. I and his son followed him a little while afterwards, but I'cachcd there 
together, os if we entered the house in company, and stood before Bhavoo Sahib, when he 
said our business will in a few days be ended, and that we should not fear nor retract. 
Receiving this consolation, we were returning, when Bhavoo Sahib said we should not go, 
to which Khooshall Wuyed replied, we would bo present before him when he remembered 
tis, and then we took our way. Soon afterwards, the Political Agent in the Kewa Caunta 
was about to proceed to Bombay, when he called on me, and I gave my deposition befbi*e 
him in the same manner as I was told by Khooshall Wuyed. This is the whole circumstance 
that has happened. 

lur hjt .3 Tlie 
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The note for 251 rupees, dated Kartick Sood 2(i, (6th November 1850), that you have 
produced, is ambiguousl}' written ; on what ground do you then say that the amount was 
to be received by you for Baba Furkey’s case? — At the time the note was written I was 
plainly told the money would be paid to me on Baba Furkey’s csisc being accomplieiied. 
Myself not being pro])erly educatecf, 1 did not then cause the note to be read to me, but 
when I afterwards had it read to me, I found it was written ambiguously, I then came to 
the conclusion, that as the entries had been written in the book against the name of Baba, 
and the note a})peared to have been ambiguously written, the charge preferred ag&lnst the 
latter individual is a fabricated one, and that if this would not be proved I would not 
receive anything. Knowing this, I had the note read out to me by one of my relations, who 
also answered me as above. This having j)roduced doubts in me, I produced the note. 

To what of your relations did you make tlje note read to you? — He is an inhabitant of 
Baxoda, and if I were to name him, Bhavoo Tambeykur, who is kharbaree, on being made 
known of this would ruin him ; 1 would not therefore tell liis name till I receive full 
satisfaction. 

\^'as the sum of 8,800 rupees, which you were made to enter in tlie book, written on a 

{ )revious date, or how, and state whether you are now a servant ? — The book being of a 
brmer year, and myself being an old kotliarce, I was made to write on a former date. I am 
not nov' in the service. 

Has the note for 251 rupees, which you have produced, been written by Khooshall Wuyod’s 
own hand- writing, and the Kaneejee’s signature which it bears, written by her in your 
presence? — It was written by Khooshall AVuyeJ in my presence, and made the Kaneejee 
Sahib sign it, and at the bottom of it the former having added ‘‘ Lukheetuny ” (writer), gave 
the note to me. With the exception of iJiree of us there was no other person there. 

Dated 9 March 1851. 

(signed) Duyaljee Munoredass. 

Written in his own hand-writing. 

Before me, this 10th day of March 1851, 

(signed) S. Whitehill, Captain, 

Officiating Assistant Ilesident. 


April 8, 1851. 

Examination of DuyaJjee continued on his former oath, before the I^olitical Agent, in the 

Kewa Caunta. 

Thk deposition of Duyaljee, taken dowm on his former oath, on the 11th November 
1850, is read out to him, and he acknowledges it. 

A deposition of Duyaljee, taken down by Lieutenant Whitehill, Assistant Resident, on the 
10th March 1851, is read out to him, and he acknowledges it to be as he said before the 
Sahib. 

Duyaljee requests to be allowed to explain ; wliich he is permitted to do. 

The entries of receipts and disbursements in the chopree were made by me six or seven 
days before thcDewalee ; then afterwards (Kartick Sood 2d), on the 6th November, we were 
ordered to attend on the Political Agent, when the ‘‘ writing” was written. I was four or 
live days writing the entries in tliis chojiree ; should I happen to go to make water, or get 
tired, tlien Beeher, Khooshall Wuyed’s son, went on writing therein; what he wrote will be 
seen in the chopree. Khooshall Wuyed gave me a chopree (made) for Suuivt. 1896, (a. d. 
] 839-40), and told me to write the accounts for Sumvt. 1897 (a. d. 1840-41) in it. 1 asked, 
how I coidd write the account of Sumvt. 1897, (a d. 1840-41), in a book of Sumvt. 1896, 
(a. I). 1839-40); if I did so I should be guilty before the Saliib. Then Khooshall Wuyed 
with his own hands altered the figure 6 to 7, making it Sumvt. 1897, (a. d. 1840-41); this 
is my statement. 

Duyaljee is sworn to sjieak the truth. 

Qiiesiion by Political Agent; — On the llth November last, you swore before me, that the 
entries of 8,800 ruj>ces against Baba Furkey’s name in the chopree, were written by 
you in Siiirivt. 1897 (a.d. 1840-41), and that with your own hands you gave the money to 
Khoosliall W uyed and Bhawabhaee, to be given to Balia Furkey, whereas you have stated 
(not on oatli) before the (Officiating Assistant Resident, cm the 9th and 10th March last, these 
entries were made by you on the 6th November, Kartick Sood 2d, Sumvt. 1907, by Khoo- 
shall W^uyed and Saheba’s entreaties, for the purpose of ftdsely licensing Baba Furkey of 
taking bribes. You have been sworn by the Political Agent, therefore state truly which 
statement is the correct one? — I swear before- the Political Agent, that my statement before 
the Political Agent, on the llth November 1850, is false, and it is also false what I stated 
before the Officiating Assistant liesident on the 9th and 10th, that I made the entries in 
the chopree on the 6th November 1850. The truth is, that 1 was made to make these 
entries as if for former years, in tlie month of October 1850. W^uyed Khooshall and Saliiba 
for two or three days were saying, “You are our old servant; if you will not do our business, 
before whom slmll we speak our secrete?” Thus saying, they agreed to give me 251 rupees, 
and caused me to write in the chopree, and made me guilty (a criminal). When the firkar 

sent 
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«ent for me, I told KhooBhall Wuyed I would not go, when KhooshaU Wuyed and Sahiba 
wrote me a note for 251 rupees, and with it 1 accompanied them to Baroda, and placed the 
note at my house. 

Where is the note written to you by Sahiba and KhooshaU Wuyed? — I produced it to 
Captain Whitehlll. [The note for 251 rupees, of which mention is made in KhcHjshaU 
Wuyed’s deposition, is shown Duyaljec, who says it is the same he received.] 

When Ehooslmll Wuyed and Sahiba persuaded you to make these entries against the 
name df Baba Furkey as bribe in a chopree for Sumvt. 1896 (a. d. 1839-40), of money said 
to have been given in 1897 (a. p. 1840-41), did they show you many docuinepts to prove 
Baba Furkey had been paid the money ?— They did not show me any documentary ])roof8, 
but KhooshaU Wuyed had a chopree, from it he caused the items of receipts and disburse- 
ments to be written. When it came to enter sums in Baba Furkey ’s name, he gave them 
written on a piece of paper, from which 1 w rote. 

In this chopree arc first of all the accountii of Sumvt. 1897 (a.d. 1840-41), then Sumvt. 
1898 (a.d. 1841-42), and lastly Sumvt. 1896 (a.d. 1839-40); explain this?— When I 
wrote the accounts of Sumvt. 1897 (a.d. 1840-41), and Sumvt. 1898 (a. d. 1841-42), in 
this chopree, those of Sumvt. 1896 were not entered at the end of the chopree, except two 
leaves, in which were v^ritten the accounts of Bydra, either by Toolseedass or Girdar Shait; 
and the accounts which are now at the end of the chopree, and are written by KhooshaU 
Wuyed, were not then there. I did not see them. 

Were you Sahibuh’s and Tukutranee’s servant in the years Sumvt. 1897 (a.d. 1840-41) 
and 1898 (a.d. 1841-42); if so, did you write the accounts of those years at the time? — I 
was their servant those years, and wrote the accounts of receipts and disbursements for those 
years, but in those accounts no large items are written. 

This chopree is produced by Sahiba as {ler account book for those years, and you have 
said the accounts for those years are written by you. The chopree is therefore shown to 
you, and you are requested to state plainly on oath, whether there are any entries in it you 
made at the time, that i.s in the years 1897-98 (a.d. 1840-41 and 1841-42)? — I have looked 
at this chopree shown me, and say that not one item therein was written by me in those 
years 1897-98 (a.d. 1840-41, and 1841-42); the whole accounts in that chopree are false, 
mid were written from Khoo.shall Wuyed’s chopree in last October. 

After committing this fmud as you say, and alter falsely swearing before the Political 
Agent, what makes you now come forward to confess your guilt? — My sister’s son 
Ilurjeewun came to Bhadurwa to go to Chucklasee; before I produced the note for 251 
rupees before the sirkar, he slept in Khanpoor ; there he caught fever and cough, on which 
he came in the morning to my house at Bliadurwa. I kept him and told him 1 had com- 
mitted an intrigue, and begged him to hear wdiat I had to say ; then I told liim of the 
concern I had in the intrigue against Baba Furkey, and show^cd him the note for 251 rupees, 
lie said It is written in the note that the business is contemplated, therefore you have 
convicted yourself, therefore come w'ith me to Baroda and wc shall consult with our rela- 
tions,” which I (lid, and met our relatives and remained there one or two days. I showed 
the note to my relative Veerujbhookhum Moda; he advised to go and explain to the Sahib, 
otherwise I should be ruined. Then he went and told Baba Furkey, who advised me that if 1 
was speaking the truth to go and tell the Sahib that he knew nothing of it. This was told 
me by Veerujbhookum ; then I went w ith him to Balm Furkey, w ho took me to the Sahib, 
to whom I told wdiat I had to say, and accordingly the Sahib w'i\ te it down. 1 also pro- 
duced before the Sahib the note for 251 rupees. 

What pay did you receive w’heii you were a servant of Sahiba s; for how many months is 
the pay now due you? — Sahibah and Tukutranee gave me a piitta for 51 rupees per annum, 
and employed me ; of my pay about 500 rupees are now due, and if the interest is counted it 
will be 800 or 900 rupees, but that is in the hands of the Saliib. 

What is the year and date of the putta? — A Sahib came and took Waiikaiiecr ; it was the 
year before or after this that the putta was given me, when Julumslng died, and Sirdarsing 
sat upon the gadee. I did service for three or four years after tliis. 


Before me, on oath, 

(signed) Lewis Brown^ Political Agent. 
(True translation.) 

(signed) Lewis Brown, Political Agent. 

(True copy.) 

(signed) Geo. Fulljames, Political Agent. 
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Translation. 

; From Baee Shree Sahiba Raneejee to Dyaljee Munhordass. 

That when money for the business we have contemplated being done is received, the sum 
of 251 rupees will be paid to you. ^ 

(signed) Baee Shree Rane^ee. 

In the handwriting of Khorshal Vyed. 

Dated Kartick Sood 2d, 1907, 

(6th November 1850.) 

(True translation.) 

(signed) S. Whitehill, Off. Assist. Resident. 

(True copy.) 

(signed) G. Fulljames, Pol. Agent. 


(No. 8.) 


Translation of tlic Deposition of Surdarslng Purtapsing, aged 32 about years ; Hindoo 
Rujpoot; Thakore of Bliaclurwa; given on solemn affirmation before the Political Agent 
in the Rewa Caunta. 


Question, Sahiba, widow of the late Thakore, Jalliinsingjee, of Bhadurwa, has written 
that you paid to Baba Fiirkey lls. 7025. 8. in cash, and mortgaged to him the Bhacclee 
Wanta ; state, therefore, whatever you know in the matter ? — Answer, I have not given any- 
thing to Baba Furkey. I passed a bond to him inovtgaging the Bhaeelee Wanta, in order 
to receive money from him to be paid to the creditors, but did not get any. The bond in 
question is written in the name of Baba’s son, and not in his. 

Did Baba Furkey carry on the management of the village after the bond wtis entered 
into ? — Yes, for about two or three years. 

When you did not receive money from Baba, why did you allow him to enjoy the revenues 
of the village ? — In those years Haba, being sowkai lor my state, was conducting the 
management, and so he received the revenues of Bhaeelee. 

Were the revenues of the Bliaeelec Wanta enjoyed by all the sowkars (partners), or by 
Baba Furkey alone V — That 1 do not remember; but all the sowkars having preferred a 
pecuniary claim against me, and not accounted therein for the revenues of the Bhaeelee 
Wanta, 1 wrote a letter to the surkar (political agent). 

Your letter, dated .)eth Sood, 2d Siinit. 190.3 (a. d. 1846-47), entered on the 16th of June 
1847, is taken out and seen wherein it is written by you, that your claim for the Bhaeelee 
Wanta rupees is only against Baba Furkey, and not on all the sowkars who arc partners; 
Avhile in the answer to the above question you mention of your claim against all the partners, 
how is this? — Baba Furkey had in the month of Polish Sumt. 1903 (a.d. 1846-47) peti- 
tioned to the Politicfd Agent against me on the strength of the mortgage bond, copy of which 
was sent to me, and knowing tliereforc that he had received the money in lieu of that paper, 
I preferred my claim only against Ijim. 

Where is that bond ? — It is with Baba ; a copy of it is in my possession, but at Bhad- 
urwa. 

Why did Baba Furkey not give the money? — He put me off on promises for the same; 
afterwards attachment was placed by Government on my talooka; this having produced 
enmity among us, he did not give me. 

Copies of a petition and a bond presented to the Political Agent by Baba Furkey, on Poush 
Vud. 9th, Sumt 1903 (a.d. 1846-47), claiming possession for the Bhaeelee Wanta, have 
been sent to you, with an order dated 20th January 1847, No. 88. Have you written an 
answer to the same, and if so in what manner ? — Many years having elapsed, I do not re- 
member by heart whether I have written an answer or not. Tlic bond for the Bhaeelee 
Wanta was passed, but no money received. This is my answer. 

(signed) Surdarsing Purtapsing. 

Dated 11th November 1850. 

Before me, on oath, 

(signed) L. Brown, Political Agent. 

(True translation.) 

(signed) L. Brown, Political Agent. 


(signed) 


(True copy.) 

G. Fulljames, Political Agent. 
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(No. 9.) 

Translate of a Mortgoce Bond passed by Maharunna Shree Surdarsingjee Partapsingjee of 
Bhadurwa, to Rajaisnree Luxmunray Venayek Furkey, dated Sumt. 1900, Maha Sood 
6th (corresponding with the 24th January 1844.) 

HaviHg received from you in cash 7,551 rupees at one time and in one item^J freely and 
willingly mortgaged to you, without rent, my wanta of the village of Bhaeelee Taba Baroda 
with the whole of its land, including that on which houses have been built, the wells and ponds 
therein, the trees and pastures, &c., from sky to the bottomless abyss ; altf:) with power and 
authority over it as before. These rupees have been taken to pay off Ae debt due by me to 
certain people, which was incurred while I was at Baroda, for the dispute between me and 
my brother Jallimsingjee about partition; also to liquidate the debt formerly received on 
the above account ; and lafetly, to make a settlement of the demands made against me on 
being lately entrusted with the Swusthan (Bhadurwa) by those creditors from'whom I had 
borrowed money during the time the surkar had made over to me the state of Wankaneer, 
to make up the amount of loss I had sustained on account of its (Wankaneer’s) jumahundee 
being heavy and its population having then deereased. There is no charge of interest on the 
money in question, and no claim by me on the produce of the wanta. Thus I have given 
over (the wanta) for a period of 11 years. It can be redeemed on paying the money in cash 
in one item (after the termination of the period of 1 1 years) on the Akhatreej (end of April 
or beginning of May). If I would not redeem it at the fixed period I cannot do so, even by 
paying the money, until it pleases you to redeem it. This writing is true. 

(signed) Maharunna Shree Surdasingjee Purtapsingjee* 
Witnesses : 

(signature) made in the name of Runchodejee Maharaj 
(one of the Hindoo gods). 

„ Mcheta Doolurjee Runchoi^daas. 

„ Mcheta Coleedass Lulloobhoy. 

„ i)uney Beheehur Mourjee. 

(True translation.) 

(signed) L. Brown, Political Agent. 

(True copy.) 

(signed) G. Fulljaraes, Political Agent. 


(No. 10.) 

Translation of a Copy of a Bond passed by Kunna Surdarsing Purtapsing, Thakore of 
Bhadurwa to Luxumonrow Venaik Furkey, of Baroda, dated Bhadurwa, Sood 13th, 
Sumt. 1904, Monday (a.d. 11th September 1848). 

Having received from you on loan a sum of 7,551 rupees in ready money, in the year 
Sumt. 1900 (a.d. 1843-44), I have passed a bond to you on Mag Sood 5th (January. 24th), 
Sumvt. 1900 (a.d. 1844), mortgaging to you the Bhaeelee Wanta, which is free of rent, 
on the following conditions. Tnat no interest should be charged upon the sum of 7,551 
rupees, nor should I claim the produce of the wanta. In lieu of interest you should enjoy 
the yearly produce of the wanta. The money is to be paid at the end of 11 years. After 
11 years, on Akhatrij (Vysack Sood 3d), on myj^aying the money at once, the wanta shall 
be redeemed. If I fail to pay the money on the date specified, it shall only be redeemed at 
your pleasure on my paying 7,551 rupees. Such conditions are written therein. Accord- 
ing to this agreement you })os8essed the wanta in Sumvt. 1900 (a.d. 1843-44), and enjoyed 
its full produce till the end of Sumvt. 1902 (a.d. 1845-46), in lieu of interest. When I 
caused an attachment to be placed upon the Suvusthan in Sumvt. 1903 (a.d. 1846-47), I 
also caused the wanta to be attached, notwithstanding its being free of jumaliundee; but I 
acknowledge that I owe you the above money, and I also agree to pay you interest from the 
beginning of Sumvt. 1903 (a.d. 1846-47) to this day. That is from the tune you were dis- 
possessed of the wanta on Account of the attachment. But the marriage of my daughter 
having taken place in the above year, I am in want of money ; besides, the debt aue to sow- 
cars has much increased, consequently I am in much want. I therefore requested some 
remission from you upon this ; you, with great kindness, remitted its interest froin the month 
of Cartick Sumvt. 1903 (a.d. 1846-47) up to this day, and 550 rupees from principal, 
and the remaining sum of 7,001 rupees I agree to pay you according to the following instal- 
ments 
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Magh Sood 2d, Suravt. 

1905 (A.D, 

. 1848-49) 

. 

. 

Ra . 
- 750 

Ditto 

ditto 

1906 

ditto - 

• 

- 

- 750 

Ditto 

ditto 

1907 

ditto • 

• 

- 

- 750 

Ditto 

ditto 

1908 

ditto - 


- 

- 750 

Ditto 

ditto 

1909 

ditto - 


• 

- 750 

Ditto 

ditto 

1910 

ditto - 

• 

- 

- 750 

Ditto 

ditto 

1911 

ditto - 

• 


- 750 

Ditto 

ditto 

1912 

ditto - 

• 

. 

- 750 

Ditto 

ditto 

1913 

ditto - 


• 

- 750 

Ditto 

ditto 

1914 

ditto - 

- 

- 

- 251 




Total 

. . 

- 

J?s.7,(K)l 


According, to the above instalments I will pay the money every year. Should I, however, 
fail to pay tne money on the dates specified, I will pay interest at the rate of 12 rupees per 
cent, from the date of instalment to the time I pay the money. In lieu of this money I have 
mortgaged the following villages. For the amount of jumahundee, due from our Suvusthan, 
some Bowcar will become security every year. With this sowcar I will make some arrange- 
ments every year for my private allowance ; and I will make the sowcar agree before you, 
in the month of Cartic every year, to pajr you the money, according to the instalments, out 
of the private allowance. In lieu of this money due to you I have mortgaged to you my 
Bhaeelee Wanta, which is free from any jumahundee. If in any year you cannot get the 
money according to the fixed instalment you should take possession of the wanta, manage its 
affairs, and take up your remaining money. If you can collect more than the amount of your 
instalment, you should take it and account for it in the next instalment ; if less, I will make 
good the amount. The wanta will only be redeemed on your receiving the whole of your 
money. If no security can be obtained in any year, and the attachment from the surkar be 
renewed, I will pay you the money according to the fixed instalments, without any delay, 
out of my private allowance I receive from the surkar. Should I deviate from this, or act 
dishonestly, Runclforeryejee (name of God) is the mediator between us. For me to observe 
this and pay the money is given as my security. 

I (security) write of my own free will and accord, 

that Thakore Surdasing Purtabsingjee will act as above, and pay the money according to the 
fixed instalments ; if not, he will deliver over the tham (Bhaeelee Wanta). Should he, &c., 
dispute for anything, and not pay the money, I will pay it out of my own private purse, ac- 
cording to the conditions above described ; and I shall only be relieved from this guai*antee 
when 3ie whole of your money is paid up. Written with my own free will and sound judg- 
ment. 

(signed) Runna Surdarsin^ee Purtapsingjee, 

In his own handwriting. 

Written by Doolubjee Kunchoredass. 

Witnesses : 

1 Shree Kunchorerye Maharaj. 

1 Dooluvjee, on the part of Chasutjee Jubhaec 
V eerabhace. 

1 Dooluvjee Eunchoredas. 

1 Duvey Bechur Maojee. 

1 Dessaee Hurrilall Bhicabhaec, of Sunkhera, 
in his own handwriting. 

(True translations.) 

(signed) L. Brown, Political Agent. 

(True copy.) 

(signed) G. Fulljames, Political Agent. 


(No. 11.) 

Translation of a Communication from Venayek Moreshwar Turkey to the address of 
Major Lewis Brown, Political Agent in the Rewa Caunta, dated Sumt. 1907, Jaith 
Sood 12th (corresponding with the 10th June 1851). 

A.C. 

You requested me to submit a written statement, if I have to make, in regard to the com- 
plaint preferred against me by Saheb Koover of Bhadnrwa, which has been inquired into, so 
that it (statement) may be sent to Government with a report ; accordingly I represent it in 
the following articles ; — 

1. YouYcoiisidering Saheb Kcover as complainant is proper; but I cannot conceive ftiom 
the inquiry that has bean instituted whether Khooshal Wuy^ was considered as ;<xi]|qdaiiiant 
or witness ; because sometimes while answering a question he became a witness, and somerimes 

a complainant. 
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^ complainant. What must thia be ? — From the evidences of the said Wuyed and others, which 
you took, and the book produced (a forged one), names of other witnesses come out. They 
were to be called on, and proofs from certain papers sent for and examined^ but yo^ have 
not done so ; and you intend to forward on to Government an imperfect case ; this xnakes 
me helpless* But what I am obliged to solicit is, that if you pass on the case to Government 
after sending for and examining into the evidences of prooft, as per accompanying memo- 
randop, it will all be clear. I urge this, because you will afterwards have to take trouble, 
owing to the imperfect case. 1^ 

It is very strange that you have carried on the case of this complaint. This is as fol- 
lows: — Ten years have elapsed as to the subject of complaint the petitifmer mentions, while 
I have been not of the Government employment since tne last eight years. Why was not the 
complaint preferred for so many days ? If her claim was right there w'as no difficulty what- 
ever for her complaining. 1 never heard whether the surkar did, after hearing one’s com- 
plaint against another tnrown out of seiwice seven or eight years before, institute such an 
inquiry into it as in the present case. I think you have been obliged to trouble yourself, 
owing to the force of my enemies’ fortune. It appears only from what Saheb Ba has written, 
that she has no authority during Tukhut-ranee’s lifetime ; and further, that as she had to 
make the adoption, slie hud the necessity of giving the money, and so she has given them ; 
while Blmwa-bhaee states, that when Jaluin Singjee was seated Tukhut-ranee expended 
7,000 rupees ; this is false, because, in Jalum Sing’s time, JMaha-ranee, the mother of Tukhut- 
ranee, paid rupees as nuzrana to the Gaekwar’s Government. The said Bhawa-bhaee also 
declares, that when Saheb Ba demanded money from Tukhut-ranee, she said if she were to 
give her ruj)ee8 by placing her two jewels, how would she maintain herself. From this it 
clearly appears that Tukhut-ranee did not pay anything ; such also is seen from what Tukhmt- 
ranee has w’ritteu. While from the evidences of Kboshal Wuyed and Bhawa-bhaee, andlseeh 
ing certain rupees (forged entry) credited on account of Tukhut-ranee in the fabricated book, 
some money appears belonging to the latter, but no positive place can be ascertained from 
wheuce they were brought. The petitioner claims irom writing down as she likes money 
entries, without fearing from any one. You should therelbre take into consideration the 
understanding on which she does so. How will tlie money of such a false claim be proved ? 

2. Bhawa-bhaee writes that Tukhut-ranee, being a respectable woman, has not complained 
against any one. Such a falsehood he writes. But proofs of her complaints to the Bombay 
Govenimcnt, after her losing lier Itaj, and after my being out of employment at present 
there, and in the Kewa Caunta Agency, among the records of a.d. 1844. At last an order, 
No. 256, dated the 20th February 1844, was sent to her (Tukhut-ranee) by the Saheb 
(Political Agent), stating, that after inquiring into her complaint for bringing against the 
office carkoons, a report was submitted to Government, to winch a reply w^as received, to 
the purport that she was a seditious w^oman, and should therefore go out of Bhadurw^a. Such 
was her respectability. If she had truly given me these rupees, Avhat objection was there for 
her complaining against me too at the time she did on all carkoons? You will perceive, on 
considering the above, tliat the claim against me is false. Other carkoons were in service 
when she petitioned against them, while I was not. What modesty had she for me that she 
did not complain ? 

3. It is projier for you to consider why did not that knave Kooshal Wuyed complain 
gainst me, if the claim was just, when he again petitioned agiiinst the office people before 
Thomas Ogilvy ? 

4. 'Jlie said Wuyed also complained against the office carkoons before Mr. Mansfield, and 
produced fabricated books, at which time, too, they (the W uyed and others) w^ere driven out, 
having been considered cheats and liars. The book now produced is one of those formerly 
produced before that gentleman, and which w’ere all returned to the Wuyed at the Pundoo 
camp ; but its leaves were not then so torn and inked as are no\v. It is a joint, book, 
belonging to Deveedass and the Wuyed, which was seen by me on being showm to me, when 
a dispute was going on between them ; its leaves then were not torn and inked, and further, 
the office people and Nursoopunt’s son spoke ill of me at the time to the Saheb (Mr. Mans- 
field), for which the latter was very angry with me. If the money for this dispute were 
truly due from me, a complaint would hnvo instantly been made ; because they said they 
received an improper answer from me during the years St. 1900 and 1904 (a.d. 1843-4 and 
1847-8), while, afterwards, the Wuyed and others were every year making petitions. Who 
was then preventing them complsuning against me, in spite of my not giving them proper 
answer, that they did not do so ? If you consider upon this you will know that their com- 
ploiut is a fidse one. 

5. The petitioner, in her deposition, shows a book, and names Bhawa-bhaee and Khooshal 

Wuyed as witnesses as her proof for giving money. These latter being men of the peti- 
tioner’s liouse. Save, with an unanimous upiniom brought this imposture on me. In their 
deppsitions some dissimilitude seems to have been caused, which, if viewed by you with a 
ncnnnte attention, it does not appear through justice there would, remain any necessity here- 
aittei? to urge forward the case. The strongest proof the petationer lias, is that private 
fia:ged book, which, if properly scrutinized, it will oe observed the false accusation has been 
ipsed through enmity. It is thus : The petitioner says, in her representation, the book is 
per on dishursenientS entered thifeein, it cannot 

a(^uslment was inode in the private book St. 1897 
on tlm very eame day, 2d!y. Seveidi entries of the receipts and disburse- 

560. N rr a ments 
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ni6nts in that book are made by Khooshal Wyed’s son Behehur. He must be 10 or 12 
years of age during the year for which the book Is made^ and was not therefore so conscious 
as to write ; and if he were so, entries of his hand-writing, made in a current line in the 
middle of the books for the same year, belonging to Daveedass Jetha, partner of the Wuyed, 
should be shown. 3dly. In the private book of Saheb Ba’s there was no necessity for the 
Wuyed to enter, without any details, abstracts of the receipts and disbursements of Buhi- 
dura, of two years during Jalum Sing’s time ; but only from falsity to make up the item of 
Rs. 2,111. 4. which has been drawn on Cartick Sood 2d, St. 1897 (a.d. 1840--41), and 
from the deposition of the Wuyed, it has been proved the amount of balance was clearly 
put wrong ; and moreover, how can the whole receipts of Buliidura come on this Saheb Ba’s 

E rivate book, as the management was conducted by her mother-in-law? Also the petitioner 
erself stated she had no authority whatever; it is therefore to be taken into consideration 
how the balance of Bu h id ura would have come (in Saheb Ba’s book). 4thly. The adjust- 
ment of the money is made by Khotaree Diiyaljee Munoredass, a poor villager, who being 
unacquainted with the Government’s regulations, and induced by the offer of 25 1 rupees, 
and also on bein^ told by the petitioner and the Wuyed, wrote the receipts and disburse- 
ments in a forged book, in four or five days during last Aso (October), with the assistance 
of the Wuyed’s son Behehur, according to the dictation made to him, and gave the deposi- 
tion when he came to the hoozoor, just as he was persuaded by the Wuyed; but on being 
made known afterwards of the punishment the Government’s regulation award, and to save 
himself from the sirkar’s fear, presented before the sirkar ( Resident) through Soorujram, 
and disclosed truly the whole fraud, but owin^ to mv fortune days his statement must liave 
appeared to you fiilse, and so you have imprisoned him who is ]>oor ; while it seems you do 
not fake into consideration the conduct of the fabricator Khooshal Wuyed, who still again 
arises new frauds in the city, with continual assistiince from the people of both the durbars. 
You always say orally, by looking at the past correspondence, that the Wuyed is not a true 
man; never mind; but it clearly apjiears, if attention is paid on the note produced by 
Duyaljee, that the petitioner and Khooshal Wuyed have committed a hi^h offence ; and they 
have acknowledgect, in their depositions, that the note in question is written by them, 
wherein it is plainly mentioned that the above 251 rupees will be given to you when the 
money from the business which is contemplated are received.” It is dated Cartick Sood 2d, 
1907 (a.d. 1850-51); and when it was shown to the petitioner by carkoon Wamuti Rao, by 
order of the sirkar (political agent), she stated it was genuine, and acknowledged that the 
rupees would be given from what were to be received. Thus clearly she said ; while 
Khooshal Wuyed deceitfully states, in his deposition, that the business contemplated is the 
marriage of Baeejcc, and where the money is to come is from whence the debt is to be 
incurred. This he says is his internal thought. Again, he said Baee and Jalum Singjee 
owed Duyaljee five years’ pay, and as the latter was every day dunning for it and doing 
business for the Baee, one day on his having remained fasting up to noon, and therefore 
taking into consideration the business he was performing, and pitying he had nothing in his 
house to subsist upon, a note was written for his pay and given him. Also he stated he 
forgot mentioning in the note the circumstance of the service, that Duyaljee never peti- 
tioned nor sat dunning ; and further, that Tukhutra-nee, at the time of expiring, asked 
Saheb Ba to promise her if she would pay to Duyaljee, when she could, the arrears of his 
allowance, to which she replied, no heap was to be received from the State; but that, when 
she borrowed 10,000 rupees from some one, at the time of Baeejee’s marriage, she would 
pay from that. Such a promise was given, and therefore the note was written. Again, it 
is said by him that when Duyaljee greatly persisted, Saheb Ba, with an angry look, caused 
the note to be written ; besiefes, it would seem improper if the circumstance of the service 
were openly mentioned in the note ; also he said a great many lies, which if detailed would 
be too long, and I have therefore written in short. His evidence contains the whole of his 
falsehood, which must have come U) your notice; but they (the Wuyed and others) have no 
fear whatever from the surkar, owing to the support from the people, for si>eaking to or 
writing lies before it, and therefore they write as they like, and it is very surprising that you 
do not find faults with them, and trouble yourself. 

If you pay attention on the above articles with good intentions, it does not appear there 
would remain any necessity hereafter to urge forward the case. 

1. Looking at the book produced, the entries credited therein of the suras received are 
forged. The circumstance is as follows: — 1st. The book was fabricated in last Aso (Octo- 
ber) by Duyaljee and the Wuyed’s son, according to the Wuyed’s dictation; the heading of 
the book was for Sumt, 1896 (a.d. 1839-40) ; the W^uyed told Duyaljee to write in it 
accounts for Sumt. 1897 (a.d. 1840-41), which the latter refused, when the Wuyed alteredi 
with his own hand, the number 96 for 97, which distinctly appears, and entered therein 
Bs. 2,111. 4. as balance on Cartick Sood 2d, Sumt. 1897 {a.d. 1840-41);, but he and the 
petitioner do not show the proof required from the former year’s booki The Wuyed 
verbally said there was a balance of Rs. 2,066. 8. 6. in deposit, on account of the village of 
Buhidura, for the years Sumt. 1895 and 1896 (a.d. 1838-39 and 1839-40), to which some 
rupees from the house were added, and brought over the balance on Cartick Sood 2d, Sumt. 
1897 (a d. 1840-41), of Rs. 2,111. 4. At the bottom of the book are copied by some one 
the accounts of Buhidura, for Sumt. 1896 (a.d. 1839-40), showing no balance whatevit 
therein for Sunit. 1895 (a.d. 1838-39). An item of Rs. 1,033. 7. 3. has been credited f6r 
Sumt 1896 (a.d. 1839-40), as havmg been received through Seith Toolseedass; dedtf^iirA 
therefrom Rs. 947. 11, expended on account of Tukhut-ranee, a balance of Rs. 85. 12. ^ 

has 
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has remained. It clearly appears from this th^t the entry of Rs. 2,111. 4. as balance, has 
been fraudulently entered by their own hand-Wiitings. Further, he (the Wuyed) stated in 
his deposition that the receipts of Seera, including those of Buhidura, amounted (for two 
years) to 3,600 rupees, being 1,800 a year ; of which, deducting 1,800 rupees as expenses 
for two years, at 900 a year, 1,800 remained as balance. He verbally speaks false and 
causes it to be written, but he hi^ no accounts whatever. Thakore Jalumsingjee was alive 
in these 4fewo years, when the petitioner hod no authority to receive the rupees from Buhi- 
dura ; and if it (Buhidura) were assigned for the household expenses, the expenditure would 
have been made by Tukhutranee ; that therefore, if you call Toolseedass Saith, and send for 
and examine the accounts for Sumvuts 1895 and 1896 (a. d. 1838-39 aid 1839-40), you 
will thoroughly be convinced that the balance which is false, is so. At the time Duyaljee 
wrote accounts in the book, those of Buhidura for Sumt. 1896 (a.d, 1839-40), were entered 
by Saith Toolseedass and Gccrdhur ; but there was no abstract in the book of the accounts of 
Buhidura for Sumts. 1895 and 1896 (a.i>. 1838-39 and 1839-40), which is now entered 
afresh by Khooshal Wuyed’s hand. It clearly appears, from Duyaljee’s statement, that 
during the years Sumts. 1897 and 1898 (a.d. 1840-41 and 1841-42), when he was inBaee’s 
employ, no entry of any lar^e amount has any time been entered by him. If you, there- 
fore, take this circumstance into your consideration, you will know the petitioner and the 
Wuyed to be inventors of forgeries. 

2. Nine hundred and 1,175 rupees arc credited respectively to Sha Bheekha Narayen and 
Muckunjee Ilureebhaee. These rupees belong to Tukhutranee ; but she, it clearly appears 
from the statements of Bhawabhacc and others, has positively refused to give money. Why 
does the petitioner, then, credit in her private book ready money on account of the above 
two persons? If the money were received in cash, and given by Tukhutranee, the same 
should have been credited to the latter’s account ; but they have not been received, so the 
items have been adjusted ; but cither the f>etitioner or the Wujy'ed has deceitfully caused the 
money to be credited in cash on account of Tukhutranee, in Muckunjee Ilureebliaee’s book. 
The item of 1,175 rupees the Wuyed has debited to Muckun^e, in his (Wuyed) and 
Deveedass’ joint book, at page 19, and credited the same and Sha Bhcek ha’s 900, amounting 
in all to 2,075, to Tukhutranee, at the same page, in the same book, on Maghshur Vud 30, 
Sumt. 1897 (a.d. 1840-41), while Muckunjee has falsely entered (the item) in cash. He 
13 therefore liable to be punished for having committed a forgery. The above two items 
have been adjusted; no one has received in cash. Khooshal Wuyed says, he having caused 
adjustment to be made on account of the two Banyans, received 900 rupees fiom Bhawa- 
bhaee, and paid t1»e same to Tukhutranee. Bhawabhaee de]:x)se8 that he has an account 
current with the Wuyed for 200 or 400 rupees, that he possesses no bond for the 1,900 or 
2,000 rupees he lias given, and that there arc no books at his house, but he has bonds in his 
possession for the items of about 1,375 and 750 rupees he afterwardspaid the Wuyed. InBhawa- 
bhaee’s account, among the books the Wuyed has produced, there does not appear to have 
credited, in the month of Maghsur, the item of 1,900 or 2,000 rupees; nor does Bhawa- 
bhaee say any tiling about his Imving given 900 rupees to Khooshal Wuyed, which the 
latter said he received and paid to the Baee. Tlie Wuyed, too, has not afforded credit for 
the money he said he brought from Bhawabhaee. The papers therefore prove that the 
item of 2,075 rupees is also quite false as the above, and it will easily convince you that it is so. 

3. It is mentioned, in the fabricated book produced, that 3,201 rupees were brought from 
Heemutsing ; but there is no proof for it. Heemutsing was the father of Saheb Ba ; he is 
dead, and therefore his name is falsely written and credited (money) to him, as his evidence 
is not to be obtained. He was dying for hunger, and so he generally used to reside in Bha- 
durwa, when Tukhutranee supplied him with cloths, &c. : tins is known to every one. The 
information you sent for and obtained from Broach, of his wealth and income, shows plainly 
there are no books at his house. I do not at present explain the circumstances as to the 
manner in which the information of his wealth has been obtained. I leave it for the future ; 
but the depositions of the petitioner, Khooshal Wuyed, and Bhawabliaee, will satisfactorily 
prove difference and falsehood as to the information regarding Heemutsing. 

4. Tw^o thousand rupees are credited in the fabricated book, on account of the petitioner’s 
sister, but you do not call her and take her deposition ; and moreover it will clearly be seen^ 
firom the depositions of the petitioner, tlie Wuyed and Bhawabhaee, that the money have not 
been received from Sooruj Ba, The sister’s name is just as falsely entered as the father^s ; 
but there is no proof for her having given the money, except that it has been caused to be 
written in the book by Cotharee Duyaljee. Supposing this to be the proof, the fraud has 
been committed. When the Wuyed was not punished for the false deeds he performed as 
be liked, his expectation for committing frauds has been increased ; and why will it not, 
when great men combine to give assistance to him ? In this manner the above rupees have 
been openly and falsely credited in the book. As she (the petitioner) would not therefore 
get the money, how could she have given them ? If you minutely take this into your consi- 
deration you will, it appears, have no wish to trouble yourself any further. 

5. The conmlainaut plainly writes in her petition that she, according to the custom of the 
Rig^ adopted from her orothers ^near relatives) Bapoosii^, placed him on the gaudee» and 
wr^ a letter to the Saheb (Political Agent) to obtain the sanction ; and in the deposition, 
t^t Bi^Vadvi^ was asked and then the adoption made; that the person who went to ask 
hit advice wae either Bawabhaee or the Wuyed; and further, that her mother-in-law went 
to ask, and that to ask and to make an agreement is the same thing. Khooshal Wuyed said 
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that after haviM made the adoption accordu:|g to the custom, ^ both the Baees sent him and 
Bawabhaee to Baroda; and further, that Bt^mutsing and Keelansing h^ gone to Baroda 
to ask advice, before tlie adoption was made, and other falsebood besides* Bhavrahhaee 
said, as he was not trusted, Saheb Ba’s father, Heemutsing, had geme and spoke other hes ; 
such should have come to your notice from the depositions of these three persons, 

6. The petitioner said in her representation, I told her that if she gave me 12,000 rupees 
I would persuade the Sabeb (Political Agent), and cause her adoption to be sanctioned, and 
in the deposition, that she never personally talked to me. Khooshal Wuyed stated, that 
after having made the adoption according to tlie custom, both the Baees sent him and 
Bhawabliaec to Baroda to cause the same to be sanctioned, when I demanded 12,000 rupees 
from them, to which they answered in the affirmative, and asked to allow the adoption to be 
made, and cause it to be sanctioned by the Saheb (Political Agent). He further said, that 
when he, Tuklmtranee and Bhawabhaee went to Baroda for obtaining the sanction, after the 
demise of Kuruneingiee, I wanted 12,000 rupees, which they acknowledged to give on my 
telling them I would return the same if their business be not accomplished. Bhawabhaee 
said that Jalumsingjee’s second wife, Belicnjcc Ba, being his niece, he was not to be trusted, 
so that Saheb Ba’s father, Heemutsing, went to Baroda, and on his return informed Tukhut- 
ranee he i>romi8ed to pay me 12,000 ru[)ecs, and that I gave assistance to make the adop- 
tion. He also stated, that when Tukhutranec went to Baroda, after making the adoption, I 
wanted 12,000 rujxjes, to which she replied, 10,000 rupees have at first been settled to be 
paid to me, that Bajeebaee, of Barrea, was a witness to it, and that she possessed a writing 
too from him to the effect, which she would give me if 1 ask. I then asked when she would 
give (money), and her answer was, that she would make it up during the cold season ; such 
a false accusation has been made ; conversation in regard to bribery is always held secretly, 
and it is therefore to be considered by you, whetlier a boy of five years of age will ever pass 
a writing, or keep a witness before receiving (any bribe). Bajeebhaee and Tukhutranec 
having died, a letter or a false writing may in any way be written or made in their names, 
as their evidences are not to be obtaiiied, and that there is no one to prevent it being made. 
Their (the complainant and others) frauds therefore require to be attended to. 

7. It is stated that 8,800 rupees, in four items, were paid; it is all false, as will appear 
from the papers in the Surkar’s (Political Agent’s) dufturs, their (the petitioner and others) 
depositions and other proofs. The circumstances are as follows : 

8. The complainant said in her petition, that she sent me 8,800 rupees, in four items, on 
my having satisfied Khooshal Wuyed, and debited the same in her private book, while in 
her deposition she stated she paid me the money when the Sidiib’s camp moved to Bhadurwa ; 
and further, that her mothcr-ln-law went to Baroda, made arrangement with me to cause 
her son to be succeeded to the gaudcc, and settled to pay me rupees. She then sent for 
and obtained money from her father and sister, to which she added what she had, and 
reckoned the same in her mcthcr-iu-law’s presence, and gave to the AVuyed and Bhawabaee, 
who paid them to me in the dhurumsulla, where I had jmt up, and also sent to Baroda, 
altogether in four items, namely, two in Bliadurvva and two at Baroda, but she remembered 
not, she saidj how many at each place. It is therefore very surprising, that she who is the 
owner of the money knows everything of the false accusation, and notliing about the 
amounts. The reason is, tliat as the complaint is false, she will be enwrapped if any differ- 
ence occurs in the items, and therefore she, knowinglyi says she knows not. She also 
said, the first item was made up by selling lier jewels, that she gave it from the balance 
in deposit; further, that the proofs for her having given the money were the witnesses 
and the book, written by Duyaljee, that the rupees had been entered by her in her 
presence at the very time she reckoned them out, and lastly, that she, her mother4n-law, 
Khooshal Wuyed, Bhawabaee, and Duyaljee, were all present when the entry was written in 
the book. 

9. Khooshal Wuyed stated that 8,800 rupees were paid through him in four items ; that 
Bhawabhaee was with him ; that he received the first item of 1,700 rupees from Tukhut- 
ranee. The items of 1,175 rupees and 900 rupees, making in all 2,075, were received respec- 
tively from Muekunjee Plurreebhaee and Bheekha Nanin, the same being due by them to 
Tukhutranee, Another item of 3,201 rupees was sent for and obtained irom her hrodber, 
Heemutsing, and another of 2,000 from Sahibba’s sister, 8oortt]ba, the same being the 
latter’s private money. When they had been summed up, an item of 4,500 rupees was 
first given (to me), and afterwards another of 526. Again, he said the father and sister 
Bent (the money), and further, that they were bro^ht by them. That Bie two itetus 
of 1,700 and 2,075 were paid to me by him and BlMwa%maee respectively on Magbshur 
Vud 14th, and the next day, at about midniglvt, when in the Bhadurwa dhurumsulla. 
Afterwards I fell sick and jirocoeded to Baroda on leave, telUng them they should biifig 
the other rupees at Baroda and give them tome; so they took with them 4,500 rupees on 
borseback, came to Baroda, and paid the same to me on Foush Bood 2d, in an old ^house. In 
the garden to my house. Again, 525 rupees were brought from Bhadurwa and given to me 
at the same place. At this time Bhawabhaee was with him. He also said that the item 
of 525 rupees was given four or five days after that of 4,500; that two or three 
after he gave the latter amount, he went alone to Bhadurwa; BhawnUtaee was hot ^th 
liim. Baee then gave him 325 rupees, which he brought to Baroda and paid 

He said the first item of 1,700 rupees was given to him by the Baee from the 

Baee/ It hleaiSy appears from the Wuyet’s statement, is Tukhutranee* Be agliiil litf Ibo 
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was not present when the money was entered in the book, while a memorandum of the 
rupees mven was made by hi^i, from whic^ Id or she (who) wrote that on Poushsood 3d 
or 4 th ; lie gave a memorandum of the three mma, and the last item was verbally dictated 
by him; that he knows not where. the acxK>unt paper is, and that he declared on oath the 
writing in the book was seen by him in Sumvut 1898 (a.i>. 1841-42), and not before that. 

10. Bhawabhaee said that 8,800 rupees have been given in the month of Maghsur Sumt. 
1897 (a.i>. 1840-41), 1,700 rupees on Maghsur Vud l4tb, and 2,075 on the next day in 
the Bbadurwa dhurumsulla, at one pahor at night (nine o’clock); afterwards, on Poush 
Sood Ist, he and Khooshal Wuyed came to Baroda, and on the ensuing-day paid (me) 
4,500 rupees, and 600 or 625 on Sood 6th, in my bouse ; who else there was he knew 
not. He also said they were given (to me) by him and Khooshal Wuyed at Baroda, at 10 
or 11 at night, in a room to the left side, while entering the gate of my old house, purchased 
by Gujra, the door of which (room) is situated in an easterly direction ; that his nephew, 
jfaranjee, who was with him, stood at some distance ; that I was then alone, and I stood on 
the threshold of the rear door, and that I received the mon^ and kept the same in the house. 
He again said, that after giving 4,500 rupees, Khooshal Wuyed went to Bhadurwa, and on 
his return, in four or five days, he paid the last item, and afterwards both of them proceeded 
to Bhadurwa. On being questioned, whether he remained at Baroda after giving 4,500 
rupees, he said he did for a fortnight, on account of a mohsiil being imposed upon him. lie 
further said the last item given was of 500 or 525 rupees. 

There being such a discrepancy in the statements of these three persons, it appears their 
assertion for having given money is openly false. As the entries on the credit side of 
the book have been found to be wrong, there is no doubt those on the debit one are also 
such. This is a point for you to consider upon. The difference shown in their depositions 
openly confute their telling that the money were credited on receiving, and debited on pay- 
ing. Duyaljee Cotharee being induced, by receiving a note for 251 rupees, wrote the book 
in the month of Aso (October) last, according to the Wiiyed’s dictation. It is in detail, 
showing the name, place, through whom (the money were paid), and dates. The reason 
why there has happened so much difference between the depositions and the book is because 
the story containing sin will no longer be kept secret. This should be viewed by you with 
attention. The fmlowing sums have, in detail, been falsely debited in the book on my 
account, in the months of Maghshur and Poush. 

jR... 

3,775 to Rajaishree Veenayek Moreshwur, alias Baba Sahib. 

Us, 1,700 paid in cash on Vud 14, 

2,075 in cash. 

Paid by Vuyed Khooshalbhaec on Maghsur Vud 30th. 

4,500 to Rajaishree Veenayek Moreshwur, alias Baba Sahib, on Poush Sood 2d. 

Rs. 4,500 paid in cash by Vuyed Khooshalbhaec and Bhawabhaee. 

525 to Rajaishree Veenayek Moreshwur, alias Baba Turkey, on Posh Sood 8th. 

Rs, 525 in cash, sent through Wuyed Khooshalbhaec and Bhawabhaee. 

Thus it is written in the book ; It is therefore to be considered by you, that if the case of 
bribery were true, have such accounts anywhere been seen or heard of? Hurreebhugtee’s 
Setanee Joyteebhaee’s case was lately going on in the residency, and (in the books) lacs of 
rupees for bribe have been entered on account of Sittee (line), which the shroff declared were 
fraudulent entries. The books show no name or place of any person, while false entries 
have been debited against my name, and a fabricated book produced, and therefore you take 
great pains. They (the Wuyed and others) experience no difficidty in inventing such a 
forged book, as he who is modest has every kind of difficulty. You carry on the case by 
considering that book as those in possession of all the resj>ectable and wise shroffs in rank 
with Atmaramsha. I therefore humbly beg to state, that if you compare the forged book 
lately invented with the depositions, their iraud will ojienly come to light. You who are 
impartial will, of course, find out the knavery of those who accuse (me) wrongfully from the 
papers in the Surkar’s records ; but I explain plainly in a manner tnat it may be understood 
by the ignorant men, that the knave Wuyed, who raised this disturbance, has been advised 
in the matter by persons holding high appointments ; to this there is no doubt, as it clearly 
appears so from the wording of the petition. It is true that the Katndars are where the 
Saheb’s camp is. 'fhe book has been made up by keeping in mind the month (they were 
at Bhadurwa), and false proofs stated for the items paid in Bhadurwa and Baroda, which 
have been disproved from each other’s statements. The proofs iu the Surkar’s office records 
to refute them also are as follows : 

11. Bhawabhaee and others stated that two items, one on Posh Sood 2d and the other on 
Sood 6th, were given in Baroda. I was servant of the agent’s, wliose camp was then at 
Bhadurwa. Bhawabhaee was also there ou Sood 6th ; he and Kaleeoass, who were 
Nishadars for the state, paid, in presence of the Rewa Kanta agent, 481 rupees 11 annas, on 
account of the jumabunaee bond, and received an aeknowled|mieut for it, No, 2,154, dated 
2 Ist December 1840 : vide the diary. On the some day (Posh Sood 6th) they gave to the 
Sahib a Nisha bond for Sumvut 1897 (a.d. 1840^1), as Mr received. No. 2,743, in the 
inward book. It is signed by Mr. Remington. On ^edn^^y the Posh Sood 7, on 
order, dated 30th December, No. 2,161, has been stot on Bhawabhaee regarding arrange- 
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ment for his niece Bebenjceba, married to Thakore Jalumeingjee. He was at Bhadurwa at 
the time. On Thursday the Posh Sood 8 December 184p), he presented to the Saheb« 
at Bhadurwa, a yad of two paragraphs, requesting that, as the lyots of his p^gunnahs wew 
absolute, securities should be taken from them, and that Ilunna liunchorejee and Kuleeja 
Narayenjee should be caused to pay the amount of tribute due from them. It has received 
No. 2,761 on it. Bhawabhaee was present too at Bhadurwa on Posh Sood 2d, being a 
holiday on account of Christmas. On Saturday, the Posh Sood 3d, he submitted a yad to 
the Sahel), requesting recovery of 800 rupees from Hanna Jorbhaee, the same having been 
taken or collected by Bncc Sujanba from the village of Jaspoor. It is entered on 26th 
December 1840J No. 2,731. On Posh Sood let, an order, No. 2,135, has been sent on 
Bhawabhaee to pay up and adjust the account with a corn-dcalcr of Baroda. It plainly 
^ appears, tliereforc, from the office records, tliat Bhawabhaee was at Bhadurwa on the days it 

is falsely asserted that two items were given to me at Baroda. It is for you now^ to con- 
^ sidcr how could he and the Wuyed have paid me the money as is said by them. He 

declared iie was at Baroda for a fortnight on account of a mohsul being imposed on him. 
A mohsul from the agent must have been on him, but as the Saheb’s camp was at Bhadurwa, 
whom did he come before at Baroda on account of the mohsul, and what was the necessity 
for his coming? He was at the time performing the business of tiie Carbharcc on accoimt 
of the demise of Jalumsinirjec, the owmer of the Raj, and the Saheb had encamped at his 
village. If the Carbharee^ were then out to some village, he would have instantly come 
there for business, and to make arrangement for tlie Sowarce. How could he have, there- 
fore, remained at Baroda, as is said by him ? Moreover, the succession case was going on 
there, and his attendance was of great consequence. His telling he w as at Baroda is, there- 
fore, quite fidse ; and this too should be considered by you. How could he, on being at 
Bhadurwa, have come to Baroda to give me the money ? In a similar manner Wuyed said 
he and Bliawabhaec went and paid me (money); Bhawabhaee being at Bhadurwa, who was 
it that accompanied him (the Wuyed)? I, being the Saheb’s servant, was also with his 
camp. I performed business in the office on the very days it is said by tlicm in their deno- 
sitions they gave me the money ; proofs for it have been pointed out (by me) from the office 
records. Moreover (if further proofs arc required), myself being the dufturdar, the dates on 
all the letters dispatched during the above-named days have been entered by my hand, and 
the signature made by Mr. Remington. If you are desirous to see those letters you should 
send for them, when their (the Wuyed and others) whole misrepresentation will appear to 
you. How much shall I say to you of the mendacity of those knave people. It has already 
been found out from the papers they have produced in this false accusation, and you have 
been satisfied with it. I do not, therefore, trouble yon by writing any further. The money 
claim is groundless. I know nothing about receiving (the money); false witnesses and 
proofs have been produced in regard to the fabricated charge brought on me; but God 
Deing the protector of the true man, their falsehood has been openly found out. There are 
many other proofs to prove their (the Wuyed and others) assertion to be false; but I do not 
* S, O. at present produce them, as their^ he has already been proved against them. 

12. The complaint which Khooshal Wuyed (a rogue, liar, and chief adviser of Saheb Koover) 
made to the Surkar, lias been proved by his own hand-writing and the book to be wholly 
fabricated ; but as he has not been punished, his desire for committing similar frauds is 
increasing. It came to my knowledge a case was going on in your office, in which he 
accused wrongfully such a respectable shroff' as Gurblioo Sukhec for jewels. From this and 
the past con*e8pondence you would have been made known of his descent (or nobleness). 
He 18 the very man who has brought this false accusation on rne ; what shame has he in 
fabricating a note ? He may do according to his custom ; but the petitioner said nothing 
about the note since you received the petition until you carried on the case in the month of 
November, and again took down the evidences in March. She said in her representation 
that as I was a Government servant it was not customary to give a writing ; but the rupees 
were paid (me) on ray satisfying Khooshal Wuyed. On this I questioned her ojxjnly that 
I gave bonds to those from whom I received money during the time I was a Government 
ser\^ant ; she in answer to it said I would have given her (a writing) also ; and when asked 
to produce the same before the Surkar, she said she would do so ; she had it not then by her, 
and again said she would show it on the next day (to morrow) if she jiossessed it. The only 
reason for her telling thus was, that her supporters liad not on the day the questions were 

E ut to her prepared the forged note, and therefore she could not produce it ; but she may 
ave done so after it must have been prepared. Tlie Government law is, that if during «n 
inquiry into such a case conversation were to touch upon any bond, it should immediately 
be sent for ; but you liave not done so, and it clearly appears the supporters would have in 
the meantime fabricated the note and produced it ; but God having a proper measure to 
weigh the tmth and fiction, the ]>etitioner could not say whether she got the note written, 
or that she possessed it ; when asked by you for the proof that I received the money in my 
hand, she showed the witnesses and the book, and nothing else ; on being questioned on oatn 
whether she had any conversation with me on thq subject from before up to the present day, 
she answered in the negative. How would the deceivers Khooshal Wuyed and Bhawabhaee 
have remained without causing a mention to be made of the note in their depositions if it 
were a genuine one? It is necessaiy for you to pay attention on this point In answer to 
the question proposed by you to Khooshal Wuyed, why the complaint was not prefemsd 
against me when I was in the service, he said I was in the service two years after the money 
were paid me, when I used to say to him that his business has been undone, but I woidd 
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talk to tlio Saheb and get it improved. He falsely stated that I counselled him in tins 
manner. His business was to obtain the stat^fe for Bapoosung, but that the Surkar had made 
it over to Surdarsung $ what there remained then in my hand to improve for him ? Mr. 
Remington was at that time the Political Agent, who through tlie persuasion of the office 
j>eople, liad such a harsh look on me that I was unable to compliment him even once in four 
months ; this is known to the Surkar and the world. It is therelbrc proper to be considered 
by you what improvement I was to make in his (Wuyed’s) business, by telling the Saheb 
(Political Agent). Ho also said he, Tukhutranceand Bhawabhaee came toBaroda in Sumt. 
1900 (A.D. 1843-44), after I was out of employment, and demanded money from me, when I 
told them they would not get if* they disgrace me; that they caiQe%n Sumt. 1901 
(a.u. 1844-45), and demanded (money), when I made a promise of two years ; that he came 
alone in Sumt. 1904 (a,d. 1847-48), and did so, on which I said I had no money, he might 
do as lie pleased; and again he stated he came to iVleonce to demand money, when I said I 
would not give a budani ; that he was confounded on receiving such an answer from me, 
and because he had not taken his su])per the night before, and other falsehood besides. 
Lastly, be said he was engaged in business on account of Tukhutranec’s demise, but as his 
(it sliould be Saheb Ba’s) daughter was to be married, and money required on that account, 
he siihmittcd a petition to the Surkar; he thus troubles you by invention. Saheb Ba has 
lately produced a forged note, dated Posh Viid, 11th Sumt. 1900 (a. n. 1843-44); had it 
been a genuine one it ought to have been produced before. If v ou pay attention on the 
annual detailed statement made (by the Wuyed), from the time I was a Government servant 
u]> to now, of the money demanded, it will appear his words alone make the note false. 
They ( the W u ycd and others) also said that on every occasion wlien they came to demand 
money, 1 gave them a clear answer that nothing would be received by them from me. If, 
tlioreforc, they possessed such a note written by me, what difficulty was there for them to 
comphiin against me on the subject, w hen they used to do so frequently on the office kamdars 
and or hers ? li‘ this is taken into consideration, it will clearly be perceived the note in ques- 
tion lias been fabricated Bhawabhaee declared wdien he demanded money from me on 
accoimt of chandla to be made to Baccyee, I promised him to pay up in a fortnight. 1 think 
he must liave gone in about Sumt. 1901 to make the chandla, and he said he could not get 
money even f)r that purpose. As the forged note appears to have been dated j)rcvioiis to 
his going lor the ehaiidla, what difficulty was there in ))refcrnng a complaint in lieu of that 
1)011(1. Khooshal Wuyed acknowledged to have received a debt of* 420 riqices from Jemadar 
Husunkhan, but that it w^as not through me; never mind, proofs are ready for it. If* I was 
properly in debt for these 8,800 rupees, wliut necessity w'as there in employing the Jemadar 
and receiving a loan from him and what objection w as there in receiving the same from 
me? Khooshal A\’uyed said his (it should be Tukhutranee’s) Nemnook was to be received 
from me on account of my having given Psisha for Bhadurwa. 'I his is quite false; the 
security bond and the ugreement j)aper written by tlie Wiiyed are present ; Tukliutranee’s 
Nemnook has no relation w^itll the latter document; slie may require it from Surdarsingjee ; 
but as delay arises in receiving from him, and as the Jemadar was demanding money from 
her, she caused the Wuyed and liis son to w rite entreating letters on me ; these have been 
produced. Why did she write such letters on me if the money for the false claim w^ere true? 
A letter from TukhiU ranee, dated Fagim Sood 1st, Sumt. 1904 (a.d. 1847-48), has been 
received by me, begging me that, as slic has to go to the pilgrimage of Duriaee, and as she 
has not 200 rupees which arc required to be expended, I sliould pay the same amount to her 
on loan, telling me she would iuuncdiately return them ou receiving her expense money, 
and other entreaties besides; but I did not pay her tlie money at the time. The letter in 
question has been i)roduced before you ; wdiy should she liave written such letters full of 
flattery, and wanted the rupees from me ou loan, if* the money f'or the false claim were true *? 
and Avliy did she not then eumplaln against me for the rupees if 1 really owed her? This 
point should be tidvcn into consideration by you. I requested you in person to tianslate all 
the ])apers they (the petitioner and others) have produced, whicli when done, and attention 

1 )ald on thejn, it would convince you of the iiicndaeity ol* their fabrication. Besides, 
xhooshal Wuyed is tlie chief of impostors, who not fearing fur the punishment l‘or improper 
actions, ventured to invent a note while the case w’as going ou, and produced it. iou 
received it, and proceeded with the Inquiry ; but owing to the justice administered at God's 
dw'clling, he (tlic Wuyed) has been misled - in fabricating the note to the address of 
Tukhutranee instead of hers, in whose name tlie fiilse con)j>laint has been made. In this, 
too, he has been misled by God for his sin ; that if lie had reeullceted ot the letter w rltten 
on me by 'fukhutranec, he would have contrived another way and committed the fruud ; 
thus the trick is. You did not, how ever, take it into consideration, and Ciilled direct i*roin 
Kana two men to inquire into the note; one of them 1 heard was Vukhutsha's goomasto. 
The inquiry which should have been instituted in my presence was made directl)^ and 1 \mis 
therefore helpless. You would liavc done what must have come in your mind, but }'ou did 
not acquaint me up to this day whether they considered the note to be genuine or otherwise ; 
I therefore personally asked you on the subject, and you answered tliat I W’ould not be made 
laiqwuofritf Hearing this I satin a forlorn state; never mind; but the meu you c;iiled 
were upt of high rank fit to inquire into such a case; thougli they had not pcrfonncvl 
valuable services, and were they ol* mature age^ it does nut appear whether many ease^ 
snedi as the present one would have come to their, notice. It is sill right if they have 

considering the proof on their honour; and if they may 
,o» Twicuud inform the Surkar of w hatever they uiay be, 

being made known of their decision^ because such forged psipers arc made by rogues, 

560. 0 0 • 



290 PAPERS ON THE REMOVAL OF COLONEL OUTRAM 

and gentlemen of high authority cannot even find out the fraud. I tell you an instance : 
a dispute about adoption is going on for the last five or seven years in the Gnicowar govern- 
ment and in the Residency, between Juinnabaee, wife of Keshowdasa Khooshalchund, of the 
firm of Khooshalcund, Umhacedass, and Datnodur Kesliowdass. The case has been inquired 
into by Messrs. Hoyd, Arbuthnot, Andrews, Colonel Outrani (Residents), and Nurso 
Luxrrmn, the native agent, but no one could perceive the fraud committed by both the 
parties in regard to writings ; when the Government a|)|)oiiited a committee of a principal 
and two moonsiff-, and entrusted to them the Inquiry into the case, they then found out 
the fraud coinnu||ed by the cornjdainant and the defendant in their writings, and reported 
the sa ue to Government: such experienced men are required. If otherwise, the Snrkar 
would nf>t be co nvinced of the genuineness of the note from the comluct and the descent of 
the Wuyed The cheats are not to be trusted, 'fhe Wuyed is originally an inhabitant of 
Kupurwiinj. 1 hear that in Kaira and Alimcdabad zillahs, many people are eheated by 
roguOuS ol the kind. 1 have written this for information, becau.se fiiere nre many impo.stor8 
in company (d* tlie Wuyed. It is therefore proper that you should take the above cir- 
cuinstance into consideration, and inquire It minutely. 

13 . Previous to his preferring a coinjdaint for 8,800 rupees, Kliooshal Waved, with a view 
to Imng forth a similar filse accusation, a[)pointed LTmoohikram as l»is vukeel, and passed a 
writing to liiin. lie caused him to prepare draft of a [)etition, in which he (Wuyed) made 
many corrections with his own hand. Uinoolukram hearing that the Waved meant to com- 
mit a fraud, gave me the above three ]>apcrs. On my producing the same before you, you 
eallexl the said llmoolukram, and took down his de])osition. In answer to the question put 
to Kh()o.shnl Wuyed on th(‘ subject, he falsely stated the writing was like his, but not 
Ins; that there was a line drawn abov'c S. S. in it, while he never in iiis lifetime lias 
done so ; that he by order of Salieb Koover had ap])ointed as Ins vukeel Uinoolukram, residing 
in the camp ; that he only pas.sed him a vukalutnarnoo, and that ‘Oie ( Uinoolukram) did 
not do anvtliing lor me, nor 1 gave him any. He is unemployed as well as liaba, who 
knows whether they have not committed any fraud ; 1 liave nor givmi him aii}' other 
thing besides a mookliteearnama.” He again said Uinoolukram did not make any [letitioii 
for him, nor a draft oi‘ it; he also said a separate writing has been passed to the effect 
that on his business being accomplislied, he ( Umoolukr.nn) would receive as reward so many 
(rupees); that he did not remember tiie amount, and that the writing was in the name of 
Umoolukranfs son as servant; that Uinoolukram said he would make the petition on 
beiiu:: paid half the amount agreed, lint it was promised that the amount in cash as decided 
would be given in 10 days, wdiile Uinoolukram agreed to receive in ready money, and he 
(Waved) said other i’alsehood liesides. You should consider only from what lie says 
wliellier he speaks truth or otliorwise. At first he acknowledged one paper and then 
another, on being warned by some person. He first said he went to make arrangement for 
Tukhutranee’s seer, that he made IJmoohikrani his vukeel for his business by order of 
Sahel) Koover, and that he did not in his lifetime draw a line above S. S. After thus 
St i ting falsely, he, while making his signature at tiie bottom of his statement, drew a line 
aliove S. S. You then showed him what he had done, repeating hi.s words before him, 
that he used to say lie never in his lifetime did so. His falsidiood was tliiis made known to 
liiin, but lie has no slianie whatever. He stated he had employed ( Umoolukrain) as vuki*cl 
for his business ; he acknowledged to have passed the mookliteearnama, in which he plainly 
inentiomal lie has jietitioned the Surkar in regard to the llhadurwa Gaudec. In tiie draft 
of the jictition made, he has made corrections with his own hands; is it therefore not 
astonisliing wliat he said that the draft has not been made? lie is always accustomed to 
tell lies, and you hear tliem too; what further shall Isay? As Lalln Hurlall was always 
visiting me, his and iny names have been entered in the draft; but Umoolukrain demanded 
the money, knowing tlic clreuinstanee to ])e false, because whatever received in baud would 
lie j)i*ofit. The Wuyed did not pay tlic money, so the petition would not have been made. 
Lai la Hurlall having joined Khooshal Wuyed pi-oeured him visits to men in authority, and 
iiavlig given him liojies of obtaining the state, put off* l^moolukram’s petition, and caused 
liim to prefer a false complaint against me for H , 8()0 rupee.s. Having heard this, 1 told 

llurlall, “ VYhat are you causing such plots to be raised, after doing with all other 
oe npations ? ’^ to which he said he had not done anytlung; upon this I asked him, ‘‘Did 
yon not take the Wuyed to such and such persoifs liouse ? ” lie replied it was not for this 
purpose, he had gone for some other business. 1 said T cared nothing whatever his business 
mlglit be; but it clearly appears from his present conduct, that he gives assistance, because 
he always negotiates with the adviser of Nursoopuut and others named Wamuiirar Tathia, 
w.oo i.s always ready to join in plots against me. If you therefore consider the matter, and 
cause an impartial iiujuiry to be Instituted in regard to the writing of Khooshal Wuyed in 
tlie draff, by a[)poiriting ifbur respectable persons, it will soon convince you of the fabrication 
of the petition, 

14. Khooshal Wuyed is a liar, and so is Rhccinsingjee who was produced ns a witness. 
You must have been convinced from the evidences of Muncherjee Mcherwanjee, the chob- 
duree of tlie Suddree Buzar, and Sukharam Sudasive, that Bheemsing’s was a false one. 
Ill answer to the question proposed to Khooshal Wuyed that how often he saw the forged 
liook, what contrivance he has used on the 23d April in sufiport of Bhirnsing’s evidence and 
the book — if you pay attention on this, you will find the invention made by the Wuyed 
and Bheemsinpjee. The office {mpers would have made you acquainted with the latter’s con- 
duct, while 1 inform you a little about him. He in a.i>. 1837 had felsely complained before 
Mr. Malet against the brother of the late Vunijlall Keesundass Thamdar, of 
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Barrea^ for a pair of gold bangles, while tl^ complaint was proved to be false. The office 
will furnish you with proofs, if you look for them . It was also he who was lately roguishly 
denying before you the pecuniary claim preferred against him by Hurukhebund Bhiigwan 
and Motee Bhookhun for money lent to him in Siimt. 1889 (a. d. 1832-33), but you kindly 
made arrangement f<)r 15 rujjees to be paid to those poor men every month. Such an 
honest man is he? How much shall I say of him? At present he joined Saheb Ba, and 
gave false evidence. He would not fear to perform any business (though it may be 
improper to do it) if he were to receive 2 rupees by it. He is such a man ; this will appear 
by causing the above cases to be taken out and seeing them. 

it will clearly be seen from the above paragraphs, and the statementyof the petitioner, 
Khooshal Wuyed, Bhawabhaee, and others, that tiie latters have falsely raised the fraud. 
The difference shown by them in answering questions leaves no ground, according to 
justice, for a further investigation into the ease, while there is no objection (to carry 
on the ease) according to the custom of the native officers now-a-days. The authorities 
may do as they please, but the Honourable Company’s Government, viewing equal 
with two eyes, adininister justice to such poor men as 1 am. 1 therefore most humbly 
beg to represent that my enemies, thirsty of* my blood, have given hopes to Saheb Koover, 
throngli Khooshal Wuyed, that th(‘y would cause the Salieb to pay her money from 
the revenues of the State to be exjjcnded on account of her dangliter s marriage, and that 
her adopted son would l)e made to succeed the gaudee of lUuidurwa. By this inducement 
the Wuyed caused Saheb Koover to submit the f'alse petition, and she intends to ruin me, 
but the enemies have a different opinion, and how the petitioner is to know it. It appears 
from what you say, that you are not quite sure that there ai'e several persons who entertain 
malice against me, and ruin me ; I therefore say something so as to convince you of it. 
There is a jiagadar, named (i(jraj(‘e Pole, gnarantecd by the Biitish Government, and to 
protect his establishment, tlie R( 3 sideiit snperintcuKls it. Colonel Oiitram thinking that his 
(Poles) jageer vilhiges, and the expenditure of* his Pagga estaVdishment suffer loss, inquired 
into th(^ matter for many days ; but the nisideney office peoj)le not having j)roperly 
explained him, he esilled me in his presmiee. ordered me to take f rom the office all the j)apers 
connected witli the aceoiuits of' the Pole I’agadar’s villagers and l^iga, and report after care- 
fully inquiring into them. Agreeahl<' to his order 1 submitted a rej)ort, after inquiring into 
the case, according to my ability. In the m(‘antime Niirso(>|)unt I’atia, the native agent, 
applied f*or pension, and the Sjdieb forwarded his application to Government. Colonel Ou- 
tram knowing that 1 wnis removed from the Rewa Caunta emj)loyment from enmity, and 
without cause, and as I had received an (»rder from Government in a.d. 1847, regarding ser- 
vice, reported to Government, recommending me for the native^ agent’s ])h)ce in the residency, 
and having obtained leave, jn'oceed f(»r change of air. Afterwards Nursoopunt Tatia had 
sent one of his advisers to Bombay with j^rivate letters, to influential gentlemen, and Mr. 
Reid, writing ill against me, and backbiting of inc as lu' ])lcased, .and also he might liave 
publicly subinittiMl a petition to Government. Notwitlistanding my past services, and the 
order received from Government in a.d. 1847, Mr. Reid gave his opinion agjiinst my being 
appointed, and it was aj)provcd of lyy all; and Nnrsoo Luxunun remained (in his place). 
Afterwards Ajum Rugoonathrow Baba Saheb Killaidar called on me, and told me he was 
making an arrangement for my emj)loyment in the Guic(»war’s government, on 200 riipees per 
mensem ; that 1 should receive it, and sit l)y myself, and that business would afterwards be 
entrusted to me according to my respect, and that then tlie Surkar would increase my fdlow- 
anoe. I replied, what lie said was right, Imt “ what business you entrust me at jiresent?” 
to this he said, armngement for business would afterwards be made, that I should sit alone, 
after j)aying compliments. I then asked to Baba Salad) to entrust me with any trifling busi- 
ness, as I was not a man to receive money for nothing. On this he said, business would be 
entrusted to me after four months ; for the present I was to sit by myself To this I agreed. 
Afterwards his Highness called me in his presence, through Baba Sabeb Killaidar, and 
informed me of his order. Obeying it, 1 sat at my house. In the meantime Nursoopunt, 
having heard of the arrangement, feared tliat if I wore to be employed in the Guicowar’s 
government, and if* Colonel Outram returns, many of his fiauds would he detected. Thus 
supposing, he told the durbar kamdars they would he ruined by my being employed by the 
Maharaj, and that therefore, if I am dismissed, he would make them head carbharce. On 
this the kamdars would have talked to the Maharaj, that if 1 am continued in his service 
destruction will be made ; thus saying, they remained displeased f or two or f*our days. Then 
the Killaidar Baba (Saheb must have told (the Maharaj) it was unbecoming to his government 
to discharge me without cause, wlio was employed few days ago ; thai if lie (the Maliaraj) 
pleased, I would not go to him f‘or compliment, but visit him (the Killaidar). On this I was 
not discharged, but it displeased Nursooiiunt, wlio persuaded Captain French that tlie late 
Maharaja was angry with me, wdiile the present Maharaj has employed me on 200 rupees [ler 
mensem, and that therefore it was projicr to s[)cak to him on the subject. Captain French 
then said so to the Maharaj, who replied, no business has been entrusted to me, and that ns 1 
was ruined by remaining unemployed for many days, some arrangement was made for my 
maintenance, but without any business to be done by me. On hearing tliis 1 became very 
sorry, and asked Lieutenant Battye on the suljject, who told mo it was sure that Captain 
French spoke something of me to the I then presented myself* before Cajitaiii 

French, and begged of him to explain to me the reason why he spoke ill of me rather than 
to assist me, as 1 had served the Governmejit. On this he asked me whether the late 
Mahar^ was angry with me or not; I then represented to him that he (the late Mnharaja) 
moght^mve been so, on some one^s speaking ill of me before him ; but I was found blameless 
56 r. O O 2 when 



292 


PAPERS ON THE REMOVAL OF COLONEL OUTRAM 


when a proper inquiry was made, and that th^ the Maharaj would have been pletised with 
me. That this did not come to his (Captain ]French’s) notice, but only the circumstance of 
angqr was informed him. He should therefore kindly cause the papers regarding the case to 
be taken out of the office, and pass through them, by calling the native agent in iny presence, 
when he woidd be convinced. If I were such an unworthy person would the authorities at 
this place have assisted me in recovering from Ladba liliugut the amount of debt, with 
interest, due to me, and bringing the same to the Treasury, and afterwards j)aying it to me? 
On my informing him in regaid to my being employed on 200 rupees per month, &c., he 
said he would to (iowindrow when he comes, that there was no objection 011 his 

(Caj>taiii French* part if* I Avoiild he employed (in the Guicowar’s service); he inustpnly 
know whether he did or did not tell this to Gowindrow ; but I wrote to Colonel Oiitram for 
lus information, the circumstance of my past misibrtune, and the intention formed by people 
on the j)nrt of both the Governments, to he acted on for the future. That geatleinaii for- 
warded the letter to Captain Frencii, who becoming very angry, caused me to be removed 
from the Guicowa/s service. Sitting by myself at lioine I thought of leaving the place, as 
rny enemies were nilning me. No sooner I pre[)ared myself* for de[)arture than they 
formed such a plot as w(»uld cause my removal from the world. On their j)crsuading the 
JVlaharaj, the latter sent to my house 50 or 100 men, kamdars, jasoods, and others, who im- 
prison^ me, confiscated my liouse, and carried away some of the papers. He (the JMaharaj) 
would have requested an order ironi tlie Surkar (Captain k^reneh) to give rnc further annoy- 
ance, and tlic Surkar would liave asked him to show the aruumeiit lie (the Maharaj) pointed out 
to him, and that tlicn the order would be given. ^Idie Maharaj having no argument to show, 
as the plot was raised through enmity, demanded security from me for life that I would make 
no disturbance. I then ashed him to jirove against me an}^ disturbance made by me, and 
that then the security would be furnished by me, if I would liavc to do so. Thus saying, I 
and my bj'other, from Nassick, submitted [letitions to Government, wliicli were referred to 
Caj)tain Freneli, but that offieer reported on them according to the advice of Nursoopunt 
instead of* the just jnweedings, and thus my grievances were not redressed by Goveniiiiont. 
I became helpless, and was released f'rom confinement on f'urnisliing security not to go out 
anywliere during three months. In the meantime Colonel Outram arrived in Boinbuy, who 
must have reported to Government on my petitioning to l)im regarding my condition, but the 
(Tovernment considered Cajitaln l*rcu<‘h’s report to be final. After bis coming to Jlaroda 
Colonel Outram would liave reported something to (government. This circiirnstanee must 
have come to the notice of my enemies, and so they deliberated, that as Colonel Outram has 
great aversion for any ease of bribery, they should raise any false aecusation of bribery against 
me, when I would not got access to the Saheb. Having thus consulted they joined Ivhooshal 
Wuyed, 'and caused J^alnd) Koover to prefer a false complaint. Having heard this, 1 sub- 
mitted an application to you, and you sent me a copy (of Saheb JL's petition) with your order. 

I gave its answer to you on the 7th October 1850. In the meantime the durbar people must 
have received news of tlie minutes passed in the Council, not apjiroving Colonel Outram’s 
report, and considering Ca])taln Fremih’s one to he final. Having Jieard that they talked to 
the former officer on tiur subject of ruining me, 1 thought that if Government would have 
confirmed Captain French’s nqiort, laying aside justice, the kamdars of' his llighuoss the 
Guicowar Avould ruin me greatly. Knowing this, 1 at once proceeded to Bombay, and wrote 
a letter to you, but the kamjars, on the part of both the governments, being of an unanimous 
opinion, would have persuaded you, and so you would have written something to the durbar; 
thereupon the durbar men came to my house, and took down the depositions of my domestic 
men. Such is the ill feeling ; in short, they entertain such a design as to try by all means to 
stain iny character, so that 1 may have no place to get access to. 1 therefore beg to state, 
that if for God’s sake you devote your invaluable time on my defence, the petitioner’s repre- 
sentation, the depositions, and the past correspondence in the office, ana pay attention on 
them with integrity, and then inquire into the case with justice, it will soon be perceived that 
the men engaged in the fr.iiid ate liable to ])unishmeiit. You will therefore kindly award 
punishment on those deceitful persojis for the deeds they have committed. This is my 
request. 

(signed) Veenayek Moreshioxir Furltey, 

(True translation.) 

(signed) Lewis Brown, Political Agent. 

(True copy.) 

(signed) Geo. Fulljames, Political Agent. 


(No. 12.) 

Translation of a Communication from Venaik Moreshwur Furkey to the address of Major 
Luis Brown, Political Agent in the Bewa Cauntii, dated 1 July 1851. 

A. C. 

Saheb Koover, of Bhadurwa, has lately, by the ill advice of some one, prepared a false 
complaint against me for 8,800 rupees often years’ standing. In regard to this, t\}$ 

written 
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written by Saheb Koover, her carbharce Khposhal Vuyed and others, together with the 
evidences and proofs, show the trcacliery of those ])erson6. By fUbricating a new book and 
a writing, tlie petitioner, with a view to ruin me, has, witli the assistance of the cunidars, 
on the part of both the (xovernments, spoken ill of me before the Surkar. The reason why 
the ctodars entertain liatred against me, must have plainly appeared to you from my 
answers dated the 7th September 1850, and 10th and 2^d June 1851. With the last one, 
copies of three letters written by Khooshal Vuyed to Deveedass Vulundass, at Bombay, 
have been produced. From these, and by examining attentively from the first to the last, 
all the papers connected witli tlie case, it will clearly be seen they have coMaitted the^ fraud 
against me through enmity. Notwithstanding this, depending what tnl^e rogues have 
written, you Imving intended to ask for an answer from me about a loan received by Sur- 
darslng from Paruck Nurbhairam Gunness, in regard to the Bhaeelce Wanta, without Sur- 
darsing’s com|)laining on the sid)iect, ])roceeded with the inquiry direct without my presence, 
and having taken the evidences, gave me their co|Me.s, and recjuired an answer from me. I 
conceive this was quite contrary to the Government regulations, and tllHit yon liave been 
mi8ex[)laincd in doing so. I personally informed you at the lime when you required an 
answer from me, that 1 was not a ])artuer in the loan contracted with the person who koj)t in 
mortgage the Bhacelee ^Vanta and Nnrhhairam Gunness, but it was another man. You 
then stated it was tiiie, hut that 1 should give a written answer on the subject as 1 if 

I may have to make. 1 therefore beg to say, you may ))e suspecting that my son has a 
share in the loan of 12,001 ru[)ees passed by Nurhiiairam Gininess to Surdarsing in Suinvt. 
1898 ( A. i>. 1841—12), when I was a Government servant, and on this account you must 
be requiring an answer from me, hut there was no Government balance in my hand lhat I 
would have carried t)n the trade. J was only in the Government’s service. While my 
family, consisting of a iiumher of men, not being in such a situation, could not sit still witliout 
following any service or trade, and if they were to do so, how would they maintain them- 
selves? Sn[){)osing this, they nnist have taken a share in th(i loan with Pareck Nnrhhairam 
Gunness; you would perhaps say how eouhl my son carry on the trade, he being young, but 
it was not such ; it is the cnstoin annaig the natives, that trade, &c., may he carried on in 
the name of a young son if there he any. 1 have a brother and )iephevv, aged respectively 
50 and 27 years, 'fhey may carry on any kind of trade, and in any one’s name they like ; 
in this manner, it was carried on in my son’s name. Tliero are mai^y similar instances, 
which, if } oil re<iuire, 1 will show from your office; aiul other places. 1 mention now, one of 
the house of a great shroff; Behechurhhaee, of‘ the firm of Ilnrree Hhiigtce, of* Baroda, 
carried on the trade during his lifetime, in the name of his son Purshotumbhace, who was 
very young, but he laid not to transact the business personally ; it was done by other men. 
In this manner, the loan in question has been made ; what objection is there ? Perhaps you 
would say lie (Behechurhhaee) was a shrofti and not a Government servant, but there arc 
many proofs of' the jiersons serving the Surkar, and 1 mention here a few' of them: Muncha- 
ram Gokuldass, of Alimedahad, iiow^ the moonwsift* in Goga, used to carry on trade in con- 
junction with Bugoobhacc, of the firm ofVccrchund Lohhag, by establishing a shop in 
Broach, in the name of Poonja Bugoohhaee, Poonjeebaee being the name of his daughter, 
lleerachund Premclmnd, moonsiff of Kupcrvvunj, has established a shoj> in Ahinedahad, in 
tlie name of his son Oined Heeraehimd. A joint shop is established in liutlam, by Kallee- 
das Jeevunram, moonsiff of Dholka, and Bhoodur Dhuneshwer, of Kupurvvinj, in the name 
of Chotabhacc Bhoodurjee, Chotahhacc being the son of Kalleedas ; Gutigadhur Shastree 
being employed in the Baroda residency, purchased a share in the name of his son Bheina- 
shunker, in the Potedaree firm of his llighness the Guicovvar, guaranteed by the Company’s 
government. The Tiartners’ disputes are going on in the residency office, and before the 
Government, and the corfesfiondeiice is already before the Surkar. Dhackjee Dadajec, 
when a servant in the residency, had purchased a share in tlie Potedaree shop of his High- 
ness the Guicovvar ; this circum.stance too is open to the Surkar. Sarabhaee Bapahhaee, 
wffiile in the residency service, transacted business by purchasing a share in the name of his 
son Bholanath, who now being in Government’s employ, carries trade on his wealth, while it 
is known that I have been carrying on sowx.aroe trade from my father’s time by opening 
shops. The residency office has proofs to show' that I did carry on trade when I was not 
in the Governinent service; sikjIi tliat I gave a loan to Ladojee Row Bhugnet, keeping his 
villages in mortgage. These rupees tlie Resident recovered from him with interest, brought 
them to his treasury, and then gave to me. Notwithstanding this, you required an answer 
from me, and so I represented it in the following articles. 

1 . The ])ctitioner falsely stated in his representations, she acknowledged to ^ivc me 12,000 
rupees on my demanding the same from her; that I refused to give her a writing when slie 
required it; that 8,800 rupees were sent me on my satisfying Khooshall Vuyed, and that 
when she could not pay me the other rupees at duo time, I joined her opponent Runna 
Surdar Sing, of Wankaneer, now on the paudee of Bhadurw-a, and told him to 'cause him 
-to be succeeded to the Bhadurwa gaudec if he would petition the Surkar, but that arrange- 
ment should be made for me, to which Surdar Sing agreed, and gave me at the time about 
7,525 rupees in cash, and settled to grant me one of his villages in Inam, on his being suc- 
ceeded to the gnudee ; that owdng to this, her claim was preceded by Surdai* Sing’s, who 
obtained the gaudee, and said other falsehood besides. Such could easily be seen from her 
statement ; but unfortunately for me, you do not appear to have seen your office papers, 
and I am therefore obliged to say that the substance of the petitioner’s ^presentation is, 
that she gave 8,800 rupees in the months of Magsur and Poush Sumvt. 1897, (a. i>. 
1840-41), and that when she could not pay more, 1 caused Surdar Sing to petition; but 
560 . O O 3 you 
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you should consider that Surdar Sing has made two petitions to Surkar, claiming the gaudee ; 
the first on Shnivun Vud 10th, Snmvt. 1896, (a. d, 22d August 1840), received No. 1616, 
aii<} the other on Sliraviin Vud l.'lth (25th of the same month), received No. 1682. When 
you see them in the diary, you hud a vast difference between them and the petitioner’s 
statement, vvliich should he inserted in your opinion. 

2. 1'hc MiVistance of the pe titioner’s representation is, that I told Snrdar Singl would cause 
him to he jilaced on tlie Bliadervva gaudee; that he agreed to it, and gave me at the time 
7,525 rupe es. Such iidsehood is written. Upon this you took down the evidences of Surdar 
SingluK Ivalldldass, on the lltli November 1850. In the first question, tlie thakore was 
asked to state what he knew in regard to Salieba’s (declaring) that he gave me Rs. 7,025. 8. 
in cash, and wrete to me (mortgaged) the Bliaeolee wanta. In answ'er to it, the thakore 
jjlainly stated, he did not give me anytiiing. The Karhharee Kalleedass, in answer to the 
question put to him, said Surdar Sing did not give the money as hrihe. In spite of such 
a plain answtu', you suspect, owing to the misrepresentation of' my enemies, that my son has 
not p>aid his sljare of Hs, 5,700. 8 (deducting 300 on account of interest and premium), in 
tlie loan of 12,000 rupees, nor the sum of 1,325 rupee.s, out of the share of Pareekh Nurhhai- 
rain (iuniiess, making; in all ]\s. 7,025. 8. Having arranged the items, the thakoree and 
Kalleedass' statements were taken among the questions; Snheha's name was put for nothing; 
and having written Ivs. 7,025. 8., the evidences oi‘ carhluiree Kalleedjiss, Doolubjee and 
Liilloo. tin goomasta of‘ Niirhhairam (jiinness, were lately taken Also accounts current 
in regard to the loan of Ivs. 12,001 v cre copied from the hooks o(‘ Pareck Nurbhalram Gun- 
ness, wherein cverytliing is clear. In the evjpy^ of the petitioner’s r(‘prcscntatiou received by^ 
me, w ith an older slie lias w ritl(“iu that about 7,525 ru]>ces have been })aid to me by Surdar 
Sing, w hile you liave aecounted ii.r the itiiiis in the above inanm^r; hut it is not so, because 
it pdaiuly aqqicars fi*om the piroofs ]»roduc(‘d in this cas<* out of* Nurhhairam (iuiincss’ Viooks 
that 5,700. 8. were jiaid l>y him, aial .a similar amount In Luxumou Ivow' Irallojee, on 
aceount <.f* liu loan of 12,000 ru})ee.>. former lias for jiioof >u lus part entered in his 

book in d< tail all the small items below the large one of Ks. 5,700. 8., h(?iiig his share, w hile 
Luxiiuuii J\e)W' Uallojei ’s share of a similar sum h:is been entered in one item. AVhat need 
lias Nurhhairam Gunuess to enter in detail i1k‘ item of* another jxu’son? and so lie did not 
do so. if there be any detailed account, it must he with Luxumou Row Lallajec, or his 
managing earkoon ; l)nt from what is written above, it does not appear that 1 have any^ 
connexion for the item; and the thakore’s writing, together with tlu^ evidences of carhharec 
Dulonjci’ and Callidass, clearly p>rove that tluj 12,000 riqiees, being the sum of tlie shares 
of both the partners, has been received by the thakore. Besides, it is w rittcai that Ks. 1,325 
were sent by Nurhhairam Guiiness tlirougli his goomasta luil loo to my house, being a ]>()rtion 
of his sliare of Ks. 5,700. 8, and that, sum th(‘ goomasta acknowledged in Ins evidence to 
have j)aid ; but on that day 1 would have been engaged in tlie pierfonnance of wastoo (a cere- 
mony observed by tlie Hindoos w lien going for tli(‘ first time to live in a new house). As 

Uoolnojee had come to me, LuJioo might liave hronglit the moneys to pay liim, and Dool- 

nojee, not having leisure, might have caused tlie money to be put there (in my house), and 
taken tixem afterw ards. Tliis event occurred many days ago, so 1 do not recollect it ; but 
Doolnojee clearly acknowledges in his evidence to Jiavc taken 1,325 rupees, and that, tliere- 
fore, 1 am in no way answerable for the amoimt, nor have I any" connexion witli it. You 
have, w itliont any eoinjilainl fr(JiM the tliakore, taken the trouble of examining the account 
of his juivate expense of 12,()()() rupees. From the cojiies of those papers, subsequently 
given to me, it appears the tliakore has shown the due exjiense of tlie money. Detail of 
the accounts has been mentioned in Ills evidence Ipy Ckilleedass as much as he knew. For 
the rest of the account lie stated Doolnojee must know, as he was the manager of it. In 
answer to the questions proposed by you to Doolnojee, in regard to the loan of 12,000 
rupees, lie has shown a full account ol the exp(*nditure of the amount. Thus the jiajjers 
show that not a f)ie of the loan money is due by me, wliile you, after summing uj> 

the items of Ks. 7,500. 8. and 1,325, making in all 7,025, conipiare the same with the 

false item ol 7,525 rupees mentioned by the petitioner and the Vnyed, wlio are rogues, and 
trouble yourself by placing confidence iqion them ; but it is not projier for you to do so, as 
they have been fiuiiid to have raised false accusations before the former authorities ; and, 
moreover, they have also been proved to he liars in many cases before you. Notwithstanding, 
you frequently^ rely" on them. This should be considered by an upright person like you ; 
if not, yonr jilease. 

3. ()n a mature consideration, you would have concluded that the representation of the 
petitioner, that 1 joined Snrdar Sing, caused him to petition, and received from him 7,525 
rupees, w hen she could not make up at due time tlie amount of 12,000 rupees, is all false, 
as staled in detail in the second paragrapli from thepaj^ers produced before you; a strong proof 
has lieen found that Snrdar Sing made two petitions in the month of Shravun Sumvt. 1896 
(a.I). l839-*40), while the petitioner falsely stated she gave me 8,800 rupees in the months 
of Magsnr and 1 ensh Suinvt. 1897 (a.b, 1840-41) ; and that since then, Surdar Sing, having 

g iven nie 7,525 rupees in cash, I caused him to ] etilioti. But it is to be considered when 
emade the petition. He obtained the gaudee in about tlie month of Chuytre Sumvt. 
1898 (a.t> 184U42), while the loan was contracted from Pareck Nurhhairam Gunness in 
Shravun the same year. It iherefiire plainly appears that the petitioner s statement, that 
I received 7,525 rupees (from the thakore) many days before hia succeeding the gaudee, is 
false. 1 utting aside all this, yon might be intending to make up the item of Rs. 7,025. 8., 
on suspicion that I was concerned in the loan from Paruck Nuibhaii-am Gunness, and on 

the 
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the support of the book ; but notwithstandin^>«ucli a large difference and falsehood af)peared 
to you from the papers, you trouble yourself with the uiattcr after these 10 years ; and in 
spite of your knowing that the petitioner and Khooshal Viiyed are great iinjjostors, you 
appear to believe in what they show. This is very surprising. 

4. The petitioner, her rnother-iii-law, Indrccooverbaec, V nyed Kliooshal Keerpashunker, and 
Bhanabhaee, are all cheats, and it is ten years since they have lont their possession of the state. 
Afterwards tliey once petitioned the Bombay CTovcrninent against the catndars, and were 
convicted of telling an untrutli ; so it has been ordered never to allow them to reinaln in 
Bhadurwa. Heedless ^of the fact, they go on petitioning against any V " the camdars 
they please, before the succeeding Sahebs (Political Agents), and produce fitBricated books ; 
but the authorities do not listen to them, considering their eondiict and the past event. 
Besides, it is the custom of (lovernment, that he who is once found to be an iriif^ostor, is 
never to be depended on in any evidence or complaints. These persons have, as above 
described, been convicted of telling untruth, when they ]>etitioneci against many of the 
camdars. Your Honoi*r, without iiupiiring into their conduct, and the orders written by 
the 8aheb (late Political Agent), in regard to tliem, also Avithoiit Jiayiiig attention on the 
honours bestowed on me for the services performed by me with integrity, trouble* yourself 
on hearing the false stories of those intriguing j)ersons ; n(iV(‘r mind, your please*: but as 
their failing to get the place (gaiidee) the Surkar might have done as appeare<t to them just. 
It is to be considered by you that they intend to ruin me by beccaning envious of* me through 
misunderstanding and persuasion of* my enemies. Moreover, as an instance of tbeir false 
accusations, I beg to enclose herewdtli copy of an order (Xo. 267 ) 20tli February 1844. from 
Mr. Remington, to the then acting native agent of the jiresidency, Falla Unrilall Uo(»du)‘mul. 
Its perusal wall convince you that they arc intriguing j)ersons. 

5. 1 have mentioned In the second para, the previous circumstance in regard to Ikireck 
Nurbluiiram (iiinness’ loan of* 12,000 rujiees ; on account of* tliis loan certain villages were 
assigned. After the collection was made of the revenues thereof*, interest was calculated, 
and having accoi'mted for tlie items received, balance was made out. The balance (in favour 
of the Pareck) was aflerwairds included in anotlier loan of 19,1)51 made by him, and a bond 
w’ritten tor the same. Ne\t, year, having made an account of the bond, and deducting tbere- 
from the collection mad(* by him out of the assigned villagers, ti new bond for 20,001 rupees 
has been written to him. In this manner, annual bonds and accountvS have been made. 
Petitions ou this suljeet have been submitted by l^arcck Nurbhairam (iimness when tlie 
mortgaged (assigned) villaiies were attached, wdien all the ‘})roofs must have been j)roduced. 
Tlu'y would sMtistiictorilv show you, that Rs. 5,700. 8. beinir the share ot* Liixiimou Row 
Ijallajee, and an item of 1,325 ruj)ees, have laon received by 8urdarsingjee. 

(). The conduct of Saheb f oover and Siirdursing is similar. The reason why the latter 
could not say anything against the case of* Pareck Nurbhaii*am ( riinness’ loan of* 12,000 
rupees is, bexiause he lias contracted many loans i‘rom Nnrhhairam fiumiessand other sliroffs, 
and tliere were several j)artiu‘.rs too ; also he w'as liouiul up by some writings and proofs, so 
that no means having left to him, and fearing from the Surkar for speaking He, he did not 
say as he \vas told by the ill advisers, but that he did not acknowdedge the sum about the 
Bhacelee Wanta. 1'he reason is, that he petitioned in Sumvut 1 903 (.\. i>. 184()~47 ), by the 
advice of the camdars of botli tlie offices, licit as !ic could not get sow'cari*.e seciirit v for tlie 
Jumubundec, the Surkar should attach the state, recover tlie amount of* jumabundee, and 
make arrangement f<)r his maintenance, ike. On thi.s the Sirknr jdaced attachment on the 
state. The Bhaeelee M^anta being rent frec^ was also attached, when Nurbhairam ( runness 
and other shroffs would have made a petition. In answ'cr to it, some ill advisers would have 
caused to write somelliing false in regard to Bimeelee, ^e., so that Surdarsing was in 
difficulty to show liis face to the respectable people; he liad no respect at all among the 
Mehwasees, and tlie Ininias did not leiul him a rupee worth of tilings. The advisers had 
agreed to remove the attaelnnent into two months, but could not do so. On the contrary 
the ( Juicowars balance increased, when he (the thakore) made petitions to the Surkar, in 
which I heard he acknowdedgfed his debt to the shroffs, lie must have forwarded a petition 
to tljo Surkar on Thursday the 13tli of Kartick Sumvut 1905 (a.d. 1848-’49), after entreat- 
ing the shroffs in various ways. Copy of it lias been sent by liim with his letter to the 
shroff's. That and cojiies of the two letters written by liim to Pareck Nurbhairam (juuriess 
respectively on Magsur 8ood lOth, Sumvut 114)5 (a.I). 1848-49), and Kartick IS ood 3d, Sum- 
vut 1906 (a.d. 1849-50); altogether, three copies have beim herewith forwarded to you. 
FYom these and other petitions wdiich have been made by him to tlie Surkar, it will clearly 
be seen the habit of the SurkarY camdars is to ruin the shroffs; also, how competent a man 
Surdarging is. 

7. An instance of the Surdnrsing’s conduct that lie ^[leaks lies is among the Surkar’s 
records. It is this: there are Girassias in Bhadurwa, called Sadeeas ; they wei'e very tur- 
bulent and murderous; several of them were ajiprehended by the Government and transported 
beyond seas, except one Jusso, for whose apprehension the thakore was several times 
mohsulled, but he did not produce him, and wrote false answers, that the man did not live in 
his village, though he kept him at Blmdurwa for four years. The Surkar apprehended the 
offender direct, and asked Surdarsiiig to ans#er for the false lettcra he had written, but he 
could not do so, when he w^os fined 500 rupees, and Jusso w^as transported beyond seas. 
Correspondenoo on this subject is in the office ; when you see it you will know the conduct 
the thakore possesses, and the truth he speaks. 
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8. The petitioner stated, in her representation, the Bhaeelcc Waiita, yielding a revenue of 
DOO rupees, u as granted by Surdarsing in Inam ; but as I was tlicn in the Government’s 
employ, no writing to that effect could be made, and that therefore I caused him to pass a 
writing in iny son Btikinun Waiaik’s name, that he received a loan of about 7,551 rupees, 
and ill lieu of tliat the wanta- in question was inortgjiged ; tliat tlic management thereof* was 
conducted until Suinviit 1902 (a. i). 1845-46), and when the 8urkar attached the state, 
they icsiinied tlie wanta also. On this 1 petitioned against’ Surdarsing in lieu of the 
mortgage bond, and the thakore’s answer thereon, which is among the Surkar’s records, 
clearly sh.ows hf^ has not received any money from rne on the Bhacclee village, and said (the 
petitioner) other falsehood besides. But you sliould consider, that when the wanta was 
attiiclud by the Surkar, the person to whom it was mortgaged made a petition in the month 
of Bash, >univut 1903 (a.d. 1846-47), and forwarded therewith copy of the bond mortgaging 
the Bhacclee Wanta. It was sent to Surdarsing with an order; this 1 knew from the 
copies of* the evidences lately furnished to me. The Surkar has not yet answered the above 
petition. Such is the injustice; if you are in doubt ol‘ it, you will be convinced from the 
office records. Some days afterwards, the Surkar, on the receipt of a report from Mool- 
cliund Mucundass, sent an order. No. 996, 7th •Inly 1847, on my son, on the subject of the 
accounts of* the management of tlie Bhacclee Wanta ; its answer was forwarded by him (the 
person who kept the wanta in mortgage) on the 16th July 1847, with a statement showing 
the receipts of the wanta, in which lie also mentioned he did not receive answer to his 
petition, and the wanta lias not been made over to liim ; while the jictitioncr stated Surdar- 
sing gave a jilaiu answer, I therefore cannot comprelieiul wliy the Surkar did not answer to 
the mortgagee. If Surdarsing has not given his answer to the petition of the mortgagee, 
and if the petitioner may be writing false according to her custom, it is for you to consider 
over them. 

9. It is observed in tlic jictitiouer's rcjircscutation, that when the books of I’arcck Nur- 
bhairam Gumiess are sent for and examined, it would clearly be seen, that the bond for tlic 
village of Bliaeelee was falsely written without giving money. On this you sent for and 
examined the bookvS in (piestion, luit you did not let me know llie proof you found out, that 
the bond for the wanta was written without giving money ; while it does not appear to be 
so from the copies gi\eu to me of tlie accounts in tlie books of' the said shroff. If you luivc, 
llicref'ore, found out any proof cm the subjeef, and if it is not given to me, it should be, wlien 
1 would give an answer thercujion. If* tlie petitioiier has fiilsely numtioned thci aliove about 
tlie Pareck's books, as is licr c ustoin to do, it .sliould be taken into }'our consideration, and 
tlie whole of lier fiilseliood be written in the report to tlic Surkar. 

10. Owing to the Ivcsideney iicople's enmity against me, the Guicowars kamdars enter- 
tained liatred of me, imprisoned me, and confiscated my bouse, wlieii several juqiers were 
deranged, so that many documents have been lost, and I have therefore become helpless. If 
I could liave got them, I would liave informcMl you of the contents thereof; but as they are 
not in iny possession, I have no otlier means. 

11. Surdarsing, throngli the persuasion of llic office people, caused attachment to be placed 
by the Surkar on the villages as.‘!iigiK‘d by liim to Pareck Nurhhairam Gunness on account 
ofhis debt. On this tlic J\aruck imi.st have made petitions to the JSurkar. When Mr. Alansfield 
pressed tlie tliakorc to answer on ihem, the latter must liave written a letter on second Jeth 
Sood 2d, Sumvut 1903 (a. d, 1846-47), copy of' which has been lately received by me from 
the Surkar, wherein tlie thakore mentioned an astonishing circiunstanec, that he knew not 
NTirbli airam Gunuess, tluat he did not receive on loan a pice from liis hou.se, nor caused any 
to lie given to otbcr.s, and that lie would liave received from me or Italia llurlall Hoodurmu! 
out of the detailed items claimed, See. Tliis is all fal.se and invented. In regard to this it is 
to he observed, that Surdarsing being greatly^ indebted on account of tlie heavy pressure of 
the juimnabundec of ankanecr, was in great difficulty about the Instalments; but for- 
tunately he obtained the state of Bhadurwa at the time. This Carbharec Doolunjec and 
Kalleclass tlien came to Baroda, and wefc labouring to procure money on loan from shroffs, 
but no one lent money. They then went to Munciiarambhaec (bead goomasta of Maunck- 
ehvmd Jugjeevundass), a kind and worthy man, and would have talked to him, with 
entreaties on tlic subject of u loan of 12,()()0 rupees, to which Miiucharambhacc replied, he 
w ould make the loan if tlicy assign some villages on account of its payment, when tliey 
agreed to mortgage tlie villages of Mangshec, Beel wanta, and Chandsud wanta, and would 
have passed an agreement, so that iMuncharambhaec agreeing to make the loan, asked my 
bi*other to become lii.s partner, and kecfi a half sliare in it, telling him tlicrc would bo 2)rofit 
in tlie interest, S;c., and that two men would be maintained by it. My brother nnsw’cred in 
tlic affirmative. On this, Munchuramlihaee at fir.st contracted a loan of 12,001 rupees from 
the shop of N urbhuiram Gunness, of the firm of Tatojmnt Tatia. My brother Kept hail 
a share in the name of Ijiixinnoii Bow' ; afterwards two loans were contracted from the said 
shop, in whicli Luxmon Kow must have some share. Of these loans, certain .sums of money 
have been caused by Surdaising to be paid to the Surkar; there must be receipts for them; 
Notwithstanding his passing bonds, nnd*^ making annual accounts of the interest, he falsoly 
stated he knew not Nurhhairam Gunness, and he took not a pice from him, nor caused 
any to be given. After the Salieb placed the attachment, Nurbhairam Gunneiiii^ wottW 
have petitioned and produced proofs. These, the books seen by you in the 
inquiry, imd the three copies produced by me as alluded to in the sixth para*f^bii»^ 
those of a petition from 8urdarsing, and the two letters written by him to the 
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•will fully convince you that the answer and its accompanying yad above mentioned, sub- 
mitted by the thakore to Mr. Mansfield, are fabricated. 

12. At the time those people, through enmity against me, misled Surdarsing, and caused 
him by their ill advice, and for their own interest, to petition to place attachment on the 
state, the ehrofts had preferred a complaint, and the thakore, with his answer, would have 
submitted a yad. An extract of it has lately been given to me. The substance of it is, he 
(the thakore) would have collected in Sumvut 1899 (a.d. 1842-43) Ks. 256. 8. from 
Bhaeelce, on account of the loan of 19,951 rupees, and that therefore the same paid by him 
through Kalleedass to Luxumun Row ; this the thakore denied, and said docs not appear 
what connexion has LuxumonKow with Bhaeelee.” It is also falsely stated by him in the 
extract, that besides the amount above named, his 3,377 rupees have been received by me 
from Bhaeelee, &c. In regard to this, it is to be observed, tiie respectable bankers enter in 
their books the accounts of their cash transactions, and thus deal in lacs of rupees. This is 
publicly known, while the second class bankers cany on their business on bonds, and to those 
of the third class, if people are obliged to pass bonds, they assign in lieu of them, villages, 
houses, lands, ornaments, or any other property they may have. Such custom prevails in 
the world. The Government having confirmed it, have decided according to the regulations, 
to hear and to pass decrees on the petitions made to recover the balance made out at the end 
of six years by accounts, and that made out by bonds at the end of 12 years. It is therefore 
astonishing to see that you do not take into consideration the denial made by Surdarsing, 
notwithstanding his writings, bonds, and the management made so many years (known by 
the Surkar) by the bankers of the villages mortgaged to them by him (the thakore) ; but a 
debt due to some one can never be forfeited through enmity. I am quite confident you 
would cause money to be j)aid througli justice to the poor bankers, because if it were a 
robbery, why would Luxurnonrow or his managing carcoon have openly entered the sum of 
Rs. 256. 8., collected (by the thakore), and deducted it from the loan of 19,951 rupees? 
This should be taken into consideration by you. Surdarsing, in Sumvt. 1899 (a.d. 1842-43), 
received from Luxumonrow’s managing carcoon, a sum of about 1,800 rupees, and assigned in 
liquidation ol’it, the whole of the revenues of the Bhaeelee Wanta ; but of these he directly 
collected Rs, 256. 8., which I heard was deducted out of the loan. The collections of Bhaeelee 
for the same year (Sumvt. 1899, a.d, 1842-43), in cash and com, the thakore caused to be 
paid through Kaleedass and Doolunjee in liquidation of 1,800 rupees. After making an 
account of’ the Interest, balance was nnide out. For this and other rupees received by the 
thakore, the hitter passed a bond for 7,551, in Sumvt. 1,900 (a.d. 1843-44), mortgaging 
his Bhaeelee Wanta free of rent for a period of 11 years. According to the agreement oi thc 
bond, the management w’as conducted, and collections received. Notwithstanding tliis, the 
thakore denies, but it was this Surdarsing who in Sumvt. 1904 (a.d. 1847-48), came to 
Baroda, and greatly entreated through the medium of two men, that I became a thief of 
the God’s house, because I received from you thousands of mpees in my critical moment, 
and afterwards denied, through the persuasion of the ill advisers ; that I w as very well 
rewarded with the fruits of doing so, and that God had made me the owner of the place 
(state); but I am like a prisoner; absolve me, therefore, by any means that I may be 
protected, and that 1 receive exemption from the house of God.” He thus conversed with 
my son, and carcoons ; they then related to me the above narrative. On this I made a clear 
answer, that as he w as a misbehaved and dishonest man, I had no need to see his face, and 
that therefore tlicy and he might do as they pleased. My carcoon then thought that no 
redress could be obtained by petitioning the Surkar ; that the item of money was a large one ; 
that the thakore had come to make a settlement, and that therefore arrangement should be 
made for the rupees. He (the carcoon) being disgusted, remitted 550 rupees out of the 
principal amount, and the thakore passed an instalment bond for 7,001 rupees, dated Sumvt. 
1,904 (a.d. 1847-48), Bhadurw’a Sood 13th, copy of which is herewith produced, from 
which would appear to you the false statement made by the thakore in regard to the 
Bhaeelee Wanta, and the fabrication made on the subject in the petition from those rogues, 
the Vuyed and the petitioner; you would suspect why was I obliged to fix instalments, and 
to remit 550 rupees, if I had a proper debt to receive. In answ^er to this it is to be observed, 
there was thousands of rupees cash transaction, but the objection was that the Surkar had 
placed attachment ; and no settlement was made by petitioning the Surkar. It is the custom 
of the sowcaree cash transaction that w hen the man from whom money is due becomes a 
poor, settlement of the claim against him is made according to his capabilities, at least two 
annas for a rupee. On this ground, being helpless, 500 rupees were remitted, and an instal- 
ment bond have had been made. If it were a false claim, such settlement could not have 
been made, because Surdarsing is not less powei'ful than Saheb Coover. The latter is giving 
annoyance by preferring a false complaint without giving money. It is therefore for you to 
consider whether Surdarsingjee w ould have passed a bond, and made the above settlement, 
without receiving any money. 

13. I beg to state, after a perusal of the copies furnished to me of the evidences of 
Surdarsing, Earbharce Dooluvjee, and Kallidass, in the case of the Bhaeelee Wanta, alluded 
to in the complainant’s fabricated petition, that explanation has already been given by me, 
in my report of the 10th June 1861, as to the reason w hy the false accusation has been 
rtused against me, and that therefore there is no need to write it in detail now ; but I have 
to inform you of their (the jietitioner and others) treadiery and habit of fiilse WTiting, that 
Carbharee Kalledass has stated in his evidence, given on the 1 1th November 1850, that he 
was present at the time the bond was passed, mortgaging the Bhaeelee Wanta to me, on 
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conditioxi to take money, but that he went to his house on account oC the demise of his wife, 
and the thakore and Dooluvjee remained at Baroda; that he knew not therefore whetlier 
they received money or not, and that Dooluvjee then used to keep the accounts of the 
receipts and disburscnjents. In lys evidence, given on the 7 th June 1851, he stated, throu^ 
the fear of my enemies’ power, he knew the thakore had not yet received the amount 
mentioned in the bond ; that he knew not how much of the resources of the Bhaeelee Wanta 
has been enjoyed (by whom) ; that the thakore and Dooluvjee must know why the amount 
named in the bond was not taken ; that he conducted the management for Sumvt. 1899 
(a.d. 1842-43), and paid the rupees to the thakore; that he remembered not about the sum 
of Rs. 256. 8. of that year, owing to many days having elapsed, but ivhatever has been 
written in regard to the item in the accounts furnished to the Sirkar must be true ; that he 
knew not about the second bond, but the thakore must have been deceived, and caused to 
pass it ; that the thakore and I might know it, and stated other falsehood besides. He is not 
to be depended on for what he said above, as both his dciiositions make him out to be so ; and, 
moreover, to show that he is an equitable man, I have to inform you he had taken money 
from Luxumonrow and Nursangnath on account of his marriage ; of this 600 rupees 
remained unpaid ; they therefore petitioned against him as he was not giving them. During 
an inquiry into the case which was going on in the office, he made various false answers, 
which, when perused, would convince you of his conduct, and how faithful a man he is. 
Thakoor Surdarsing stated in his evidence, taken on tlic 11th November 1850, that he passed 
a bond mortgaging tlie Bhaeelee Wanta, but did not receive money, and said other falsehood. 
I therefore inform you of his justness. First, in Sumvt. 1903 (a.d, 1846-47), when 
collection was stopped to be made from Bhaeelee on account of the mortgage bond, Luxi- 
monrow Venaik petitioned against the thakore, and the latter was furnished with copies of 
that and the bond ; but he has not yet made an answer to it, nor the Surkar caused him to 
do so. If he had not received the money mentioned in the bond, what objection was there 
for his immediately complaining before the Saheb, to cause his writing to be restored to 
him ? and further, why did he pass a new instalment bond in the month of Bhadurwa 
jBumvt. 1904 (a.d. 1847-48), if he had not taken the money named in the above 
one ? This should be taken into your consideration. I explain to you the reason why 
the tliakore denied in his evidence, taken in November 1850, to have received the amount 
of the bond. My enemies had unjustly attacked me at that time. I saw the way to justice 
was wholly shut up. I was then obliged to go to Bombay to save myself from being de- 
livered into the hands of my enemies. Prior to this my children and all having gone to 
Deccan, they (the enemies) thought I would never return. The thakoor having known this, 
considered there was no one to come to contradict his statement, and so he denied the cir- 
cumstance regarding the bond ; but from the copy of the instalment bond, which I produce, 
passed by the thakore, it would be seen by you he has received the money on the Bhaeelee 
Wanta. The reason why Dooluvjee Runchordas was refusing to attend before you to give 
his evidence in regard to the case, though you were pressing him for it, is, tlrnt he l>eing in 
the service of tiic Niiv ab Saheb, had frequent business with the Guicowiu‘’s camdars, and 
as the false accusation had been raised througli their advice, which tliey were very eager for 
to prove against me, he became helpless, and to act according to their pleasure; and owing 
to the fear he was shown by them, he denied, in liis evidence subsequently taken, the fact of 
the thakore’s receiving 7,551 ru})ees on the Bhaeelee village; but it was he who wrote the 
first bond. He knew the amount of that was received, and that the resources of the wanta 
were allowed to be enjoyed. When collection was stopped to be made from the wanta on 
account of the attachment, the thakore passed, in the month of Bhadurwa Sumvt, 1904 
(a. d. 1847-48), a new instalment bond; this too has been written by Dooluvjee. If the 
money of the above bond were not true, why would the thakore have made a new one? 
This should be considered by you. In the joint deposition of Nursee Kevel and Heera 
Poonja Patells, of Bhaeelee Wanta, the former stated, in answer to the question put to him, 
that he went to Baroda, at Heeradass Bowa’s, where Carbharee Cullidass and Dooluvjee 
were, and that conversation was going on there; that as I (Saheb’s carbharee) caused 
Surdarsing to be succeeded to the gadee, the wanta was granted to me in bril>e. He also 
stated, in answer to the same question, that when both the carbharees were talking on the 
subject of granting to me the Beel Wanta, he said to them, as his wanta was near to Baroda, 
it had better be granted ; and that he therefore knew it was given in bribe. He further de- 
clared Dooluvjee told him that his master was 1 ; that he should therefore inform me, if he has 
any grievance, and thus entrusted (whom) to me ; but the thakore, or the carbharee, did not 
tell him anything whether liis wanta was sold, mortgaged, or granted in Inam. In regard 
to this it is to be observed the said Nursee is a very troublesome j)er8on. As he was inter- 
rupting the revenues during Luxumonrow Venaik’s management, he was turned out of the 
wanta. When he lived in the villages belonging to Seevrow jBulvunt Funsa, situated in 
Pal (Jungles), he having also played roguery there, was in like manner turned out, and 
he came to Bhaeelee, and remained there by cultivating alienated lands. He returned to the 
wanta after Luxumonrow’s management was over. He must be therefore stating false 
through enmity ; but what he Inis declared is all fiilsc, as would plainly appear from the 
substance of his evidence above quoted, which should be taken into considemtion, when 
it would convince you of his false statement. His roguery has been made known to Mr. 
Mansfield by Luxumonrow Venaik, in his report of the June 1847. Moreover, he declared 
he was not told by any one whether his wanta was sold, mortgaged, or given in Inam* 
What dependence could now be placed on his falsehood ? This should be viewed by you 
with justice. 

14. ghleba 
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14. Saheba would hav® aubmitted a petition on Aso Vud 10th (30th October 1850) ; 
aa extract of it waa «ent (to me) on the 29th March 1851. The Bubstanco of which is, 
her motfaer-m-law has besides this given me 1,000 rupees m Sumvt* 1894 or 1895 (a, d. 
1637-38, or 1838-39), on aeoount of the Kherda ferry boat, and,,^ tliat she would show 
proofs for it when the case be inquired. In regard to tliis it is t6 be observed, I know 
nothing about the money. Her mother-in-law having been dead, the petitioner writes as 
Msely as she likes through enmity, because the former is never to come to give her evidence* 
The petitioner, Khoosh^ Vuyed, and Bhawabhaee (great rogues) make such fabricated 
petitions without fear from the Surkar, while the latter do not require proofs from them 
at the same time, so that they invent, according to the nature of the buifiness, such proofs 
as may be wanting at any time, and injure the cliaracter of an honest person. You 
are also obliged to take trouble for them. If therefore Government take measures to 
punish them for fabricating jietitions, forging documents, and perjury, they would never for 
the future be encouraged to disgrace any one by preferring false accusation. ^ 

15, You should consider that these rogues, having falsely written in the petition about 
giving me 8,800 rupees, have produced such invented documents as suited their interest ; 
they should be examined by you minutely that how they have contrived and made false 
adjustment, so as to ruin otlicr persons. In the first place they having tom the leaves of 
the daily book, have inked seveml entries. At the sixth page in the ledger, where there is 
an account of tlic petitioner’s mother-in-law, several entries to have been inked. The 
Vuyed said lie brought from Kunneeja Bawabhaec 900 and 2,000 rupees ; this the latter 
acknowledged; but the fifth page, which contains an account with him, shows that 1,525 
rupees are duo by him. TVho is then true, Bhawabhaee, the Vuyed, or his books? What 
must be said here? In the first page of the ledger is an account with Deeveedass Jetha- 
bhaee, where an item of 1,375 rupees has been credited, and the same debited to Bhawa- 
bhace in the daily book. Many days afterwards the said item has been again credited to 
Bhawabhaee and debited to Deveedass Jethabhaee. This item has never been received nor 
paid ; his own books show that the adjustment has been falsely made for nothing. He mu^t 
only know why, and to ruin what person he would have done this. Besides, the book hits 
in many places been forged, which I cannot describe to you, as it would be very long. In 
short, he is accustomed to invent such books. Moreover the Vuyed Bhawabhaee and the 
petitioner had sent Sha Deveedass Vuluvdass to Bombay, in Sumvt. 1898 (a.d. 1841-42), to 
make petitions for them, and to whom many letters were addressed by them to raise I’alse 
accusations ; of these, three have been produced by me with my report of the 23d J nne, 
which are on the subject of forging new accounts for raising false accusations on the kam- 
dars, and the liatred they entertain against me. He (the Vuyed) was in those days peti- 
tioning against the servants. It is therefore for you to consider whether he would nave 
remained up to this time w ithout complaining against me, if I had been guilty of what is 
written In the petitioner’s representation. The three papers of the Vuyed’s, which I have 
produced, should be translated into English, when it wonld convince you that he and others 
arc rogues. 

The above is the whole circumstance of the fire enclosures. I have produced translations 
of all, except that of the order of Lolla Hurlall should be made into English and examined 
by you, when you would know' that the false accusation raised against me through enmity, 
is to defame my character and forfeit the debt due to my son. Many of the proofs above 
described to prove them (the Vuyed and others) inventors of false documents, have made 
everything clear. There are many other proofs besides ; but as you directed me to gi\’e my 
answer on the Ist July, I submitted this report. I would also produce, henceforth, any 
other proof that may be found out of importance ; therefore beg to request that you would 
kindly translate my reports that have been made, examine them, and enter the w hole cir- 
cumstance in your report. 

Dated Sumvt. 1907, Ashad Sood 2d. (Tuesday, corresponding with 1st July 1851.) 

(signed) Veenaik Moreshwur Furkey, 

P. S . — You w’ould have suspected, from the false representation of the petitioner’s, that 
Luxuinonrow has not paid the amount of his half share i;)f Paruck Nurbhairam Gunness’ 
loan of 12,000 rupees, and also 1,325 rupees out of the half share of Nurbhairam Gnnnese. 
On this you took down the evidences of the thakorc, Kalleedass and Dooluojee. Tlic 
former stated jdainly he did not give anything to me. Kalleedass said he received 2,000 or 
2,500 from Narbhairam Guniiess, and 1,000 or 1,500 from me; and tliat Dooluojee must 
know about the rest of the money, while the latter clearly declared half of the amount was 
given by Nurbhairam Gunness, and the other half by Luxumonro\v Lallajee ; that the 
money nave ^ been received from them in cash; that Luxuinonrow Lalliyee’s 6,700 rupees 
were sent to Bhadurwa, for the thakore’s exjiense, and that Nurbhairam Gunness’ 1,325 
rupees paid to him (by Luxurnonrow) were also sent to Bhadurwa with Callidass. He 
appears to have shown to you the account of 12,000 rupees for which you asked him. You 
would also be convinced of it by examining the annuiu accounts of interest and copies of 
bonds submitted by Nurbhairam Gunness with las petitions before the Surkar. The peti- 
tioner stated the Bhaeelce Wanta was granted in Inam. The thakore and the carbharecs, 
through the ill advice of some one, caused an attachment to be placed on the state. On this 
the sowcars complained. The thakore with his an8\ver submitted a false yad ; and to prove 
it to be correct, he and the oorbharces did not acknowledge the amount of the bond mort- 
gaging the Bhaeeloe Wanta. I therefore beg to explain, for you to be convinced that their 
own evidence proves them to be liars, that if he (the thakore) did not receive the money, 
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why did he allow to carry on the management of the villages ? Or if he allowed the manage- 
ment^ why was the collection allowed to be enioyed ? In regard to tiuB he observed, that 
as I was managing during those years like tne state banker, I received the collections of 
those years. But I did* not conduct the management of his state ; he should show whether 
I did do so. The bankers to Avhom the villages were mortgaged, were managing them, and 
not the state. How was it then that I managed it ? These people say quite false, and 
proof for it should certainly be taken. The th^ore, in answer to the question proposed to 
him, whether the revenues of Bhaeelee were received by all the bankers, or by me alone^ 
stated he knew nothing about it ; but that when all the bankers preferred a pecuniary claim 
against him, and did not account therein for the revenues of the Bhaeelee Wanta, he wrote 
a letter to the Surkar. Such falsely he stated ; but Surdar Sing knew beforehand that the 
revenues of Bhaeelee were enjoyed by mortgagee Luxuinonrow, according to the agreement 
of the bond, in lieu of interest. In the annual accounts of Nurbhairam Gunness, written 
by the thakore’a carbharee, the revenues of tlie tliree villages of Mangshee, Beel Wanta, 
and Chassud "V^nta, received by the bankers, have been accounted for, and for the balance 
drawn against the thakore and for other rupees lent to him, new bonds passed with the 
thakore’s signature thereon. Notwithstanding this he declared in his evidence, that when 
the bankers petitioned against him, he found out (that the revenues of the Bhaeelee have 
not been accounted for by the bankers). He further said I complained in lieu of the mort- 
gaged bond in Sumvut 1903 (a.d. 1846-47). This is quite false. I did not complain against 
him ; the mortgagee had done so. He has falsely written my name. The fact of the moi*t- 

f agee’s having received the money was known to the thakore from the year the former 
egan to take ; and the above would convince you that the thakore’s declaration was false. 
In answer to your question to him, wW I did not give him the money, he said I put hun off 
on promises ; such falsely he stated. The new instalment bond passed by him to the mort- 
g^ee, in Sumvut 1904 (a.d. 1847-48), would clearly show his and the carbharee’s equity. 
The j^etitioner did not produce, with her first petition, the lately forged note from me to 
Tukutranee^s address ; and when she was asked, during an investigation of the case, she 
said she might have a writing, but she had not then by her, &c., while she afterwards 
produced the above note. You inquired into it direct, without my presence, of which full 
explanation has been made in my report of the 10th June 1851. When I asked you of the 
opinions of those persons (who inquired into it), you said you would not tell them to me. 
No matter. In spite of the note being forged, you did not inquire into it in my presence. 
This seems contrary to justice. Similar hand-writing can be made by treachery. A human 
being is able to form a man of earth like another (living one), and take pictures of men, or 
any other being : this is publicly known. The rupees made, are coined in any government’s 
mint; of these several arc found out to have been made of copper and lead, which are not 
caused to be coined by Government, but by rogues. Many of this kind of rupees are 
detected by governments. The Government have lately introduced notes in the Bombay 
banks, and the forged notes lately found out to have been made by knavery, have been 
known to every one. It is therefore necessary that you should not depend upon these (the 
Vuyed and others) old rogues, but decide the case with justice. Dated as above. 

(signed) Veenaik Moreshxvur Fur key. 


(True translation.) 

(signed) Lewis Browm, Political Agent. 

(True copy.) 

(signed) Geo. Fulljames, Political Agent. 


Appendix (A.) to No. 12. 

Traxslatiok of a Copy of a Letter from Maharana Shree Surdarsingjie, of Bhadurwa, to 
Pareek Nurbhairam Gunness, at Baroda, dated Sumvut 1905, Magsur Sood 10th, corre- 
sponding with 5th December 1848. 

After compliments. 

A SETTLEMENT is to be made of the debt I owe you, but I am at present trying to remove 
the attachment placed oil my state by the Government, and when that is effected, we will 
conjointly make the settlement in question, I desire that friendly terms may exist among 
us. Know the circumstance from the above. (Written in the hand-wriiing of Ruma 
Surdarsingjie.) 

(True translation.) 

(siened) Lewis Brown, Political Agent. 

(True copy.) 

(signed) G. Fulljames, Political Agent. > 
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Appendix (B.) to No. 12. 

Teanslation of a Copy of a Letter from Mahai-urina Shree Surdarsingjee, of Bhadurwa» 
to Paruck Nurbhairam Gunnegs at Baroda, dated Sumvut 1906, Cartick Sood 3d, corre- 
sponding with 19th October 1849. » 


After compliments. 

In Mr. Andrew's incumbency I allowed an attachment to be placed on. my state through 
the advice of the carbharee, and I sustained great loss thereby. It reniliined extant not- 
withstanding its removal after a fixed period ; so I have been ruined. No good will be 
done to me until I furnish security to the Surkar for the Jumabundee, and cause the attach- 
ment to be removed, I have written concerning your money in the yads submitted in Mr. 
Stuart's time, and in the petition made by me on Cartick Sood 13th, Sumvut 1903. A copy 
of the latter document is herewith forwarded for your satisfaction. Please, therefore, furnish 
nisha (security) to the Surkar for the said year's jumabundee, when after causing the Surkar 
to remove the attachment, I will make a proper settlement of the debt due to you. Perform 
the business immediately, and on receipt of your reply, I will petition the Surkar to remove 
the attachment. 

(signed) Runna Surdarsui^jee. 

(True translation.) 

(signed) Lewis Brown, Political Agent. 

(True copy.) 

(signed) G. Fulljames, Political Agent. 


Appendix (C.) to No. 12. 

Translation of a Copy of a Communication from Runna Surdarsingjee, of Bhadurwa, to 
the Address of Thomas Ogilvy, Esq., Political Agent in the Rewa Canta, dated Cartick 
Sood 13th, Thursday, Sumvut 1805, corresponding with a. d. 1848, 9th November. 

A. C. 

The Surkar kindly made over the state to me in about the month of Chintree (May), 
Sumvut 1898 (a.d. 1842), hut the management thereof (the state having Government's 
supervision over it), being for the year entrusted to Meheta Callidass Lulloobhaee, and 
Kaneeza Bhawabhaee, on taking security from them, they not having paid the full amount 
of the Surkar’s jumabundee, only showed me in Carcoon Dajee Bulla's presence a balance 
of Rs. 3,900. 8. to be recovered and appropriated to themselves, the remaining produce and 
besides out of the aforesaid balance. 'I hits they carried away the whole produce. Those 
rupees the Surkar took from me. The jewels, property, and balance in deposit, which 
ought to have been entrusted to me, according to the custom of the state, were not done 
80 by my mother and brother’s wife, through the ill-advice of the camdars. But it is the 
custom ^ong all tkiE owners of states to obtain the jewels. See. in deposit, and they receive 
them accordingly. I mention one or two instances which 1 remember. After the demise of 
Prutheerajjee, Raja of Oodeypoor, Goomansingjee, who succeeded the sUte, obtained the 
jewels, &c. in deposit. On the death of Tomsingjee Runna of Simore, Kuslabawa, who 
was a distant cousin to the deceased, and who obtained the state, received also the property 
in deposit. There are several other instances besides, and I submitted several yads on the 
subject to the Surkar, but they did not cause anything to be given to me. 1 then, becoming 
helpless, contracted debt from bankers, and bought those things which were necessarily 
required, and also paid the Surkar on account of the balance on the part of the above- 
named persons for that year. Thus I conducted business^t the end of Sumvut 1899 (a.d. 
1842-43), but Kullidass did not show the whole produ^ of the state ; knowing this, tlte 
Surkar, who ought to have received from the above-named managers the jumabundee for 
(the year Sumvut 1900 (a. d. 1842-43), and the balance on account of Sumvut 1898 (a. d. 
1841-42), burdened me with the same, for which Dooluvjee Riinchoredass and Kalleedass 
Lulloobhaee became securities before the Surkar, when villages were equally entrusted t<i 
them to realize collection from them. Dooluvjee paid the amount of his share to the Surkar, 
while Kalleedass treacherously did not do so, and appropriated the Ihoney to himself. I have 
submitted yads to the Surkar on the subject, which, when taken out of^the office and ai tended 
10, will acquaint your Honor of it. In Sumvut 1901 (a. d. 1844-43) I made a petition in 
regard to my condition, in which I separately showed ilie villages assigned to the bankers 
from those for jumabundee. To realize collection from the latter the Surkar appointed 
Carcoon Dajee Bulla), who made payments to the Surkar of the money collected by him. 
The loss sustained on account of the jumabundee amount, owing to the villages having 
yielded leas produce, was made up by receiving a loan from bankers. Notwithstanding 
thi^, ^our Honor, not considering the impoverished affairs of the state, and the heavy pres- 
sure tjra it, wrote an order to pay about Rupees 1^278. 8., being the amount ot the 
balitice for SumvuL 1900 (a. d. 1843-44), after deducting that for the former year. Owing 
to a delay having taken place in the matter, your Hoiypr imprisoned my carbarees, and col- 
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lected rupees, including those on account of Sumvut 1808 (a, n, 1843-42). jBeing helpless^ 
I acted accordingly so as to please your Honor. I furnished nisha (bikers being securities) 
to the Surkar for the jumabundee for Stfmvut 1902 (a. d. 1846-46)^-ttnd accordingly the 
bankers paid the money to the Surkar; but as they (the bankers) were not paid according 
to the Tillages assigned to them on account of the nisha, I became a debtor to them. 
Upon this I submitted yads, 8cc. to Mr. Stuart in about the month of Vueesack, 
Sumvut 1902 (a. d. 1845-40) to convince the bankers (with a view to make a setilernent 
witli them) and ihe Surkar of the heavy amount of the jumabtmdee^ These are 
present helbre the Surkar. 1 was then informed tliat arrangement would be made 
on Saheb’s arrival. Whereupon I presented a yad to hini at the Meolee Camp, and 
represented (the ciicuuistarue). Those proofs are present before the Surkar. Not- 
withstanding this, the bankers, owing to a delay having occurred, petitioned against me; 
Some one then advised me that my villages, &c. have been mortgaged to bankers, and 
as I was furnishing security for the juraabunclee, I was suffering the nisha expense; that 
therefore I should not give sowcaree nisha to the Surkar for Sumt. 1903 (a. d. 1846-47), 
as the jiimabundee, and ray expenses were inadequate, and that 1 may petition the Surkar 
that I could not get sowcaree nisha ; that then he would persuade the Saheb, and cause 
attachment to be placed on the bankers, villagers, 8cc., as without doing so I would not 
receive the villagers, &c., in their possession. On this, I said to him I would suffer very 
much by the Surkar's attachment. When he replied, he would keep the Surkar’s attach- 
ment for two months, and that then it be removed on my satisfying for the jumabundee. 
Thus advised, I spoke disrespectfully to the bankers, and petitioned the Surkar for the 
attachment, when they placed it. Two months afterwards I asked ihe man to remove the 
attachment, as I was satisfying for the jumabundee. He replied, it would be removed after 
the large balance standing against iny state in favour of the Guicowar government is 
collected, and not daring the meantime, 1 then plainly discovered his treachery ; he 
assisted the Guicowar government by entering into an agreement with it, and ruined me. 
He made me quarrel with the men (bankers) who gave ine money at a critical moment. 
Bec^pming helpless, I sat by myself with great sorrow, and the carcoon placed over the 
attachment carried on the management as he liked, without asking me : I had no access to it 
at all. The accounts of the receipts and disbursements for Sumt. 1903 (a.i>. 1846-47), 
were not furnished to me when I asked for them at the end of the year. The year Sumt. 
1904 (A. D. 1B47-48), expired, but 1 have not yet been shown what revenues were realized 
from my state, and what expended during tlie two years. The ri»yets from whom forcible 
collections were made, were not furnished with receipts, and that therefore the present and 
the late carcoons, through mutual understanding, now show balance against the royets, and 
collect it from them by force ; such is the oppression 1 and the royets receive from the 
government’s juftee carcoons. We suffer it, and pass on the days. Notwithstanding this, 
the carcoons write to the Surkar as falsely as they like ; the proof for it is present before the 
Surkar. As, for instance, Putell Bhagoo Dajee, an inhabitant of Wankaneer Kulan (the 
son of Kallidass), who was employed by the carcoon, received collections from the people, 
appropriated tlieni to himself, and carried the same as balance on iheir (the people) 
accounts, though the case was siich as to be proved against him ; his cleverness having teen 
reported, his pay was increased while stationed at the same village. On an inquiry into tlie 
matter, those who are rogues will clearly appear to be so ; ni>twithstaiKiing this, the Surkar 
write orders on me, depending on the carcoons' reports; but an investigation of the case will 
convince you of their conduct. 1 know nothing about tlve Guicowar’inbalance. Fprmerly 
a force from Guicow'ar used lo come, pillage the villages, and fix the innounts 
There wdll be some balance of such oppression, and how can I pay it ? Ghas-lakree, juma- 
bundee, amdunt has annually been increasked against my state, and made it a heavy 
one by force, which has hitherto been paid by me and my brother by contracting debts of 
lacks of rupees from bankers. The latter having been ruined, and lend me now nothing, 
I cannot now pay such amount which has been forcibly fixed. 1 will be protected if the 
Surkar kindly fix the amount according lo those of past years, which were shown in 
the case of Seerpao for Wankaneer. It has come to my knowledge that my brother 
(Jahunsingiee) has passed securiW bond to the Surkar in Sumt. 1885 (a. d. 1028—29), for 
the balance raised through oppression. My mother and brother (Jahunsingjee) submitted 
petitions to tlie Surkar on this subject, and to cause Meb.ta Lulioobhaee and Callidass to 
funiish them (my mother and brother) with accounts of the receipts and expenditure during 
my brother’s management, but it was not done so; when the Surkar took agreements; but 
wny would they have been taken ? If Surkar not protect the owner of an estate, bow would 
a karndar obey me? I therefore beg your Honor will kindly cause the said papers to be 
taken out of the office/ and examine them atteniivcly, when the whole circumstance 
reganlitig the balance will come to your notice; and, moreover, a copy of the agreement 
entered into in burnt. fi885 (a. d. 1828-29), produced by me before the Surkar during the 
dispute about my mother’s seer, and which is present before the Surkar. Ttere Ivave been 
many snptnuteteents from Sumt. 1885 (a. 9. 1828-29), till the end of Sumt. 1902 (a^ n. 
1845-46); namely, Messrs. Williams, the first, J. Willoughby, Malet, Remington, Ogiivy, 
Stuart, Karr,, <kc., ivho conducted the RewaCaunta business. No one required the balacice 
during the time of* the Carbaree Sarabhaee and others, who acted until the end of ^umt. 
1902 (a. n. 1845-46); proofs for it are present before the Surkar, because tlie bafottqis iii 
question, raised through oppression, was not likely to be received ; and knowing theiWliere 
no receipts coming from my place sufficient to pay the balance, no one troubled my stl^. 
Mr. Andrews would have thought t 9 receive the balance on being informed (without any 
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offence from me) by the above-'mentioned ill advmer; but Mr. Malet, who carried on the 
Rewa Caunta busiiiu^ for many days, has decided at the time that those Mehwasee people, 
against whose village there may be balance due 4o the Guicowar government, should not 
be paid tlie annual amounts of serpao, but the same be debited to them on account of serpao, 
and credited to the balance* Thus the management has been conducted. I therefore most 
humbly beg to state, your Honor will kindly take the above circumstance into your consi- 
deration. iMlr. Mansfieldf alter being acquainted of the fact, orally represented to him in 
the said manner, received a petition from me to remit only the balance of Sumi. 1901 
(a. d. 1044-45), on account of my sister’s marriage, and granted me the,marriage expense; 
that petition is present before the Surkar, and its perusal will make your Honor acquainted 
of it; please, therefi)re, cause the papers connected with my case to be taken out, and after 
being acquainted with iny condition, your Honor should remove the attachment on receiving 
nisha for the juraabundee and ghansdana for Sumt. 1906 (a.d. 1848-49), and make such 
arrangement by writing to the Bombay government for a reduction in the jumabundee 
amount, as I may be supported. Your Honor should also, by appointing an old expe- 
rienced carcoon, cause tiie juftee carcoon to furnish me from the office records with the 
accounts of tw o years, in the presence of the royets ; this is my request. A large balance 
remained due the Guicowar government during the management of Mehta Lulloobhaee 
Soonderjee, wlken money were not paid according to the ankra (fixed amount). Your 
Honor will be acquainted of it when you take ihe whole account from him. 

(signed) Maharuma Shi^ee Surdarsingjee. 

(True translation.) 

(signed) Lewis Brown, Political Agent. 

(True copy) 

(signed) Geo. Fulljames, Political Agent. 
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(No. 13.) 

Translation of a Communication from Venaik Moreshwur Furkey to the Address of 
Captain G- Fulljames, Political Agent in the Rewa Caunta, dated 29 August 1861. 

VuYED Khooshall Keerpa Shunker, of Bhadurwa, by the ill advice of the Kamdar, and 
others, caused a false complaint to be preferred against me, in the name of Sahib Coover. 
The case had for many days been going on in the presence of the late Major Brown, with 
great trouble. During the investigation, evidence on the part of the complainant and 
witnesses were taken ; some in ray presence, and others not, I have given answers to 
them, and produced documentary papers. All the papers connected with the case have, I 
hear, been translated into Englisli by that officer. Those^nd oUier Guzeratliee ones, when 
seen by you, will, of themselves, fully convince you that ihe fabrication has been raised 
against me through enmity. Few days ago it came to my remembrance that the petitions 
and other papers presented to the Sirkar, by Thakor Surdar Sing and his carbharees, Mehta 
Callidass and Do<iIuvjee, in regard to the true state they were in, have not been showm by 
kamdaimlo the sahl®' (Major Brown), though they were in the office records. Feeling very 
mticli ^Sronished, I begged M^jor Brown personally to favour me with copies of the office 
papers (authenticated by liis signature), which I may point out from the di^ry, when I would 
submit a statement. An order was issued to the effect. In the meantime, by God’s doing, 
that officer departed this life. On this I asked Lieutenant Battye, who made them give 
me the copies. One of them that remained you had given to me a few days ago. On 
attending to them, it will clearly be seen by you that they were concealed by the office 
people to avoid being shown to Major Brown, and had nnnecessariiy given him trouble in 
carrying on the business. The papers in question are detailed in the following manner : — 

1. Thakore Surdar Sing, of Bhadurwa, having obtainfl nisha (security) for the Jumma- 
bundee forSumvut 1901 (a. d. 1844-46), handed over to Carcoon Dajee Bullat a memo- 
mndum of villages assigned on occounl of jummabundee, &c., with atv acknowledgment 
written in the handwriting of Callidass, and signed by him. The memorandum (yad) the 
carcoon tratismitted with iiis report of the 11th December 1844, and in it the Bhaeelee 
Wautu is included, as having been assigned to a banker in liquidation of the Thakore^s 
debt. ^ 

1. Copy of an order, No. 2,172, under date the 14th December 1844, on Carcoon Dajee 
Bulal, directing him to act in conformity with his report above alltided to, the Thakore^s 
acknowledgniaiu and the memorandum t 

. A communication from Thakore Surdar Singjee, dated Sumvut 1902 (a. d. 1846), 
Vysack (May), Sood 7tl) (2d), with a yad of the same date, showing the whole receipts 
from the state, the village, &c., assigned to bankers in liquidation of debt and expenses, 
wiitten by Carbharee Dooluojee, atid signed by the Thakore. In this also the 
Wanta; ia entered as having been mortgaged . 

from the Thakore, beaAng date the lath of Cartie (9th November) Sumvat 
10|(W (a. b. 1848), wherein he has distinctly mentioned of the loss sustained by liim, and 
the misconduct on the part of tlie Kamdars. The Kaibharee has not made the Sahib 
560 * p P 4 uuderstaud 
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understand the substance of it, as it does not appear whether an inquiry into it has ever 
been made by the then agent. 

1. The Thakore, in his petition, date4 Magsur Sood 5th (1st Dtt^mber), Sumvut 1905^ 
(a. d. 1848), (received No. 4,374), has stated of the loss in the revenue from bis stote; 
that the carcoon does not furnish him with the accounts of two years; that a certain man 
advised him to get attachment to be placed on the state, which, when done, dissatisfaction 
arose between him and bankers, and other remonstrance besides ; but it does not appear 
the then agent did ever make an arrangement after justly redressing the grievances repre- 
sented by the petitioner. 

1. With my report of the 1st July 1851 I have produced papers; two of them have 
been addressed to Banker Nurbhairam Guness, by Thakore Surdar Sing. Their dates, and 
of others, are as follows : — 

One letter dated Magsur, Sood 10th, Sumvut 1905 (a. d. 5ih December 1848). 

One letter dated Cartick, Sood 3d, Sumvut 1906 (a. u. 19th October 1849). 

One copy of an instalment bond, dated Bhadurwa, Sood 13th, Sumvut 1904 (a. d. Sep- 
tember 1848), written afresh (by the Thakore) after a settlement was made of the money of 
a mortgage bond assigning the Bhaeelee Wanta. 

The above papers should be caused to be taken out of the office, translated into English, 
and kindly inquired into by you, througli justice, when it would appear that it was through 
the Kamdar's knavery and misconduct that the Thakore and his Carbharce were dissuaded 
in making the false statement about Bhaeelee, &c., as given by them on 2d Jeth Sood 2, 
Sumvut 1903 (a. d. June 1847), to confirm which false evidences have been made to give 
in Sahib Coover’s case. And from the substance of the Thakore's letters above quoted, it 
would clearly be seen by you that he has acknowledged to have received debt on the 
Bhaeelee Wanta, and others, up to Cartic Sood 3d, Sumvut 1906 (a. d. 19th October 1849). 
I humbly beg lo state, the rogues, having consulted together, have, for nothing, ruined me, 
and defamed my character, through enmity. You should, therefore, kindly attend to the 
above papers, through justice, submit a report to the Surkar, and free me safely from the 
fal^ claim. 

(signed) Veenaik More^hwur Furkey. 

(True translation.) 

(signed) G. Fulljames, Political Agent. 


Appendix (A.) to No, 13. 


Translation of the Yad of the Receipts of the Petty State of Bhadurwa, for the Year 

Sumvut, 1901 (a. n. 1844-45). 


Names of the villages which we to pay the amount of Jumabundee and 
Ghansdana 


Jls. 

Total receipt from Wankaneer 7,000 

Receipts from Bhadurwa, including the produce arising from m 
the spirit shc^s - . 3,000 

Receipts from Furthunpoor, Jahunpoor, and Khandee - - 1,400 

Total receipt from Jaspur ------- 3,000 

Girass from the villages under Baroda and Sowlee - - 1,100 

Receipts from Mahapoor ------- 400 

Ditto from the ferry boat ------ 400 

Ditto from the opium farm ------ 1,500 

Fine, &c. --------- - 1,300 


# 


Us* 

19,100 


19,100 


Names of the Villages whose Produce are at present appropriated for the Expenses of 

the State. 


Receipts from Buheedra - 
Ditto from Ramepoora - 
Ditto from the Move) wanta - 
Private receipts from the Mangshee 
Ditto, ditto from Wankaneer - 


Ms. 


1,200 

100 

160 

100 

300 


1,860 


These are the only villages whose produce is at present appropriated for the expeMee of 
the state, with the view of paying the amount due to the Sirkar. If more he 

required for expenses, it shall be borrowed from the Sowcars. 

Name®' 
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Names of the Villages mortgaged to the Sowcars on account of their claims. 

The Jumabundee anlbunt of Mangshee. 

Ditto^ ditto, of Beelwanta. « 

Ditto, ditto, of Chansud Wanta. 

Ditto, ditto, of Bhaeelee Wanta. 

Ditto, ditto, of Seemlia Wanta. 

The customs at different Nakas. 

Tax or vera on the Bunians of Bhadurwa. 

The above seven villages are mortgaged to Paruk Nurbhiram Gunness, Bheema Shunker 

Oungadher Shastree, Peruk ScolalT, and after receiving money from them on 

loan. 

Dated Kartic Wud 14th, Sumvut 1901, Sunday. 

(signed) Surdardngjee Purtapstngjee. 

(True translation.) 

(signed) G. Fulljames, Political Agent. 


Appendix (B.) to No. 13. 


Translation of an Extract of a Yad from Runna Surdarsingjee, of Bhadurwa, dated 
Sumvut 1902, Yaeesack Sood 7 th (a. i>. 2 d May 1846.) 


About 40,001 rupees are due (to the Sowcars), for which the following villages are 
mortgaged to them in liquidation of their claims. If the Surkar will be pleased to bear 
witness to those villages, I shall have the advantage of paying a less interest; and if villages 
yielding 2,000 rupees are relieved, their produce snail contribute towards paying the 
Jumabundee. 


Names of the villages - 





Rs. 

Mangshee 

- 

- 

- 

- 

3,232 

Wantas - - - 

- 

• 

• 

• • • 

3,239 

Beel Wanta 


. 


Rs. 

1,411 

Chansud Wanta - 

- 

- 

- 

826 


Bhaeelee Wanta - 

- 

- 

- 

626 


Seemlya Wanta - 

- 

- 

- 

376 






Rr. 3,339 ' 

i 


Ri. 

6,231 


Deducting 240 rupees, being the amount of pay annually due to the Mehta Sepoys and 
Havildar, the balance remains 6,231 rupees. 

(True translation.) 

(signed; G. Fulljames, Political Agent. 


(No 14.) 

Translation of a Letter from Vecnayek Moreshwur Furkey, to the address of Captain 
George Fulljames, Political Agent in the Rewa Can|k, dated 14 October 1851. 

You personally directed me to eimlain to you the manner in which the payment was 
made to Thakore Surdarsung, of Bhadurwa, of the amount of the half share kept by 
my son in loan of 12,001 rupees, first contracted by Nurbhairam Gunness with the 
Tnakore, and to show an account of the sum of 1,325 rupees, which appears to have been 
sent to my house by Nurbhairam Gunness on account of his share, and also to produce the 
agreement passed by Nurbhaircrra Gunness with my son for the latter's half share. On 
your having shown to me the four letters from Deveedas VuIIubdass at Bombay, dated 
Sumlut 1899 (A. D. 1842-43), a note from my carcoon, and another from mein Sumvut 
1902 (A. D. 1845-46), all of them to the address of Khooshal Vuyed, and produced by him, 
I requested for their copies, which you kindly furnished me with. 1 have also been 
favoured with copies of tne depositions of Khooshal Vuyed, dated the 7th July and 30th 
September 1851, and I beg to answer on the above points as follows ; — 

1 . Nurbhairam Gunness contracted the loan of 12,001 rupees, in the month of Shravun, 
Sumrd||^898 (A. n. 1841-42), Luxumonrow Lallajee had a half share in it, and the amount 
thereOflks been paid to the Thakore. The day on which the sum of 1,325 rupees had 
been sent by Nurbbailram Gunness through his goomasta on account of his share, to be 
given to ICallidas and Doolnojee, there was vastoo (a ceremony performed by Hindooa 
560 . Q Q when 
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when going for the first lime to live in a newly built house) at my house, and Dooluvjee 
and Kalledass had come lo me to honour the occasion, and ns they had no leisure then to 
go to their quarter, they caused my carcoon to receive the money in qiifestion. The carcoon 
credited the amount as jdeposit, and debited the same in the saia manner on the day it was 
given back to Dooluvjee. A meinonindmn of the account in question, copy of an agree- 
ment, dated Shravun Sood J2th, Suinvut 1898 (a. d. 1841-42), entered into between N^urb- 
hairam Gunness and Luxumonrow Lallajee for tlie latter’s half share. Copy of another 
agreement passed by Nurhhairam Gunness fi)r the half share kef)t by him in the loan of 
19,951 rupees, contracted with the Thakore, on Shravun Sood,Suinvut 1898 (a. d. 1841-42). 
Copy of a bond, dated Sunivut 1900 (a. t>. 1848-44), Cartick S<>od 13th, passed by Nur- 
sungnalh Dahayabhaee for liis further share in the half share kept bv Luxumonrow Lallajee 
in tne above loan of 19,951 lupees; and copy of a bond passed hy Nurbhairam Gunne-sto 
Luxumonrow Lallajee for the latter’s seventh share in the loan of 20,00 1 rupees, contracted 
in the name of Nuri)hairam Gunness with the Tliakore, on Cartick Sood Ist, Siuuvut 1902 
(a. d. 1846-46), altogether five papers have been produced before you. Fiom them, and 
the explanation furnished in my former reports, you would have been made acquainted of 
the whole circumstances, and 1 do not therefore prolong them any further. 

1. From a perusal of the copies furnished to me of the fotir letters which have been pro- 
duced hy Khooshal Vuytd as luiving been addressed to him by Deveedas Vullubhda.-s, at 
Bombay, it appears tliat at -that time Motee Fursotum was a trustwoithy man on the part 
of the Bhadurvva Baee in all her transactions, and it is lie who, not considering of his own 
bad behaviour, ruins other persons by raising false accusations tlirough enmity against th(‘m. 
Such unworthy conduct on his part has been brought to light by Ins having fabricated a 
book itJ his own hand, and being petitioned against for receiving bribes. For the hater 
reason he was discharged from the government service, and the Dufterdarship of the 
Rewa Canta agency was given to me. From that date he bears enmity towards me, and it 
is very clear that he would have on this account invented and caused Deveedass to write 
as he (Motee) pleased ; Deveedass, whose deposition w^as lately taken on the subject, also 
plainly stated that he wrote just as he was dictated by Motee Pursotum. Moreover 
Motee’s conduct has been brought to tire notice of the Bombay Government in the case of 
Dhackjee Dadajee Kooshal Vuyed and others’ treachery, and their habit of inventing 
papers are apparent from the copies of three letters which 1 have produced before the late 
Major Brown with my report of the 23d June 1851 , as having been addressed by Khooshal 
Vuyed to Deveedas, the substance of which 1 also beg to mention below for your infor- 
mation. 

1. A letter, dated Sunivut 1899 (a. d. 1842-43), Fagun Sood 11th, states, that you should 
complete the account business which you have intended to perform ; do not make many days 
about it, but be very cautious, so that no one may know of it ; while I will also do whatever 
is to be done in our accounts; and they would be shown when every other means fail. 
Let whatever is to happen, but you should do. Hearing from you that Bbaee Sliree has 
been forbidden to come to his house, I have no appetite fdr my dinner, nor do I get any 
sleep. If be returns without the great business being done, what will become of us! It 
will therefore be much better if he won’t come back to his house. Tell him on the part of 
Bate Shree and Bbovvabhaee that they are at his disposal, and that he sliould not leave 
them in the state of being drowned in a sea, &c.” 

It is observed in a Idler dated Sunivut 1899 (a. d. 1842-43), Fagumhud 30th, that you 
should come soon to perform the business that has been intend( d, as wy doing it tj|io8e who 
have swelled will fall back. Be very quick, hut in sucl> a manner that no one nifty know 
about it; and if otherwise, the design will be undone.” 

1 . It is wiilten in a letter dated Jelljbud (Uh, that I paid a visit to the Resident of 
Baroda; nothing is to be given him at present; but he should certainly be paid on the 
business being accomplished, liecause an agreement has been made with him. The reason 
for doing so was, that it might prove injurious to us if he were not to act in accordance 
with the answer you may send on liim. You shoul I pass a good agreement with Bhaee 
Shree Moteebhaee, as that will be advantageous.” From the above it appears that he 
fearlessly wrote to raise a false accusation, to fabricate papers and accounts, and to defame 
the character of the Sahib ; what difliculty will he then find to raise a false accusation 
against a carkoon like me? He submitted various fabricated representations before tfie 
Surkar, but none of tiie authorities punished him for the deeds he perlormed, und so he 
entertained no fear to defame the character of respectable persons, and to represent falsely 
to the Surkar, Besides, he has produced two notes, dated Sumvut 1902 (a. d. 1845-46), 
and he stated in his evidence, taken on the 30th September 1851, that 1, Baba, called 
him, by writing the notes to him for the purpose of receiviaig back from him the bond for 
8,800 rupees, which he had in his possession.” On this you questioned him that what he 
said was not written in the notes, but only that he was called ; liow, then, could he prove 
that I demanded the bond for 8,800 rupees from him ? lu answer to it, he said, that when 
a conversaiion held on the subject, there was no other person, and whai proof could he 
show, and what important business there was, except that relating the bond for 8,800 
rupees, that he was called by me. Such he falsely stated, and the contents of the notes 
would have satisfied you. I now explain the reason for which I wrote the notes* In 
Sinnvtit 1902 (a. n. 1845-46), I and Lalla Hurlall becoming securities for the Thalrute of 
Bhaciurwa, were causing banker Candass Wagjee to furnish nisha for the jamabundee dtie 
by the state; but Nursopunt having forbidden Candass Wagjee to furnish the require 
nisha, the latter did not, througii the former’s fear, do so in his name ; but as he was bound 

before 
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before 08 to furnish it, he stood security for Premaliond Sewlall, and made him furnish the 
nisha before the Sorkar. If any loss occurred in the amount of the nisha, or if the Thakore 
appropriated to himselCf^jany portion of the revenue), Khooshal Vuyed Mehta Dooluvjee and 
Chusutia Jeebhaee Veerabhaee were answerable for it, as they had become securities (on 
our part). The origrinal bond and the agreement passed by them in the handwripng of the 
vuyed, are with Lalla Hurlall, aj)d ihtir copies in my possession. Two copies of the latter 
documents, together with two of the letters*, date*! Sumvut 1902 (a. d. 1844>~46), addressed 
to «ne by Khooshal Vuyed and Dijoluvjee, in the handwriting of the former, calling me and 
others to ilnm, aie herewith transmitted for your information, from which ybu wiU observe 
that they relate to the purpori alluded to in the two notes produced by the vuyed. More- 
over the latter stated, in answer to a question put to bun in his evidence tfuken before the 
late Major Brown, on the 6th Afiril, that I lurnished Ni>hain Sumvut 1902 (a. d. 1845-46), 
and that he was security Ibr me; this he ; gieerl, and that therefore the state men t made by 
him on the 30ih September regarding the notes is totally false : this will clearly be perceived 
by you. The notes in question must have been written for the purpose of making a settle- 
ment c>f the amount of loss that was incurred in the iNisha, because ihere was a loss of 
Jumabnndy c;f that year, and the Thakore had appropriated to himself some money. The 
Suikar not having received the full amounts of instalments, Moshuls were imposed on the 
above-named banker (Premaimnd Sewlall). The latter then forced us to make payment. 
On this, we caused the banker to petition against the Thakore, and securitit s before the 
Rewa C'anta agent. And in rt’[)ly, the banker was directed by the Salnb to make payment 
of the whole amount of Nisha, and that then his petition would be listened to, and collectioVi 
be made of his amount due from the Thakore and Nishadors by enforcing them. Agree- 
able to the said instiuctions the whole amount was paid, and then petitions were made, but 
no one have up to this time listened to our requests, and made settlement of our money, 
Notwdihfitanding such circumstance being open before the Surkar, he (Khooshal Vuyed) 
stated quite in contradirtion to it. Besides, he said, in answer to a question proposed to 
him by the late Major Brown, on the 7th July 1851, concerning a fabricated note for 8,800 
rupees produced by him, that Tukhutraivee sent him to my house to demand money from 
me, when I wrote and gave a note to him enclosed, which he delivered over to Tukhutranee, 
and which, on the second or third day after its receipt, she made him read it (it then being 
opened); that he saw' it on that day, and again when Sahtb Ba sent for it at Baroda, and 
notduiingihe meanwhile. He further stated, that since he entrusted the letter toTukhu- 
tranee he had no recollection of it, and that at the time of Saheb Bh’s leaving Bhadurwa 
for Bar<-da, on being called by the Saheb, she found it, and showed it to him, but he knew 
not how it canie to Baroda; and on l)ring questioned why it was not producetl at the time 
of the Baee’s arrival, he stated he was under consideration for two or three days how it was 
to be show'n to the Saheb, whether when he happened 10 be alone or how, and that there- 
fore he could not inform about it to the Saheb soon, while he noW' says he was called by my 
a(ldres^ing liiin notes for the purpose of receiving back the note for 8,800 rupees ; he is such 
a liar. Uow much shall I say of his kudvery ? In this case several copies of letters from 
the Surkar’s records have been famished to me, and their originals are before the Surkar. 
They should be taken oui, and they and the answers given by me, together with the discre- 
pancies that have been found out between the statements of the complainant and those of 
w itne sses on her part, should be inquired into, when it would clearly he seen that Khooshal 
Vuyed and others have raised a false accusati('n against me through the enmity towards 
me of those governm^ni servants who have risen to high jiosts, 

1. Tlie peiitioner makes a false representation about the Bhaeelee VVanta, but he who 
don’t act according to what he speaks, is made 10 pass an agreement to the effect; this is a 
custom, and the Surkar also makes the conditions of the agreement to be observed. Not- 
withstanding this, the Bluidurwa 7 iiakore and his camdars, afier passing bonds, on receiv- 
ing ihousands of rupees from bankers, deny the same, and they do not even fear from the 
Surkar for it. Khooshal Vuyed has become the leader of all impostors in the Rewa Canta 
agency. He raises any disturbance that he pleases ; but as the Surkar has not, up to this 
time, punished him, he always does the same without any fear. I have given a fu I expla- 
nation of this circumstance in my former answer. For you to clearly understood * from me 
about the Bliaeelee Wanta, I beg to submit the following information, obtained by me from 
an inquiry into niy own papers, which were out of order on account of the attachment on my 
house, and by being acquainted on the subject from the persons who had the management 
of the Wanta. 

1. In Sumvut 1908 (a. d, 1846-47), when the bankers petitioned against the Thakore, 
Khooshal Vuyed w'as his manager, who ill advised him, and made him write improper 
answers ; and for the purpose ftf their being considered true ones, ihe Thakore made a false 
statement in bis evidence, taken on the llih November 1850 ; and for you to be convinced 
of the same, I beg to mention the following proofs : — 

1. An acknowledgment, dated Sumvut 1901 (a. n. 1844-45), Magsur Sood 1st, Tuesday, 
with a yad from the Thakore, showing ihe villages assigned for the Jumabundee due the 
Suikar, and those for the state expenses, and others made over to bankers in liquidation of 
the debt due to them, in which the Bhaeelee Wanta is included. 

2. An order, dated 14th December 1844, No. 2,172, from the Rewa Canta agent, to Car- 
coon Dajee Bullall, at Bhadurwa, directing him to carry on the management agreeable to 
the yad furnished by the Thakore. 

6. A letter from the Thakore, dated Sumvut 1902 (a. d. 1845-46), Vuysack Sood 7ih, 
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with a yad in detail, in which also the Bhaeelee Wanta is entered as having been assigned 
to bankers, in liquidation of the debt due them. 

4. A letter from the Thakore to the address of the Surkar, dated Sumvut 1905 (a. d. 

1848-49), Cartick Sood 13th, is in reference to the above two letters, and in which he has 

acknowledged that the villages were assigned in liquidation of his debt up to Sumvut 1905 
(A. D. 1848-49). 

6. A letter from the Thukore to our address, dated Sumvut 1906 (a. d. 1849-50), 2d 

Vusack Sood 8th, copy of which is herewith enclosed, will acquaint you of the matter 

therein set forth. 

Thus the above four letters, together with the yads therewith transmitted, and the copy 
of the instalment bond enclosed, in my answer dated 1st July 1851, will, on inquiry, con- 
vince you that the Thakore inientionaliy caused a false statement to be written. 

1. Dooluvjee Runchovedass declared in his evidence, taken on the 17th June, that bond 
for the Bhaeelee Wanta has been written in his hand, in Sumvt. 1902 (a. d. 1845-46), but 
the money has not been received by him, and that the Thakore asked him to put his signa- 
ture as witness in another instalment passed in Sumvt. 1904 (a. d. 1847-48), but he does 
not happen to recollect whether he did so or not. Such falsehood he caused to be written 
through some one’s persuasion, but the bond in question has been written in his own hand- 
wriiing, and a copy of which has been produced before the Surkar. An inquiry into that, 
and the copy of a memorandum in the hand-writing of the said Dooluvjee, which has been 
before proauced by me, showing an account of the money paid by me for the Bhaeelee 
Wanta, will satisfy you in regard to the false statement of Dooluvjee. 

1. Kalleedass LuUoobhaee stated in his evidence, taken on the 7ili June, that a bond 
for the Bhaeelee Wanta had been passed, but the money not received up to this time, &c. 
But on his being informed that some money and gold have been paid by me to the Thakore, 
on account of the loan of 7,551 rupees, he addressid me a letter, dated Sumvt. 1900 (a. i>. 
1843-44), 2d Shravun Soodh 7th, on the subject of the Thakore having received from me 
some money in cash and gold ; copy of which I beg herewith to enclose, from which it will 
be seen that his statement about not receiving the money is false. 

1. The yad produced, showing the receipts and disbursements of the money paid on loan 
(assigning Bhaeelee Wanta) will acquaint you with its contents. 

The above circumstance is about the Bhaeelee Wanta, which, when inquired into by you, 
with a minute consideration, will convince you of the justness thereof. 

The perusal of the above will satisfy you that the false charge preferred against me by 
rogues is owing to their enmity towards me. In this case an account book belonging to 
Toolsidass Tullatee, of Beeheedui a, has been produced, and as 1 have not been furnished with 
a copy of it, I should be, with your signature thereon. I liave not also been furnished with 
copies of the three original letters I have produced, which were addressed to me by 
Tukliutcanee. They should therefore be given to me, or if not, the originals be returned to 
me, after keeping copies thereof; you should do either of them that you like. Khooshal 
Uyed, having appointed Amooluckiamas Vukeel, has passed two writings with him. These, 
together with the draft of a fabricated petition for 12,000 rupees, have been produced by me, 
atid as I have not been furnished with copies thereof, 1 should be now. 

This is my request. 

(signed) VenaiA Moreshwur Furkey. 

(True translation.) 

(signed) Geo. Fulljames, Political Agent. 


Appendix (A.) to No. 14. 

Translation of a Copy of a Bond passed byRunna Surdarsingjee, of Bhadurwa,to Pureekli 
Kahandass Wagjee, of Baroda, dated i^umvut 1901, Aso Wud 10th (a. d. 1844-45). 

I annually pay a certain amount of jumabundee to the Company’s Sirkar, and you 
have furnished security on my part for the payment of the same for the year Sumvut 1902 
(a. d. 1845-46), and for which 1 owe the following sums to you : 

Rs. a. 

To pay to the Sirkar 19,076 - 

Munotee (premium), at the rate of three rupees pitfccent. - 572 4 

19,648 4 


Thus I owe you Rs. 19,648. 4., for the liquidation of which you should make collections^ 
by placing your carcoons over my villages, of which a separate agreement has been passed 
by me. If the amount of realization from these villages be less'than the above-mentioned 
sum, 1 will make good tlie same privately ; you should pay the money to the Sirkar accord- 
ing to the instalments. If you are compelled to pay the money before the collection be 
made from the villages assigned to you on account of jumabundee, I will pay interest on the 
same at the rate of one rupee per cent, The expenses of the carkoons which you shall have 

if to 
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‘to^employ to manage the villages^ shall be paid by me, according to the separate agreement 

g aBsed by me. Till the whole of your money are^ paid up, with interest, neither fort the 
irkar will make any objection in your management of the villagesf. This bond is passed 
by me with my own free will and pleasure, from which I will not deVi^te. Shree Runchorae 
is the mediator in this affair. Doolubhjee Runchordass, Chasutea Jeebhaee Veerabhaee and 
Wued Khooshalbhaee Keerposunker, who are securities, are bound to see the agreement 
properly acted up to. 

(signed) Maha Runna Shree Surdarsittgjee Portopsingjee, 

What is written above is true, in his own handwriting, 

Mehta Doolubhjee Runchordass. 

What is written above is true. 

Chasutea Jeebhaee Veerabhaee. 

Wued Khooshalbhaee Keerposunker. 

What is written above is irue. 

Witness, 

(signed) Jugjeewun Kaleedass, in the presence of the party. 
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Translation of a Copy of an Agreement entered into by Maharunna Sutdarsingjee 
Pmtopsingjee, of Bbodurwa, with Pureekh Kaliandass Wagjee ; dated Sumvut 1901, 
Aso Wud 10th (A. D. 1844-46). 

I HAVE passed a separate bond, dated Aso Wud lOtli, Sumvut 1901, a. d. 1844-45, for 
your procuring to me Premanund Nurbheram as my security before the Company’s Sirkar 
for the Jumabundee amount, due from my estate, and from Wankaneer, for the 3 ^ear Sumvut 
1902 (a. d. 1845-46), and I have assigned the following villages on account of the same. 
The following are the conditions by which the collections are to be made from tliem. 

The following are the villages mortgaged by me on account of a bond passed by me for 
the amount of Rs. 19,648. 4. 


Wankaneer - 

Girass, from the Pergunas of Baroda, Sowlee and Wagoria 

Bhadurwa: Rs. 

Tax or vera on bhowsars ------ 200 

Spirit shops - 500 

Produce from tlie ferry boats ------ 400 

Ditto - of the opium farm ------ 1,500 

Ditto - from Bhadurwa ------ 2,500 . 

You are to take from the revenue of customs, and from the 

tax or vera on bunions ------ 900 


Purthumpoora !^handee and Jallumpoor 
Jaspoor ------ 

Monopoora - - - - 

Fines, &c. ------ 

Buheedhra ------ 


Rs. 

6,600 

1,100 


6,000 

1,300 

2,600 

400 

1,000 

1,200 


Rs. 20,100 


From the above villages, of 20,100 rupees which I ha<re mortgaged, I will not take a 
pice ; and the management of tlieni is to be conducted by you, by keeping one mookhee or 
head man, three gomastas, one cook, and one servant; and I will give 300 rupees as their 
salary for one year from the revenue of the above villages. Their dinner expense, at the 
rate of 2 J seers per one man, is to be made from the mull vera (village expenses) of the 
village ; the forage for one more, contingent expenses and oil, &c. are to be taken from 
mull vera also. 

In the service of your kamdars who will manage the villages, I will keep five men with 
muskets, and five kusbootees or villagers, and the salary of these 10 men will be paid from 
my nemnook. They will act according to your orders ; if any of them disobey you, you 
m^ dismiss him, and keep another man in his stead; I will pay his salary. 

Much land is encroached upon by the people as khubedia, or free of rent ; you are to 
inquire into them by perusing; their papers, See., and if they are found to be genuine, you 
are to observe accordingly ; if any one enjoys land merely by encroachment, you are to 
take rent from it. 

You shall have to pay the amount of jumabunder in the Sirkar according to the install 
ments. Should you be obliged to pay the instalment money before the money be collected 
from the villages, 1 will pay interest for the same at the rate of one rupee per cent. 
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The colleciioiiB from the villages will be made in rather bad or depreciated coins^ while 
you will have to pay good money ; I will therefore pay exchange for the same at the rate 
of eight annas percent.. 

The management etf'the above villages will be carried on by your carkoons independently, 
and I will not make any objection or recommendation in their just management. 

If the collection is made less than ilie amount of Rs. 19,940. 4. (19,076 rupees being the 
sum of Jumabundee, Rs. 572. 4. for security expenses, and 301 rupees the salaries oT the 
carkoons conducting the management), I will pay whatever balance may stand against me, 
after making adjustment of the account, on Aso Sood 15th, Sumt. 1902 (a. i>. 1846-46), 

I acknowledge the above agreement passed by me, and if I deviate from the same, 
Mebta Ooolubbjee Runchoidass, Wued Khooshai Keerpa-Sunker, and Chasutia Jeebhaee, 
who are my securities, will answer for the same. 


Appendix (C.) to No, 14. c 

Translation of a Ccmy of a Letter from Doolubhjee and Wued Khooshal Keerpasunker, 
to the Address of Rabasaheb and Lallasaheb, dated Sumt. 1902, Shrawun Sood 1 st 
(A. D. 1845-40). 

A. C. 

Please come to the village of Mangsbee on Sunday, the Shrawuii Sood 3 d. We would 
have come, but Doolubhjee is sufFeiing from itch, from which he is unable to sit on a horse, 
nor is he able to go to the Durbar, and that therefore both of you should come. Stay one 
night, and then retnrn. We will lell you whatever we may have at tlie very time you come; 
corhe, therefore, soon. This is our request. 

P. S . — Please accept my (Doolubjee’s) compliments. Know what is written above. 
Tell Veethulbhaee that I have written the circumstance relating to Shehora ; that I am 
sick, and that, therefore, tell the news to Nusuljee. 


Appendix (D.) to No. 14. 

Translation of a Copy of a Letter from Mehta Doolubhjee Runchordas and Wued 

Khooshal-bhae Keerpasunker to Rajeshree Vecnayek Row Moreshwui, dated Bhadurwa, 
. Sumt. 1902, Aso Wud B. (a. n. 1845-46). 

A. C. 

1 received your letter, and knew the contents thereof. I always wish your health. 
I and Doolubhjee will surely come to you in three or four days, when everything * be 
made clear. Rajeshree Bulwuntrow ;ind Bhaee Sliree Pramlall have said nothing. If they 
be saying something that would be to us, you should not care for it. This is the request. 

JP. S . — Accepf my (Doolubhji e’s) <‘ompliments. You would have denied for 50 rupees 
of sookhdee (allowance) of that place, but Thakorc Shree is in great need of money. These 
rupech were at the time of the agreement of the boat acknowledged lo Veleedass, and note^ 
given ; and as this is an important business, you should kindly answejon the subject. Few 
of these rupees have been taken, and few remain as balance. It is not therefore proper to 
be displeased about them. Phase write Balwuntrowjee and Prannathjee on the subject; 
do not delay about it. Present our compliments to Rajeshree Lallasaheb Hurlallbhaee. 


Appendix (E.) to No. 14. 

Translation of a Copy of a Letter from Rama Surdarsingjee to the Address of Rajeshree 

Babas^jicb, dated 2 d Vaesakh, Sood 8 th. 

^ A. C. 

I AM happy, and wish you always to be so. The news I heard from Lukhmeedass has 
made me glad, and you will hear the news of this place through Lukhmeedass; he will also 
tell you of my coining, and I will surely come accordingly. Write me of any business 
that I can do here for you. I am yours, and honour is due to you. Forgive me for any 
mistake that may have been done, A good business is expected to be done by 3 ’ou. You 
are the protector. 


Appendix (F.) to No. 14. 

Translation of a Copy of a Letter from Kaleedass to the Address of Veenayekrow, 
Morcshwur, dated Bliadurw^a, Suravut 1900, 2 d Shrawun Sood 7 (a. d, 1843-44). 

A. C. 

I AM happy, and wish you always to be so. Formerly the Thakore received money on 
llie Bhaelee Wanta, and 1 did not receive a pice from them ; but he kept it for bis private 
use, and gave them not to the people on account of hie debt; he received them all. He 

aUo 
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also does the same out of ihe loan of 7,561 rupees, I have heard that you have now given 
to the Thakore some gold, 8cc., on account oi the said loan. Do not give him (gold) now. 
See that he may notice the remaining rupees; try give him money in cash, so that 
the same may be paid on accotint of debt due the people, becaus^ am answerable for it 
(the debt). I will be free from it when you kindly try to do so^ Thakorshree is bccus- 
tomed to place in his house whatever comes to his hand ; he is not willing to pay his credi- 
tors; and as Doolubhjee does not think of it, I have only given an intimation lo you. 
Thousands of rupees which have been received on loans, by breaking open the houses of 
bankers, nobody cares lor. My uncle acts according to the Thakore s wishes, and do not 
say anything to him ; you should therefore talk to him (my uncle) on the subject. You 
should see that the Thakore who is there (at Baroda) may not know of this letter ; my 
domestic news has formerly been made knowui to you ; why should I write many times con- 
cerning it? God ^8 will was done. I have now no one to conduct the bouse afiairs. What 
Runclioiaejee (name of a deity) may do will be true. This is the request 

# - - - - 


Appendix (G.) to No. 14. 

Translation of a Copy of a Memorandum showing the Receipts and Disbursements of the Money paid to 
Thakore Surdarsing, of Bhadurwa, on his having mortgaged the Bhaeebewanta. 


CREDIT SIDE. 



% 

Ms. 

Rs, 

712 - - 

. 

i 

50 - - 

1 


26 - - 

i 

50 - - 


308 8 - 

1 

1 

22 - - 


256 8 - 

1,352 11 - 

- 


149 - - 


65 - - 


25 - - 

1 

61 - - 


1,052 11 - 

2,064 11 - 



In Sumvt. 1899 (a.d. 1842-43) as fol- 
lows : 

Through Doolewjee, on Churtne Sood 13th. 

Through ditto, on Vud 11th, the same 
month. 

Received through Callcedass, priest of the 
village of Oomenth, on Jest Sood 5th, 

Through Gooinas, to Calleedass, Lulloo 
Rhaee, on account of Mutt and Bajree, 
received Jeth Vud 2d, 

Through Caleedass, on A shod Vud 3d. 

As the thakore had appropriated this sum 
from the revenues of tho Bhaeelee 
Wanta, he gave the sum out of the 
loan of 19,951 rupees, Shravan Sood 2d. 

In Sumvt. 1900 (a.d. 1843-44) as fol> 
lows : 

On I’oush Vud 2d. 

On Poush Vud 10th, on account of the 
receipts from Bhaeelee. 

On Poush Vud llth, ditto. 

Maha Sood 2d, ditto. 

Credited on Maha Sood 5th, the same 
amount having been debited on account 
of the loan of 7,551 rupees. 


D E 


n 11 8 1 11 i!:. 


Jii. 

185 4 


ITO 0 - 


7,691 5 - 


9,615 11 
2,064 11 


7,6.'il 


lis. 


393 12 6 


1,406 3 6 
54 - - 


1,854 - - 


40 5 - 
2,352 3 6 


1,318 3 - 

3,880 9 6 


In Sumvt, 1899 (a.d. 1842-43.) as fol- 
lows : 

Gold, as follows ; 

293 12 6 One kuroo, weighing 
14| tolas and if wa). 

100 A pair of patlees, 

’ weighing 5 tolas. 

In cash. 

Interest and premium. 


Up to Aso Sood SOtb, the same year, be- 
ing the interest on the loan of 1,854 
rupees. 

In Sumvt. 1900 (a.d. 1843-44) as fol- 
lows : 

Interest from Cartick Sood 1st to Maha 
Sood 5ll». 

On Maha Sood 5tli, ns follows: 

jRa. 1,299 8 6 Gold, weighing 60 lo- 
' las and If wals. 

1,052 11 - Amount due to Baba, 
on account of the 
loan of 1,854 ru- 
pees. 

On Shrawan Sood, as follows ; 

Bs. 500 - - In cash. 

818 3 - Gold, weighing 38 tolas. 

On SKrvun Sood 1 1th, in cash. 


Deduct, 

Rt-maining due to Baba. 


Remaining due to Baba ----------- 

Deduct : 

Credited on Sumvl. 1004 (a.d. ]|||7-48) Bbaderwa Sood 13th, the same having been 
debited on the same date on actount of remission 

For the remaining rupees (7,001), a bond, dated Sumvt. 1904 (a.d. 1847-48) Bha- 
durwa Sood 13th, has been passed by the Thakore 


Jti. 

550 - - 
7,001 - - 


Ji$. 

7,661 - - 


7,651 - - 



(True tranilations.) 


(signed) G, Fulljameif Political Agent, 


560. 
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TBANSLA'i'iON of tlie Ijtoosition of Colcedass Lulloobhoy, aged about 38 years, Hindoo, of 
a Banyan Caste, servant of the Thakore, of Bhadufwa, given on solemn affirmation, 
before the Political Agent, in the Rewa Caunta. 

Question. Sahibn, widow of the late Thakar Jollimtingjee, of Bhadurwa, has written that 
your Thakar Surdarsing paid Rs. 7,026. 8. in ready money to Baba Furkey, and mort- 
gaged him the Bhaelee Wanta, but did not receive money from him j what do you know 
in the matter 'i^Ansiver. My Tlmkor Surdarsing has not given rupees to Baba in the shape 
of bribe ; the Bhaeelee Wanta was mortgaged to Baba in Sumt. 1900 (a. d. 1843-*44), after 
he was out of employment, in return for certain rupees to be received. At the time the 
bond was entered into, I was present ; but afterwards 1 returned to Bhadurwa on account 
of ihe death of my wife, while the Thakor and Doolunjee were at Baroda, and I do not 
know whether they did or did not receive the money. # 

Did Baba conduct the management of the village after the bond was passed ? — Yes, for 
about two or three years. 

Did you ever question the Thakor and Doolunjee in regard to the money, or <fid they 
tell you on the point? — As the accounts for the receipts and disbursements were at that 
time with Doolunjee, I had no need to ask him, and so I did not. 

Dated 11th November, 1850. 

(signed) Cahedass Lulloobhotfy written in his han(|^wriiing. 

4 ;-' 

Before me, on oath, 

(signed) L. Brown, Political Agent. 


Translation of the Deposition of Colcedass Lulloobhoy, Banya Dusakhundayrta, aged 

about 38 years, inhabitant of Bhadurwa, occupation service at present, Carbharee of the 

Takar of Bhadurwa, given before the Political Agent, Rewa Caunta, on solemn affirmation. . 

Question. Did the Thakor give Bhaeelee Wanta to any one ; if so, state to whom, and 
for what reason ? — Answer. In Sumt. 1900 (a. d. 1843-44), in the month of Magh, it was 
resolved to mortgage the Bhaeelee Wanta to Baba Furkey; after passing a bond either 
in his or his son's name, the bond was accordingly passed, and the Wanta mortgaged, 
and the sura of 7,000 rupees, or seven thousand and five hundred mentioned in the bond, 
has not been taken. 

Why was the amount ihentioned in Ihe bond not received ; how long did the Wanta 
continue under Baba, and how much revenue he derived from it ? — Why the amount of 
the bond was not received the I’hakor should know best; it is his pleasure. The manage- 
ment of the Wanta continued under Baba from Sumt. 1900 (a. d. 1843-44) to 1902 (a. d. 
1845-46). How much revenue he derived from it I do not know ; hut J remember that the 
Thakor has not yet received the amount mentioned in the bond. 

It appears from your answer that Baba enjoyed the. revenue for three years without 
paying the money ; stale, if you know, why he was allowed to do so? — The reason why 
the money was not received is, I suppose, that either the Thakor or Carbharee Doolunjee 
might have supposed that as transactions of thousands of rupees are going on, they would 
account lor ii ; what other reason there was in not receiving the money, 1 do not know. 

W ho received the total revenue of Bhaeelee for Sumt. 1899 (a. d. 1842-43)?— I con- 
ducted the management in that year, and collected the revenue, and accounted for the same 
in tly Thakoor’s accounts. 

In the complaint preferred by Nurbhaizam Gunesh against the Thakor, there is a bond 
of 19,951 rupees, dated Shrawunsood 3d, Sumt. 1899 (a. d. 1842-43), in which item of 
256 i rupees is wri lien as caused to be paid to Luxmun Venayek, on Shrawunaood 3d, 
through Colcedass, on account of direct collections having been made from Bhaeelee, in 
ihe name of Luxmun Lallajee; what reason was there in paying this money to Baba in 
Sumt. 1899 (a. d. 1842-43) ? — As many days have elapsed, wo not remember; but what- 
ever may have been written regarding these 256 ^ rupees in t^ accounts already submitted 
before the Sirkar, is true. 

You say that the revenue for Sumt. 1899 (a. n. 1842-43) has not been received by Baba 
Furkey, but Khooshal Vyed has produced a yad in your handwriting, in which it is stated 
that the revenue of Bhaeelee for Sumt. 1899 (a. d. 1842-43), has been received by Nur- 
bhairatn Gunesh ; what is the reason for it? — In Surnt. 1903 (a. d. 1840-47), when the state 
of Bhadurwa was placed under attachment, Sowkars filed suits for their money; to answer 
these demands, a yad was made out from recollection; if what is written in it agrees with 
the proofs in the dufters, it is to be inferred that Baba bas received money for that year. 

I do not remember at present. 
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Did ibe Thakor pass any other bond besides thrffc of Bhaeelee Wanta, in Sumt. 1900 
(a. d. 1843-44)? — Ido not knoy whether any other bond was passed, nor was any writteti 
in my presetv^e ; but if the Tliakoor were cheated and made to pass any other bond, he and 
fiaba snould know it. ^ 

]>ated 7th Juoe 1851. 

(signed) Mehta Colcedass Lulloobhoy. 

Before me, on oath, 

(signed) L. Brown, Political Agent. 

(True translation.) ' ^ 

(signed) L. Brown, Political Agent. 



(True copy.) 

(signed) G. Fulljames, Political Agent. 




‘ — No. 12 . — 

Minute by the Right Honourable the Governor. 

1. On the 11th November 1850, the late Major Brown reported that a charge 
of bribery liad been made against Venayek Moreshwur Phurk^, founded on np 
entry in a book of accounts of a sum of 8,000 rupees paid to him, the delivery 
and the writing being sworn to by three witnesses. 

2. The Political Agent was instructed to test and examine the evidence on 
which the charge was to be proved, and in case of doubt, to refer to Government 
for instructions; and that if he determined to try Venayek Moreshwur, he was 
to assure him of protection during the proceedings, and safe conduct out of the 
Gaekwar’s dominions if acquitted, without which it was not to be expected tljat 
he would proceed to Barodu to answer the charges. 

3. Captain Fulljames has now, in a letter. No. 342, dated 13th November, 
reported the result of the investigation taken, as ordered by Government, to dis- 
cover if there were grounds for placing Venayek Moreshwur on his trial. He 
states that he has concluded the examination commenced by the late Major Brown ; 
that he considers the charges to be the result of a deep-laid plot to effect the ruin 
of the accused; that they are amply refuted by the defendant; and he suggests 
the expediency of taking severe notice of the conduct of the accusers, 

4. I should be much obliged to my honourable colleague, Mr. Bell, if he will 
favour the Board with his opinion on the evidence submitted by Captain Full- 
james. 

9 December 1851. (signed) Falkland. 


— No. 13. — 


Minute by the Honourable Mr. Belly concurred in by the Board. f 

I CONOR with Captain Fulljames, that the evidence which has been adduced 
is untruSl!>ro|i:hy. 

I see no objection to the suggestion contained in the concluding part of the 
f26th para, of pis letter dat^ the 13th ultimd. 


11 Pecepabej* 18^1. 


(signed) 


A: Bell. 
Falkland. 

D. A. Btonc, 
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— No. 14. — 

No. 27 of 1852. — Political Department. 

From A. Malet, Esquire, Chief Secretary to the Government of Bombay, to 
Major G. Ftilljames, Political Agent, Rewa Kanta. 

Sir, 

I AM directed to acknowledge the receipt of your letter, No. 342, dated the 
13th November last, submitting the depositions taken on a charge of bribery 
preferred by Sahiba, widow of the late Thakoor Jellimsingjee of Bhaderwa, 
against Venayek Moreshwur Phurk^, and to inform you that the Right honourable 
the Governor in Council is of opinion that the evidence which has been adduced 
against the accused is not trustworthy. 

2. With reference to the first para, of my letter dated the 9tl\ December, 
No. 6,466 of 1850, I am directed to inform you, that this inquiry being closed, 
you should intimate to Venayek Moreshwur Phurkci, that if he wish to leave the 
Gaekwar districts he will be protected from any molestation from the Baroda 
authorities, provided he quits his highness’s territory within an early period, to 
be fixed by the Resident (who has been addressed on the subject) ; but that if he 
remain within the Baroda limits subsequent to the expiration of that period, 
he will do so at his own risk. 

I have, &c. 

(signed) A. Malet, 

Bombay Castle, 5 January 1852. Chief Secretary. 


— No. 15.— 

No. 27 (A.) of 1852. — Political Department. 

■ From A. Malet, Esquire, Chief Secretary to the Government of Bombay, to 
Lieutenant M. J. Battyc, Assistant Resident in charge, Baroda. 

Sir, 

I AM directed by the Right honourable the Governor in Council to transmit 
to you copy of my letter of this date to Major Fulljames, Political Agent in the 
Rewa Kanta, and to request that you w'ill aflPord Venayek Moreshwur Phurkd 
such protection as may be necessary for the purpose therein indicated, fixing for 
his departure from the Gaekwar territories the earliest possible reasonable date. 

I have, &c. 

(signed) A. Malet, 

Bombay Castle, 5 January 1852. Chief Secretary. 


— No. 16.- 
No. 28 of 1852. 

Resolution of Government in the Political Department, dated the 

5th January 1852. 

Resolved, that the above extract from a letter from Major Fulljames, Political 
A|;ent in the Rewa Kanta, dated the 13th November, No. 342 of 1851, together 
with an extract from a Minute by the Honourable Mr. Bell, dated the 11th 
ultimo, concurred in by the Board, be transferred to the Judicial Department 
for consideration and disposal, the results being C9|nmunicated to the Political 
Department. * 

(signed) A. Makt. 

(True extract.) 

(signed) A. Malet, Chief Secretary. 
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Collection No. 1 of No. 91, Letter from, dated 3d December 1851. 


Bahoda. 

Lieutenant-Colonel Outrams Report on the Case of Joetabhaee Setanee. 


TABLE OF CONTENTS. 


No. 

*From. 

To. 

SUBJECT. 

Date 

and Number 
of 

Document. 

Date 

and Number 
of 

Consultation. 

Page 





1851 : 



1. 

Lieut. - Colonel 

The Chief Secre- 

--Submits his final Report, with Appendices 

31 March 

- 

SR 


Outram, c. n. 

tary to Govern- 

(A.) to (N.), in the case of Joetabhaee Se- 

47. 




Resident at 

ment. 

tanee, widow of Bechur Samuldass, head 





Baroda. 


partner in the Banking Firm of Hurree 







lihugteo of Baroda. 




2. 

Minute by the II 

'onourablc Mr. WilL 

oughby -------- 

28 April 


m 

2 a. 

Notes by Mr. Willoughby on Letter from Lieutenant-Colonel Outram - - - 

ditto 

- 

30^ 

3. 

Minute by the Right Honourable the Governor 

10 Nov. 

. 

301 

4. 

Minute by tlie Honourable Mr. Blane - 

24 Nov. . 

. 

42: 

5. 

Minute by the Honourable Mr. Bell 


26 Nov. 

. 

42 

0. 

Final Minute by the Right Jlonoural 

ble the Governor, concurred in by the Board - 

without date 

- 

42 

7. 

Chief Secretary 

Lieutenant - Colo- 

- - In reply to his letter of the 31st March 

1 Dec. 

. • - 

42 


to Govern- 

nel Outram, Re- 

1861, No. 47. 

422. 




ment. 

sidentat Baroda 


, 




Bombay Castle, A* Moldy 

3 December 1851. Chief Secretary. 


— No. 1.— 

No. 47 of 1861. — Political Department. 

Faom Lieutenant-Colonel J. Outram, c. b., Resident at Baroda, to Arthur Malet, 

Esquire, Chief Secretary to Government, Bombay. 

Sir, 

I HAVE the honour to transmit to you a report on the case of Joetabhaee 
Setanee, with the accompaniments enumerated in the margin.* • See below. 

2. In^ 


* Appendix : 

(A.) Correspondence between tlie Resident and Joetabhaee Setanee, subsequent to 2 March 
1848. 

fB.) Correspondence with the Durbar from August 1848. 

(C.) Evidence relating to the will. 

(D.) Yads addressed by Joetabhaee to the Durbar, in January 1840. 
lE.) Correspondence with Government, subsequent to 29 July 1860. 

(F.) Impositions taken at the Residency. 

(G.) Yad from bis Highness, dated 22 Octobe;: 1860, and accompanying Proceedings of the 
Punchayet. • 

(H.) Depositions recorded by the Punchayet. 

(J.) Correspondenoe with the Durbar on the subject of the Punchayet 
(K.) Judicim Commissioners’ Report 
l(L.) Medicd Committee Report. 

(M.) Analysis of the principal Evidence adduced by Baba Nafra in support of his Cbaivp 
against Joetabhaee. ^ 

(NO Evidenoe regarding Joetabhaee’s pretended Confession. 

E R 2 
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2. In doing so, I do not consider that any apology is due; eithet for the 
length of my report, or for the delay that lias occurred in its transmission. 

3. Had there been no higher object to be attained than the infliction of 
punishment on Baba Nafra, 1 should not have deemed it necessary to impose on 
myself the labour of penning, or on Government that of reading any elaborate 
remarks ; for great criminal as the Baba undoubtedly is, I do not anticipate any 
conspicuous moral effects from his punishment, till some decided measures be 
taken to uproot the here universal belief in the efficacy of “ khutput,” and it is 
only as one preliminary step towards uprooting that belief, that I do urgently 
plead for the infliction of the ftdl pnnisliment that has been awarded to him. 

4 . But far higiier objects than the punishment of Baba Nafra have stimulated 
me to frame this report. 

r». In reference to Nursoo Punt, against whom, not without good reason, I 
• Letter dated is ventured in 1848 to express suspicious, Government observed,* “ His Lordship 
Jan. 1849, N«. 204. in Council feels himself compelletl to enter at some length into the charges 
alleged against Nursoo Punt, because, while it is an easy matter, and requires 
but few words to cast imputations on a native servant, and on general grounds, 
to declare him fraudulent and untrustworthy, his relief from such imputations 
cannot be so summarily effected.” And in the spirit of that observation, they 
framed an elaborate paper, with a view of rebutting the since fully verified 
suspicions I had ventured to express regarding him. If the character of a 
talented and wealthy man, a man familiar with, and esteemed by many of the 
highest British functionaries, and one against whom no punitive recommenda- 
tions were indulged, required that a full circumstantial elaborate defence should 
be placed on record by gentlemen of such vast talent as then formed the Bom- 
bay Government, a still more full, circumstantial, and elaborate document is 
surely demanded at the bands of an inferior officer, whose duty it is to assert 
the cause of a feeble helpless widow, the victim of one of the most foul conspiracies 
on record, one who has been nefariously deprived of her child, her liberty, her 
worldly wealth, and her good name, by her own unfaithful steward ; one who 
has been over and over again denounced as an impostor by the officer whose 
duty it was to listen to her complaints, and redress her wrong, and one whose 
touching and truthful appeals were for three years addressed in vain to a 
Government whose protection had been guaranteed to her. 

6. To clear the character of this helpless and oppressed woman, it was neces- 
sary to show how opposed to the facts of the case were those representations 
of Captain Frencli, on which Government rejected her appeals ; and to have 
stated, or to have implied, that Captain French’s representations were totally 
opposed to tlie fact of the case he professed to elucidate, without rigidly demon- 
strating the statement, and copiously illustrating its accuracy, would have been 
to lay myself open to be again charged by Government with “lightly aspersing 
the character of public servants,” as I was charged by them when I venturer! 
to express the now fully verified suspicions against Nursoo Punt, alluded to in 
the foregoing para. ; and it was my bounden duty, when satisfied that Joetab- 
haee’s character had been grievously and erroneously vilified by the local 
political officer, not only to clear it from the dishonouring and unjust aspersions 
cast on it, but to do so in so minute and circumstantial a manner as should pre- 
vent Government being again deceived through the intrigues of Baba Naira’s 
friends, or those of a corrupt residency native establishment. 

7 . Further, as I have had occasion to state in the preliminary section of my 
report, circumstances have occurred to impress the credulous “ khutput” hug- 
ging population of Baroda, with the belief that the heartless and unprincipled 
persecutor of the widow, whose cause I plead, enjoys an improper and mystenous 
influence at the residency, and as will be seen from my report, a conviction 
that Baba Nafra’s supporters in Bombay wouM contrive under some techaical 
plea, to set aside the sentence passed On him, has^ prompted as well his 

as his friends in the durbar, to obscure still further the already invoh’^ and 
entangled circumstances and features of the case ; and by irregular proeeedRngs* 
to furnish pegs w'hereon technical pleas in arrest of juagment might be hfing. 
Duty to the widow on whose heart-saddening case I report, and duty to the 
Government whose impartiality her prolonged and imred wWd wroags have 

Caused 
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caused to be called in question, alike prescribed that I should notice, expose, 
and to the best of my poor ability, frustrate these disgraceful artifices. 

8. The foregoing considerations will, I am sure, be deemed by the Right 
Honourable the Governor in Council, sufficient justification of the length of this 
report ; and when I point to the mass of documents that accompany it, all of 
which I had to collate; when I mention that three different times, as fresh 
iniquities were brought to light, have 1 had to re-cast my report ; and when I 
remind Government that I have had to conduct a weary and unprofitable cor- 
respondence with the durbar, with the view of arriving at the truth in certain 
mutters, it will, I think, be allowed, that no excessive or unnecessary delay has 
taken place in rc'porting on the case of Joetabhaee Setanee. 

9 . I have said that (he natives of Baroda, ardent believers in the efficacy of 
khutput, believe that Baba Nafra, in virtue of the immense wealth at his com- 
mand, possesses an improper influence at the residency, and that he will yet 
succeed in having the severity of his sentence mitigated, through the efforts of 
his supporters in Bombay. I have referred to the introductory section of the 
accompanying report, as in some slight degree illustrating the grounds on 
which this belief rests; and I have now further to add, that but for the mis- 
chievous assurances which Baba Nafra has lately received from his friends in 
Bombay, he would ere this have made a full confession of all his crimes, in the 
hope of rendering others answerable as recipients, for a large portion of the 
defalcations in the funds of the firm ; he had expressed his desire to do so on 
two occasions ; but on each occasion his good intentions were overcome by the 
cheering intelligence sent to liirn from Bouibay. The miscliievous efl’ects such 
a state of matters is calculated to produce, and does produce, are slightly alluded 
to in my present report, and will be very fidly recorded in a memoir I ho])e ere long 
to be able to send in to Government, on the belief in the eflicacy of khutput, which 
jjervadesall classes in Baroda; l)ut 1 hope that Government will not delay such 
assistance as it is in their power to render me, till the receipt of that memoir ; and 
they could materially assist me by officially communicating to Captain French 
their positive instructions, that he cease to interfere, directly or indirectly, in 
any cases pending, about to ])end, or that have pended before me, without first 
obtaining the special sanction of Government for doing so. 

10. The difficulties of rny position are already sufficiently great, in consequence 
of the universal belief in the efficacy in khutput, and the belief that Baba Nafra 
will escape punishment through the aid of friends in Bombay, seconded by the 
legal subtlety of a leading barrister, and by the enormous sums that have been 
remitted to Bombay since the Baba’s conviction. 

11. There is one point that may perhaps be deemed by the Right Honourable 
the Governor in Council to' require a few words of explanation — 1 allude to 
the fact of my having availed myself of the services of the Judicial Commis- 
sioners’ sheristedar, to trace out the irregular proceedings of the punchayet 
appointed to try Baba Nafra, and of the aid of a medical committee, in deter- 
mining whether Joetabhaee had ever been a mother; a point on which the 
punchayet professed to have doubts, and on their professed doubts regarding 
which they based their refusal to convict the Baba of the heavier charges 
preferred against him. 

12. I can hardly conceive that any formal justification of my conduct in these 
respects is necessary ; lest, however, it should be looked for, I beg to observe, that 
the case of Joetabhaee was essentially a judicial one ; it had indeed political rela- 
tions, but these simply arose out of the circumstance that the case had been at the 
first judicially investigated and disposed of. They were derived from the fact, that 
in Joetabhaee, the natives of Baroda beheld the victim of a foul and gross injus- 
tice, which had for long remained unredressed, and uninvestigated by the Govern- 
ment, to whose protection she was entitled, and which while it remained uninvesti- 
gated and unredressed, teaded to diminish their respect for that Government. 
It at length devolved on me to investigate the case of Joetabhaee as a judicial 
case; and when in the course of that investigation two subsidiary investigations 
became necessary, one into the legality, genuineness, and validity of certain 
judkisd instruments, the other into a contested question of medical juris- 
prudence, I deemed, it my duty to render these two subsidiary investigations 
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as perfect and satisfactory as possible, by entrusting them respectively to an 
experienced judicial officer accustomed to conduct similar inquiries, and to a 
committee of commissioned officers, who had, as an element of their professional 
education, studied tlie principles and practice of forensic medicine- In so 
doing, I consider I was best consulting the interests of truth and justice, as well 
as the honour and dignity of the Government which had unwittingly been 
betrayed into a refusal of redress to a widow, morally and legally entitled to 
redress at its iiands. As regards the medico-legal inquiry, it was particularly 
requisite that it should be entrusted to those personally qualified to conduct it, 
for the mere restitution of her property was but a trifling item of the redress 
she was entitled to at the hands of Government ; her child, it was beyond the 
power of Government to restore to her ; her long confinement, the sufferings 
she had endured, and the gross indignities to which slie had been subjected, 
were accomplished facts, which could not be recalled, mitigated, or remedied, 
but it was possible to vindicate her fair name, which had been so grievously 
assailed by those from whom she sought redress, and the very least that could 
l)e done, was to render its vindication as complete and consoling as possible, by 
giving it the higliest professional sanction within my reach to obtain. 

13. These difficulties ought not to be enhanced by the conduct of the late 
Acting Resident; but that gentleman’s conduct does tend very materially to 
enhance them ; his erroneous views and statements regarding Joetabhaee’s case, 
as developed in the following report, are familiar as houscliold words in the 
mouths of the people of llaroda ; his abrogation of the Government orders 
excluding her infamous persecutor from the residency was patent to the world, 
and will not soon l)e forgotten. That he admits the vukeel of Baba Nafra to 
confidential interviews, whose reports to his principal of what passes at such 
interviews (doubtless misrepresented, but receiving the man at all gives room 
for such misrepresentations), cheers the delinquent, and encourages his friends 
in frustrating rny inquiries, and that he gives the barrister referred to as engaged 
by the Baba, tlie benefit of his advice and opinion in the Baba’s case, are 
matters of general credence, and matters about which 1 believe no doubt can 
exist; and when to these considerations are added the fact, that he is a frequent 
visitor at the secretariate, Goverrnnent will not I think be surprised that he should 
be looked on by the natives of Baroda as an active supporter of the infamous 
Baba, and that it should he supposed he has both the will and the power to 
screen his client. 

34. As an illustration of the sort of interference on Captain French’s part of 
■which I complain, I may mention that while Narrain Row of rny office was on 
a visit to Bombay, Captaiu French w'as only prevented by the remonstrances of 
a friend, from seiuliiig him to the barrister alluded to, to have his deposition 
taken in behalf of the Baba. This Narrain Rao (and Captain French is well 
aware of the grounds of my suspicions against the man) is one of those subordi- 
nates to whom I have referred in the preliminary section of my report, as remain- 
ing in my office to betray its secrets, to frustrate my labours, and to conspire 
against myself, simply because 1 an» not in a position to furnish that strict legal 
jiioof required by Government in such cases ol guilt, regarding which no moral 
doubt can exist. 

15. That Captain French only means well, I of course believe ; but good inten- 
tions do not neutralize the effects of mischievous acts; and after a perusal of 
iny report, Government will, 1 am sure, admit, that such interference as Captain 
French is pleased to practise can only be mischievous. 

16. The foregoing remarks were drafted on the 20th March, when I hoped that 
in a few days mj' report, and its accompaniments, would be out of the copyist's 
hands, I therefore allowed them to remain. On the evening of that day, how- 
ever, I learned that Captain Frencli, not content with the open advocacy of Baba 
Nafra, and with the partizanship displayed in the conduct just adverted to, actu- 
ally presumed to declare to a friend in office, that before 1 went to Egypt, I had 
myself denounced Joetabhaee, and applied to her a most opprobrious epithet. 
I cannot, of course, believe that Captain French would tell a falsehood ; I am, 
therefore, driven to the conclusion that he labours under some grievous and 
extraordinary hallucination. But the interests of those with whose protection 
f am charged, the dignity of the office I hold, and the honour of the Government 
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I serve, alike demand that Captain French should be restrained from circulatinfr 
rumours regarding my official acts and opinions, which are not only devoid of 
truth, but which tend to destroy my usefulness, by representing me in the light 
of an unfaithful servant of Government, who pronounces without investigatiotj 
on the cases submitted to him ; and who calurnnionsly assails the reputation 
of the unprotected and oppressed women who seek redress at his hands. 

17. That I never could have expressed the opinions attributed to me by 
Captain French will be obvious on a perusal of the following report. It is evi- 
dent by the trouble I took to smooth the way for the investigation 1 bad vainly 
hoped Captain French would institute into Joetabhaee’s case, and by the fact 
that I liad insisted on that friendless woman being allowed the assistance of 
a vukeel. Not only did I never express sentiments similar to those attributed 
to me, but before leaving for Egypt, 1 mentioned .Joetabbaee’s case to Captain 
French as one that would require considerable vigilance, with a view to defeat 
the intrigues of Nafra and Nursoo Punt. But Captain French was pleased at 
once to take into his confidence those against whom I had cautioned him, and 
to display an active hostility to those 1 had confided to bis protection. With 
his proceedings in this resj)ect I have no immediate concern ; but I do request 
that Government will insist on Captain French not j)romulgating unfounded 
statements calculated to weaken, if not to destroy, the moral influence of my 
office. 

I have, &c. 

(signed) J. Outrnm, Resident. 

Baroda Residency, 31 Marcli 1851. 

•/ * 


Lieutenant-Colonel Outrams. Report on the Case of Jocctahhace Setanee dated 

the 31st March 1851. 

Introductory Remarks. 

1. The lady on whose case I am about to report is, as Government is aware, 
the younger of the two widows of the late Beebur 8amuhlass, bead of tlie 
Baroda banking firm of Ilurree Bhugtee. In virtue of tlie guarantee enjoyed by 
her deceased husband as member of the aforesaid firm, the Settanec is entitled 
to British protection, and for the last four years she has been a more or less 
constant petitioner for the interposition of the British Government in her behalf, 
alleging that the moonim goomastba, or managing agent of tlie firm of her 
husband, had abducted her only child ; and that he had, by means of a foul 
conspiracy, and the wholesale subornation of perjury, defamed her character, 
subjected her to imprisonment, inflicted on her many personal indignities, and 
reduced her to destitution. 

2. Circumstances, fo be hereafter iletailed, for long rendered nugatory her 
right of appeal to the British Government ; but some months ago, revelations 
were unexpectedly made to me, which afloi ded strong reasons for believing that 
most, if not all, of her allegations w'ere strictly true ; that she had indeed been 
the victim of a foul conspiracy, a conspiracy sustained by the malversa'ion of 
property partly her own, and one, unfortunately, indirectly promoted bj'^ the 
proceedings, as well of the Acting Resident, as of the Bombay fiovernment, 
proceedings founded on a misapprehension of facts, and on erroneous infor- 
mation. 

3. Under this belief I requested his Highness, the Guicowar, to bring to trial 
the moonim goomastha referred to, whose real name is Yanum Row Venktesh, 
but who is commonly called Baba Nafra, or Nafday. My request was complied 
with, and a punchayet, whose members were nominated by the Guicowar, 
was assembled to investigate the charges preferred against Baba Nafra. 

4. Those charges were, 1st. That he had bribed certain kolics belonging to 
the British village of Meetapoor, falsely to assert that Joefabaee had purchased 
from them a boy, which she had passed off as the posthumous child of her 
deceased husband, with a view to defraud the other widow and child of that 
dec^sed banker of part of the property bequeathed by him. 2dly. That he 

500 . R u 4 had 



320 PAPERS ON THE REMOVAL OF COLONEL OUTRAM 

had suborned false witnesses to assert that tlie first spurious child having died, 
Joetabaee, with like fraudulent intent, supplied its place by another boy, pur- 
chased from kolies of Amleeara, a village situated within the Guicowar territory, 
but the property of the firm of Hurry Bhugt.ee, of which he (Baba Nafra) was 
the managing agent, and over which he exercised absolute control. Sdly, That 
he had procured the forcible abduction of the boy, whose spuriousness he had 
thus endeavoured to establish, by the subornation of perjury ; and as the abducted 
boy, who died while in the hands of certain Arabs, to whose custody he had been 
consigned by Baba Nafra, it was further left to the punchayet to determine 
whetl)er, in addition to the crime of conspiracy, subornation of perjury, and 
abduction, the Baba had not been guilty of the heavier offence of compassing the 
child’s dcatii. 

5. The punchayet found Baba Nafra guilty of the first of these chaises, and 
the shastrees, in awarding sentence on the punchayet’s verdict, describe the con- 
vict as having effected his conspiracy “ by the liberal outlay of money, and by 
a base forgery, Baba Nafra having caused a false deed to be written, thereby 
plotting against the Settanee, abusing the confidence placed in him by his 
employer, and making use of the said false deed.” 

6. On the second charge, the punchayet returned a verdict of “ Not proven.” 
This verdict they based on the difficulty which, they alleged, they experienced 
in determining whether or not Joetabaee had ever had a child ; that is, 
whether the child forcibly abducted was Joetabaee’s own child, as that lady 
alleged, or the child of an Amleeara kolie, as alleged by Baba Nafra, 

7. On the third charge they found him guilty, in a degree necessarily modi- 
fied by the nature of their previous findings. They pronounced him guilty of 
forcibly abstracting a child from Joitabaee’s house, and though they left it undo- 
termined whether the child was the offspring of Joitabaee, or of a kolie woman, 
still the shastrees observed, in summing up the punchayet’s proceedings, that 
Baba Nafra had been guilty of “ an unmerciful and brutal act,” in consequence 
of “ the lad having been delivered to the Amleeara kolie, without measures 
being taken to ascertain whether he was actually the sou of the kolie to whom 
he was delivered.” 

8. And inasmuch as it had been in evidence before the punchayet, that at, if 
not prior to her husband’s death, Joitabaee had declared herself pregnant, the 
shastrees observed, in adjudicating on the punchayet’s proceedings, that “ Sett 
Beechurbaee having placed unlimited confidence in, and entrusted the whole 
management of his pecuniary and private affairs to Baba Nafra,” and Baba 
Nafra having “ for the accomplishment of some nefarious end * * * omitted 
to adopt such measures as would have established the truth or otherwise of her 
statement, was guilty of great negligence and they added, Baba Nafra having 
learned the abovementioned statement made by Joitabaee regarding her condi- 
tion, and having omitted to institute such inquiries as to the truth or otherwise 
of the Settanee’s statement, though to have done so was in his power, and having 
moreover allowed the name of his employer by such omission to be scandalized 
and disgraced amongst the people, he has been proved guilty of the commission 
of a great crime,” 

9. The aggr^te sentence awarded by his Highness the Guicowar against 
Baba Nafra, for these several offences, was confinement in irons for seven years, 
and a fine of 15,500 rupees. Had he not been a Brahmin the pgnishment 
awarded to him would have been amputation of his hands and feet, and expo- 
sure on the public highway. Had he been convicted by the punchayet of the 

• The caite of crime with which he stood charged, viz., the abduction of a Weesa Lar Wanee* 
Joitabaee Settanee. child, in the person of Joitabaee’s son, nothing could have saved him from im- 
prisonment for life. In case of any but a Brahmin the punishment of death 
would have followed conviction of such a crime. 

10. But even this punishment requires the confirmation of the Bombay Go- 
vernment, it having been determined that a guarantee granted to the members 
of a firm, and their families, embraces also the servants of the firm. I therefore 
deem it my duty, in imploring Government to confirm what I consider to be a 
very inadequate award, to state at length the points on which I complain of its 
Inadequacy ; and in the following pages I think I shall be able satisfactorily to 
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demonstrate, that the evidence of the abducted boy having been Joitabaee’h cliild 
is complete and conclusive ; and that only a culpable sympathy with the culprit 
induced the court, composed of the culprit’s own friends, as its proceedings 
show, to blink the evidence adduceable on this head. 

11. My reason for establishing these points is not to induce Government to 
urge an aggravation of the punishment already awarded to Baba Nafra, but 
effectually to prevent its mitigation, and to satisfy Government that any clemency 
displayed towards the Baba would nut only be intrinsically unjust, but would be 
productive of the most calamitous, moral, and political consequences, by cou- 
ffrming the idea, unhappily too prevalent in Baroda, that the great criminal 
under notice possesses some mysterious influence in Bombay, in virtue of which 
he can escape the just reward of his iniquities. 

12. Availing themselves of the right to appeal enjoyed by Baba Nafra, in con- 
sequence of a liberal construction ptit on the guarantee* enjoyed by the firm of 
Hurree Bhugtee, the Baba and his friends are making powerful cft'orts, by jieti- 
tions and otherwise', to enlist the sympathit s of Government in behalf of that 
convicted criminal. And evt n should tins agitation fail in the meanwhile to 
achieve its object, I have reason to believe that were death or any unforeseen 
accident to put a term to my incumbency of office, renewed attempts would be 
made, by influential friends of Baba Nafra, to reopen the subject, to upset, by 
fresh subornation of perjury, the evidence on which he has been convicted, 
and thus to obtain for him a mitigation of the sentence passed on him by his 
sovereign. 

13 . 'l hat this is no idle or imaginary fear I can easily demonstrate ; and I 
deem it my duty to do so, that my opinions, and the grounds on which they 
rest, may stand on rc*cord, and be referred to should events verify my surmises. 

14 . In the first place, as Government is well aware. Baba Nafra is a man pos- 
sessing immense w( alth, and nearly unbounded influence at Baroda. He for 
long was the head of that comlunation of bankers whom, on the 22d February 
1840, Captain French described as exercising a despotism over the Prince and 
durbar of Baroda ; and partly through his own pecuniary resources, and partly 
through the commanding position he held in the firm of flurree Bhugtee, whose 
funds he had for some years been misapplying, with a view to the promotion of 
his own schemes, he has been enabled to interest in his behalf most of the influ- 
ential men in this ])art of the country, and this, not only through the distribution 
of patronage and gifts, and by advancing loans, but from being their confiden- 
tial agent in delicate, jansonal, and family affairs ; and, in more than one 
instance, their confederate in corrupt practices ; his value in both capacities being 
enhanced by his connexion with Nursoo Punt, the late residency native agent. 

Whatever jwwer is derivable from personal friendship, from gratitude, from fear 
of exposure, from pecuniary obligations, and from a lively sense of future favours, 
that power, in an inconceivable degree, does Baba Nafra even now exercise over 
most of the influential men in Baroda ; for though temporarily in bonds, his 
sentence is but for a term of years ; his friends confidently assert, that even this 
term will be abbreviated, and though he be not at large, his sons and relatives 
and creatures are so, and they can with great convenience wield all the Baba’s 
>veapons. 

16 . Government are well aware that the man possessing these great resources, 
and this vast personal influence, is one who would stickle at nothing by which he 
could bring them to promote his own interests ; Government know, that so far 
backf as the year 1841 they themselves denounced him as one of the two “evil- + Khurreeta, dated 
disposed persons” whom his Highness the Guicowar was advist^d not to employ; 8 February 1841 . 
and tliat in consequence of his complicity with the Dhakjee Dadajee affair, in 

1843, 


Reaideut’a remarks on the guarantee roll, oppoaite to the grant to Bechur Samuldais, pro- 
prietor of the firm of Hurree Bhugtee.” No. 13 , “ Bechur Samul ia alive. 'I'he Britiali guai autee 
IS as follows: In pursuance of the verbal assuraocea given by me on thejth Auguat 1809 , under tJie 
authority of Government, of the same month, the family of the deceased shall be preserved in their 
rights and privileges, residence in Guicowar territories, subject to their own merits.”— Signed, 
“ J . Canute, Acting Resitient.” 
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1843, they intimated to his Highness* that the Resident had been instructed to 
exclude Baba Nafra from the residency, as one of the parties engaged in that 
“ disgraceful transaction.” They know further, that in 1837, Mr. Malet, as 
officiating Resident, exposedf an infamous conspiracy conducted by this man, 
to ruin a guaranteed chief ; Government moreover know, that they themselves 
convicted him of practising an enormous fraud, to the extent of nearly three 
lacs of rupees, J on an individual enjoying the British protection ; and though 
they took no notice of it at the time, they knew that 1 adduced evidence designed 
to prove that, in the perpetration of that fraud, he was guilty of a crime equiva- 
lent to forgery; viz., the substitution of one document for another with felonious 
intent, 'l liey further know, that not content with corrupting the native ser- 
vants of Government,^ Baba Nafra aspired to bribe Mr, Reid, late Member of 
Council ; and not only arc they well aware that he despatched an emissary to 
Bombay, invested with full bribing powers, to operate on that gentleman, but 
they know, moreover, that intermediate agents being required, they were sought 
for and obtained, in the Bombay secretariate itself || 

16. All these things have before been brought to the notice of Government, 
and all will again be very fully brought to their notice in a memoir, which I 
have under preparation, illustrative of the circumstances that have led to the 
belief, here so prevalent, that the higher officers of Government are not inacces- 
sible to corrupt influence. In the meantime it is unnecessary that I should enter 
on them at greater length. But I feel I should singularly fail in my duty 
had 1 not thus far alluded to them, as not only afibrding a complete justification 
of the excessive length of this report, but as supplying a valid reason xvhy it 
should be attentively studied ere Government do aught that might be indirectly 
construed by the friends of corruption at Baroda into a confirmation of the 
popular belief, that Baba Nafra exerts a more than legitimate influence at the 
residency. 

17. In my memoir on “ khutput” I shall show, at length, the foundations on 
which this absurd, but not the less mischievous, belief rests ; suffice it here to 
say, that it does exist, and that it has been confirmed by certain decisions of 
Government (those of Gorajee Pole, Govind Row Guicowar, Baba Furkey, &c.) 
in which verdicts were given unexpectedly favourable to Baba Nafra, and his 
friend Nursoo Punt, and unexpectedly unfavourable to those who had been em- 
ployed in tracing out the rascalities of those individuals. It has been further 
confirmed by the fact, that no immediate or marked notici; was taken by Govern- 
ment of the evidence adduced by me in reference to the ridiculous, but nefariously 
designed attempt to bribe Mr. Reid.^ Additional confirmations have been 
derived from the fact, that during the whole of the persecutions of the unfortu- 
nate Joitabaee, the widow of a dLstinguished banker, enjoying our protection, 
Government never, in one way or other, interposed to secure a mitigation of the 
harsh treatment she suflered, tliough oft and loudly importuned by herself and 
her mother ; while, on the other hand, no sooner w’as Baba Nafra placed in cus- 
tody, prior to trial, than Government hastened to express a hope that he would 
receive good usage. The petitions of Joitabaee and her mother were simply in 
the ordinary official routine ; and, one instance excepted,** with the ordinary 
official delay, sent to the Resident and Acting Resident “ for report,” while the 
petitions in favour of Joitabaee’s persecutor, Baba Nafra, convicted by a jury of 
friends of a very heinous crime, and known to Government to be an unprincipled 
villain, have not been subjected to the same official delays. Thus one written on 
the 7th January was transmitted to me from the secretariate on the 8th, and not 
only was it sent without the loss of a single post, but it was sent not “ for report,” 
as petitions generally are, and as those of Joitabaee and her mother invariably 
were sent, but it was accompanied by a distinct order to the effect, that “ pending 
the award ft of this case, he (Baba Nafra) should not be exposed to any 
unnecessary hardship or rigour,” he being entitled to so much interference on 
the part of Government, in virtue of the guarantee held by the firm of which he 
was managing agent. 

18. It is extremely painful for me to quote all these matters, as being regarded 
by the people of Baroda as evidences of the undue partiality towards Baba Nafra 
of a Government, in whose immaculate purity I have the most implicit faith; a 
Government whom I esteem and honour, and to evince ray esteem and honour 

for 
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for whom, by vindicating them in the eyes of the natives of Baroda, is the highest 
object of my ambition. 

19. But it would be criminal in me to withhold from Government, that such is 
the fact ; that despite the justice and humanity of their motives, the circumstances 
referred to operating on the minds of men thoroughly imbued with a belief in 
the efficacy of “ khutput,” have tended to confirm the idea, that Baba Nafra does 
exercise mysterious influence at the residency ; and that his friends stand 
higher in the good graces of Government tlian those who have endeavoured to 
expose his rascalities. Such, then, I repeat, is the case ; and so strong is the 
feeling I have spoken of, that the friends of corruption have given out, and the 
tale has been believed, much to the frustration of my inquiries on several sub- 
jects, that 1 have incurred the serious displeasure of Government by my crusade 
against corruption, and that more especially I have awakened the fears of 
influential parties by my proceedings against Baba Nafra. It has been rumoured 
that a commission will be sent to Baroda with a view to encourage those I have 
discountenanced, and that this commission will bring my authority into con- 
tempt by re-opening many of the questions I have investigated, and by upsetting 
many of the decisions 1 have given. Nay, in preparation for this commission, 
attempts were recently made to suborn evidence to prove that my proceedings 
against Baba Nafra in this very case derived their inspiration from an enormous 
bribe given to me by Joitabaee, and it is confidently asserted, that whether or 
not a commission comes to Baroda, my successor will be a man of a different 
way of thinking from myself, and that then the parties whom I have exposed 
will be amply avenged on my name and memory, as well as on those who had 
rendered me assistance, the latter being destined to be made the butts of a per- 
secution like that which has rewarded Moreshwer Furkey for his long and 
zealous services to Mr. Malet and myself, in exposing the corruption of the 
iwlitical departments of Guzerat. 

20. Under all the circumstances above enumerated, I deem no apology due 
for the bulk of this report. The interests of justice absolutely demand that I 
should place in the hands of Government a document so completely exhaustive 
of the entire case of Joitabaee Settanee, that should, as I anticipate, desperate 
efforts be made by Baba Nafra’s friends to upset the decision of the Guicowar’s 
court by fresh subornation of perjury, Government may be enabled to detect a 
fraud which, if successful, would inflict a heavier blow on the character of 
British justice than it has yet sustained in Guzerat. 


Part II. — The History of the Case of Joitabaee Settanee, to the Commencement 
of the Investigation conducted by Lieutenant-Colonel Outram, Resident at 
Baroda. 

1. To enable Government or the Court of Directors to form any idea of this 
case, it is absolutely indispensable that its early history be carefully studied ; 
without such a study, it is impossible to form a just conception of the hardships 
to which Joitabaee was so long subjected, to comprehend the difficulties she 
had to encounter in urging her claims, and to appreciate the treachery by which 
Government and Captain French were unstispectingly betrayed into decisions, 
by which, but for a providential dispensation, the gates of justice would have 
been closed on her for ever. The history is a long and an involved one. Its 
narrative necessitates the reproduction of many documents, and the introduction 
of many explanations ; but its careful study is indispensable for tracing the true 
features, and appreciating the real merits of the case, for understanding the 
mutual relations of its several elements, for comprehending the villainy that 
was at work to obscure it, for testing the credibility of the several witnesses 
whose testimony is hereafter to be cited, for forming a proper estimate of the 
value of the evidence they gave, and for enabling us to try that testimony by 
the touchstone of dates, facts, and anterior probabilities. 

2. The late Bechur Samuldass died on the 4th September 1846, leaving behind 
him two widows. The elder of these, named Mnaluxmee Baee, had borne a 
son called Purshotumbhaee, three years prior to her husband’s death. The 
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younger, Joitabaee, though she had not become a mother, avowed herself 
pregnant at the date, if not prior to the event ; and on the 22d Deceml>er it 
was announced that she had been delivered of a boy. Joitabaee received the 
usual visits and presents of congratulation, and the various ceremonies attendant 
on the birth and naming of a boy were solemnized in behalf of the child at the 
customary periods, aud according to the established ritual of the caste. His 
Highness the Guicowar honoured their solemnization with his presence, and the 
Resident was invited to do so, though, according to his invariable custom, he 
declined to avail himself of the invitation. On the 13th February 1846, the 
child was betrothed in conformity with the usages of the caste, and the betrothal, 
according to established custom, was celebrated by a caste dinner. 

3. Till February 1847, that is, for upwards of a year after the birth of 
Joitabaee’s child, no question was made of its legiti«nacy, nor doubt e.xpressed 
regarding its paternity. It had been duly acknowledged as the posthumous 
ofispring of Becbur Samuldass, and was by all regarded as being, according to 
Hindoo custom, co-heir with Luxmeebaee’s son Purshotum, to the estate of that 
deceased banker. But on the 26th February 1847, matters took a different 
turn ; thus adverted to on the 22d of March of tliat year by Mr. Andrews, then 
acting Resident 

“ It was reported that some coolies had come to Baroda, and gone to the 
house of Bhanabhaee, the second wife’s father, and raised a dispute with him, 
demanding, that as according to agreement the money of the child taken by 
him had not been paid, it should be restored ; they then proceeded to the firm 
of Hurry Bhugtec, where the statements of the coolies were taken down in 
writing, and the principal people of the caste wore assembled together, who 
decided also that Bhauabaee had committed a fraud, that he should accordingly 
be turned out of caste, and it was decided also that the child was a coolie;* a 
writing was e.xecutod to that efl'ect. J’he second wife was then, in consequence 
of this, placed in confinement within a house of tile firm. It is reported to-day, 
that a writing was taken from the second wife, acknowledging the child to be 
spurious, and a guard was placed over tiio house of Bhana, the second wife’s 
father, and he and the inmates placed in confinement in the house. The child 
which had been up to this time in the h<mse of Bhana, was taken to the house 
of Hurry Bhugtee’s firm. Buna’s wife, it was said, escaped, and went to the 
durbar to complain, but not being attended to. she has concealed herself some- 
where for fear of being confined also. The affairs of the firm are conducted by 
the Moonim Goornastha, Baba Nafra under, a will or tleed executed by Bechur- 
bhoy before his deatli. appointing him during the minority of his (Bhecliurbhoy’s) 
son, Purshotum. This affair has been entirely conducted apparently within the 
house of the firm. His Highness has not publicly interfered, nor lias any notice 
been taken of the circumstance, or been brought to the residency.” 

4. Again, on the 4tli of April Mr. Andrews wrote as follows : — 

“ It is reporlcd that the coolies who first came to Baroda for payment of the 
child went away, and two or three days after the acknowledgment had been 
made in writing by Bcchurbhoy’s second wife, that the child was spurious, and 
a guard had been placed over her father Bhaiiabhoy’s house. A coolie and his 
wife belonging to Amleeara villuge, of the Baroda Purgunnab, which is held in 
mortgage and managed by the firm of Hurry Bhugtee, was sent for in conse- 
quence of some inquiries that had been instituted by Baba Nafra, and as they 
acknowledged tlie child to be theirs, it was given up to them ; but a few days 
after Baba Nafra bad it taken away again from them, and given to a coonbee, 
on whose house a guard was placed ; from the above circumstances it is 
imagined and said, that the child first procured died of small-pox, and that the 
present child is the second that was procured. It is said that Baba Nafra has 
acted throughout this affair in a most authoritative manner, and that it is 
thought that he could not have done so without the secret concurrence of his 

Highness 


• These statements, made by Mr. Andrews, on the authority of his native agent Nursoo Punt, 
whose complicity with Baba Nafra I shall hereafter have occasion to demonstrate, are utterly false. 
The caste never investigated the matter. Baba Nafra asked them if they would admit the son of 
a, kotie into their caste ; tlicy, of course, replied in the negative. The Baba then assures them 
that JToitabaee’s child was really the son of a kolie. On this assurance they turned her and her 
&tber out of caste.— Fide Appendix (J.). 
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Highness the Guicowar, and also that he must have been privy to tlie whole 
transaction throughout, as a spurious child could nut have been introduced 
without his concurrence.” 

6. To these two communications Government replied on the 17 th of April 
and 4th May, to the effect that “ no notice need be taken of the occurrence 
therein specified, until a complaint is made by a guaranteed party.” 

6. Ifsassumed charge of the residency on the 26 th May 1847 ; on the 26 d 
,Iuly I was directed to report on a petition which .loilabaee had addressed t<* 
Government on the 15 th of June, and on the 17 th of August a second and luller 
{jetition, bearing date the 2«th July, was sent to me for similar comment. 

7. These petitions were written while the Settanee was in durance. She com- 
plained that she M as the victitn of a conspiracy concocted by llaba Nafra ; she 
described herself as experiencing severe ill-treatment at the liands of that indi- 
vidual, and she assigned rapacity and revenge as the motives whicli influenced 
the iiaba to assail the reputation of his master’s widow, tosti al her child, to 
seize her property, and to imprison herself and her father; and she implored 
that Government would afford her that protection to which she was entitled as 
the widow of a banker who enjoyed a guarantee. But these documents are less 
minute than the petition which her mother addressed to the Bombay Govern- 
ment, when after concealing herself for some time at Baroda to escape the harsh 
usage to which her husband and daughter had been tix posed, slie at length 
reached Bombay. The petition, dated 2d August 1847 , was on the 7 th of that 
month sent to me to report on. It described the causes and progress of the 
Baba’s enmity with a minute cire.uinstantiality which not only displayed a strong 
aspect of verisimilitude, but which subse<juent investigations have powerfully 
confirmed, and it detaiknl with considerable minutmiess tlie testamentary and 
other arrangements maile by Bechurbliaee Saiuuldass prior to bis tlecease, the 
birth of his posthumous child, and the events in the early history of the latter, 
which evidenced the fact, that till the 25 tli of February 1847 , no doubts had 
been cast on his paternity. The petitioner then went oil to narrate the mis- 
understandings which arose between her daughter and Baba Nafra, whose 
encroachments on her own rights, and wbos<i oppix^ssive conduct to her father, 
Joitabaee had resisted and resented, and she thus detailed the events that more 
immediately compelled herself and her daughtm' to throw themselves on the 
justice and protection of the British Government: — 

“That your petitioner’s inveterate enemy, Nafra. with tlie foulest motives, 
sent to his house a koiie, by name Ragvonath, his wife Ruleat, u hhat, and two 
witnesses, all inhabitants of Meetapoor, Sowlee PiTgunnah. They accordingly 
came and gave out that they had disposed of a <*<*rtain child for 2,000 rupees, 
and an annual payment of 200 rupees, for whicli they alleged a jiaper had been 

t iassed to them, and demanded either the child or the lattiT sum of 200 rupees, 
lhanabhoy remarked to them that they w'ere great cheats, and asked them at 
whose instigation they had got up the fraud, adding at the same time that he 
would apprise the Sirkar thereof, and get the matter sifted. Blianabhoy was 
going down stairs for the purpose, when the rolico ran away. The same day, 
at night, Nafra assembled your petitioner’s caste people, and imjuired of them 
if they would continue in their community a person who proved to have the sou 
of a koiie in his house, when they replied in the negative, and were made to 
subscribe to such a declaration put on paper. He then declared that Moo- 
teelallbhaee was the son of a koiie. They in return asked him, where the kolies 
said to be related to him were, and expressed a desire to inquire into the matter. 
Nafra replied to them, that Bappoo Bhadoodas knew every thing about it ; 
observed that they had no business to argue the point, and then turned them 
out. On the Sd of Chytur, when your petitioner and family were at dinner, 
Nafra despatched some 60 or 60 armed men, along with two gooniashtas, as if 
for plunder, who seized your petitioner’s house ; and Settanee Mahluxmee Baee 
ahd the g^mashtas urged that Mooteelal should be returned to a certain 
Tullaveea, of Amleeara, whose son (they said) he was ; without waiting for a 
reply they caught hold of your petitioner’s husband, Bhanabhoy, and locked him 
up^ tn OQ^ room, and Mooteclalibhoy and his nurse in another. They were 
going to commit to custody your petitioner also, when she bawled out, which 
collected to the spot a number of people from the neighbourhood. 'J'hese latter 
560. 8 s 3 began 



326 PAPERS 01^ tHfe'tiMOVAL OF COLONEL 6uteM 

began arguing Avith the marauders, and your petitioner took an opportunity in 
the interim to run crying, with a single cloth on her person, to the palaoe of 
the Sirkar, intimated the circumstance, and remained there from 12 a. M. to 
7 p. M., without obtaining any redress. On the contrary, some person told your 
petitioner tJiat it would be to no purpose for her to remain there any longer, for 
she might perhaps .share the same fate that her kinsman had, and that therefore 
she should go and seek redress elsewltere. Your petitioner concealed herself in 
a certain person’s hoiist*. The same day, at midnight, Moteelall and hit nurse 
were taken to Hurry Bhugtee’s house, and the jewels, &e., which were on his 
person were removed. Your petitioner’s house was also attacked, the doors 
thereof Avere locked up, and it was placed in charge of a party of sepoys. That 
Moteelal is under the custody and charge of about 25 men, in the Patel’s house, 
at Arnleeara. Your petitioner’s husband is also placed in confinement. That 
ill Older to submit a representation of her grievances to Government, she pro- 
ceeded to Jumbooseir and made two petitions to your Honourable Board, dated 
the 4th and 20th April 1847 respectively, and, in reply, was informed that her 
case was under consideration. Your Honor in Council will observe Jiow 
daring Mafra Anicre, servant of Joitabaee’s, has been to exercise such extreme 
oppression towards her and other persons, without the knowledge of your 
Honourable Board, under whose guarantee (hey are. That as your petitioner 
was in a state of concealment at Baroda, leist she should be confined, and no 
chance of obtaining redress be left to her, and as she hud no male relation to 
help her, she could not submit her case to the Resident.” 

8. As has already been seen, there were many circumstances rendering it in 
the highest degree improbable, that the allegation of the child being the son of 
kolie was other than a gross fiction. For upwards of a year no hint had been 
breathed to that effect ; the birth of the child had been celebrated with much 
pomp, the festivities being honoured by the jiersonal attendance of the Guicowar ; 
equally distinguished had been the ceremony of naming ; the boy had been 
subsequently betrothed to the daughter of a respectable member of the banking 
community ; and the betrothal had been celebrated by a caste dinner. In 
addition to these points, .loitabaee’s mother, in her petition, alleged that his 
Highness had ever treated the little boy as affectionately as if it had been her 
®Avn son. 

9. The petitioner went on to complain that Baba Nafra, not satisfied with 
conspiring against the reputation, happine.ss, property, and freedom of her 
daughter, had dismissed the servants of the firm who had objected to his pro- 
ceedings, replacing them by creatures of his own, with whose aid she had little 
doubt the Baba would proceed to falsify the account-books and other docu- 
ments, by which her daughter’s pecuniary claims must be established. She 
therefore entreated that, with the view of protecting the interests of the de- 
ceased bankers’ widows, and of doing justice to all parties, a commission might 
be appointed to conduct the business of the firm till the merits of the charges 
against her daughter had been impartially investigated. And this commission 
she fairly enough suggested should consist of three persons, one to be nomi- 
nated by the Resident and one by each of the widows. She implored that an 
investigation into the truth of her allegations might be instituted at the residency, 
and since, as she truly enough alleged, “ most of the persons on the establish- 
ment of the Resident were prepossessed in the favour of Nafra,” she begged 
that the Resident, instead of delegating the inquiry to his subordinates, should 
be instructed to conduct it in his own person. All that she sought was an in- 
quiry ; but till the inquiry was brought to a close, she prayed that her husband, 
her ilaughter, and her grandchild, then held in rigorous custody by her 
daughter’s servant, Baba Nafra, should be allowed to come into camp, and live 
under Dritish protection. She further entreated, that she herself might be 
allowed to appear before the Resident by proxy, in the person of an accredited 
agent. She alleged that the crime (of which he has since been found guilty) 
was one that by the Bombay regulations amounted to the worst species of “ con- 
spiracy and such being the case, she entreated that he should be placed in 
confinement, and bail refused him. She further desired, that in consideration 
of the lacs of rupees, in the form of jewellery, &c., he had ‘ appropriated,’ his pro- 
perty should be placed under attachment.” 


10. There 
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10 . There was not one of these requests compliance with which would not 
have been morally just. Baba Nafra was accused of having organized a most 
diabolical conspiracy against the reputation, happiness, and property of the 
widow and orphan of his late master. This accusation so completely affected 
his character for integrity as an agent as to render it strictly just that, pending 
the inquiry, implored by the complaining widow, he should be suspended from 
his office, and that during his suspension the affairs of the bank should be placed 
in the hands of a triumvirate commission, nominated, as Joitabace’s motlier bad 
sugg^ted, in equal proportions, by the British Resident, and each of the two 
widows, whose interests were at stake. The strict justice of the request, that 
Baba Nafra should be suspended from his office in the bank is still more appa- 
rent, when it is borne in mind that the individual referred to was a man whose 
gross depravity was well known to the Government to whom that request was 
preferred. And still further, does the justice of the request shine manifest when 
it is remembered that the true character of Baba Nafra, in all its phases, was 
better known to the petitioner at the date of her petition than it even now is to 
Government and myself. And if aught more is required to demonstrate the 
justice of the request under notice, it is the fact, tliat subsequent investigations 
have satisfactorily proved that the petitioner indulged in no groundless fear, 
when she apprehended that Baba Nafra would avail himself of the wealth of the 
firm he mismanaged to suborn the perjury by means of which his master’s widow 
was to be sacrificed, and that he would falsify the account books. 

11 . Equally founded on abstract justice, and equally supported by truth, was 
her request, that owing to the majority of the residency establishment being in 
the interest of Baba Nafra, the Resident should himself be directed to conduct 
the desired investigation. Most of the persons in the establishment of the Resi- 
dent undoubtedly were, and that, moreover, to a very sad and very mischievous 
extent, prepossessed in favour of Baba Nafra. My native agent, Nursoo Punt, 
had succeeded in establishing unlimited influence over all the subordinates in 
my office, partly by the seduction of those he found there, and partly by the 
introduction of his creatures as vacancies occurred, some of whom still remain 
to betray my confidence and the secrets of my office, from my inability, legally, 
to establish that of which, morally, there can be no doubt. The man having 
this influence was the relative and friend of Baba Nafra, and, as the sequel will 
show, Joitabaee’s protracted sufferings, and the apparent leaning to her per- 
secutor, which has so materially tended to injure the British Government in the 
estimation of the native public of Baroda, are clearly attributable to the malign 
influence of his evil name. 

12 . And not less just than the requests noticed in the two foregoing paras, 
was the one preferred by the petitioner, that the Baba should be confined pend- 
ing the investigation. For considering what I have said of Baba Nafra, it will, 
I think, be admitted, that the interests of justice demanded that the mischief- 
making capabilities of this person, involved in a charge of gross and foul con- 
spiracy, should be limited as far as possible; and to do so required not only 
his suspension from the office he held in the bank, but his confinement, pending 
inquiry, as the only means by which it was possible to check the exertion of his 
enormous personal influence for the perversion of justice. 

13. Summing up the foregoing remarks, it appears, that while a certain de- 
gree of d priori iraprobabiliiy attached to the charge brought against Joitabuee, 
the story told by that lady and her mother was a plain, intelligent, and not very 
improbable story. It has been seen that they accused Baba Nafra of having, 
from feelings of resentment and avarice, conspired to blast the reputation and 
fortune of his master’s widow, and to disinherit one of that master’s heirs, by 
asserting the boy to be the son of a kolie. And it has been further observed, 
that ail either Joitabaee or his mother sought for was an inquiry into the justice 
of their allegations, and pending that inquiry the adoption of measures intriii- 
aically just and reasonable. 

14. But though there was not one of these petitions the adoption of which 
would not have tended to the furtherance of justice, it was not within my power 
to deal with their case as a question of abstract justice. I exercised no primary 
jiUrisdiction in the matter, legal or equitable. All the principals concerned were 
subjects of the Quicowar, and though, as enjoying the British protection, they 
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were entitled to appeal from his Highness’s decision, they could only come 
before me as appellants after some decision had been given by the durbar. 

16. Whatever might be the actual merits of the case, I had good reason to 
believe, that from no tribunal the durbar could appoint was strict justice to be 
looked for on the part of Joitabaee; for I knew tlie tlioroughly unscrupulous 
character of her adversary, his strong and widely ramifying influence, and the 
immense power he wielded through the pecuniary resources at his command. 
But I could not, without unwarrantably hurting the feelings of his Highness, 
and ap|)eiiring to trench on his authority, communicate to him my impressions 
on this subject. And any steps I might have taken to procure a compliance 
with I lie requests preferred by Joitabaee’s mother, pending an investigation in 
wliieli 1 could myself take no part, would only have tended to the prejudice of 
the petitioners, by exciting to tJie utmost the wiles of the man against whom 
they complained ; and by affording Baba Nafra’s friends in the punehayet an 
excuse for retarding that decision, the delivery of which was necessary to enable 
me to interfere in tlie matter. All therefore that I could do was to watch the 
jn'ogress of the case, to mitigate, so far as in me lay, any gratuitously excessive 
hardship to w liich the petitioners were exposed, and to encourage the prosecu- 
tion of the inquiry by the durbar.* 

16. But dreading that interference on the part of the Kesident which must 
result on the completion of such an inquiry, it became an object with Baba Nafra 
and bis friends altogether to prevent, or at all events to retard, investigation. 
It was not accordingly till the 18th September that 1 obtained the Guicowar’s 
acquic.scence to have the matter subjected to the investigation of his own court; 
and owing to delays arising out of the difflculty of bringing witnesses together, 
it was late in November till the punehayet cojnmenced its sitting. 

17. On the 26th of November, in reply to a demand made by the Bombay 
Government for any report on the several petitions already referred to, I inti- 
mated that the case was being proceeded with by a punehayet ajipointed by the 
durbar ; I explained the causes which had retarded the meeting of that court ; 
I alluded to the intricacy of the case ; I expressed my fear that some time must 
elapse ere I could furnisli my own report, as it might he requisite to test much 
of the evidence recorded by tlie Commission after 1 had received its proceedings, 
and I begged that in the meantime Barbaec, the mother of Joitabaee, might be 
directed to leave Bombay, and repair to B<^i'Qdn for the purpose of being 
examined by the punehayet. 

18. On the 6th December 1847, Mr. Chief Secretary Malet intimated my 
wishes to Larbaee, and directed her to proceed to Baroda, and report her arrival 
to me. Larbaee, however, did not comply with the directions of Government. 
She remained in Bombay, and on the 6th of February addressed another petition 
to Government, in which, while she assigned mental anxiety, physical ill-health, 
and the poverty wliich prevented her from obtaining the services of any one 
capable of communicating her difiiculties aqd sorrows in English, as reasons for 
her delay, she clearly indicated that the real cause of her non-procedure to Baroda 
was a determination not to give even a tacit acknowledgment of the legality or 
competency of a tribunal which she believed to be one composed of the personal 
friends of her daugliter’s persecutor, aqd one predetermined on a decision adverse 
to her daugliter’s claims. Bbe thus clearly and accurately described the compo- 
sition of the court appointed to adjudicate between her daughter and Baba Nafra, 
and protested against any tribunal so iniquitously constituted : “ Your petitioner 
humbly begs to know of the nature of the inquiry naentioned in the order, and 
the persons before whom the inquiry has been or is to be carried on ; whether 
it is after the manner and before the authority as requested by the |)etitioner. 
I'his slie fears is not the case, because she has been given to understand from 
private, but at the same time most credible authority, that the inquiry is not 

carried 


• I obtained her release from the close and unwarrantable confinement to which she had been 
subjected at the hands of one who was reallv only her servant, and permission to join her mother. 
Put ray endeavours to mitigate Joitabaee’s hard lot were aubsequently rendered nugfitory by 
Baba ^afra, who again placed her under guards at her mother’s residence, and by way of giving 
a screening legitimacy to her imprisonment, reinforced li^is own guards by others from the 
^tticCwar tiirpugh the assistance of mends in the durbar* 
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carried on by the Resident himself, but by his Highness, who has nominated four 
indii^iduals, namely, Gopal Row Myral, Meer Surfraj Allie, Trimbuck Shastree, 
and Bappoo Shastree, for the investigation of the matter. That the character of 
these persons is most questionable, and your petitioner judges from the present 
state of things, that they have been nominated in order to allow of their excluding 
themselves from giving their testimony in the case, and thus of concealing the 
tricks and rogueries of Nafra and others, and disabling your petitioner from 
proving her assertions. That your petitioner has a very great objection to 
allowing these persons to judge her case, for these individuals are more or less 
under the influence of his Higliness, and prepossessed in favour of Nafra, and 
besides, these are the- four principal witnesses in lier case, whose testimony is 
essential for the consideration of the truth of iier cause. That Gopal Row Myral 
is the person who knows most of the matter, and w’ho is mucli to be interrogated 
before the Resident in order to prove the truth, and who, if excluded by being 
made one of the judges, will greatly ruin your petitioner. That Meer Suffrazallie 
is the most intimate friend of Nafra, and his principal supporter, as well as one 
of the ringleadtrs in this evil combination, and if he be suffered to sit to judge in 
this matter, he will most unquestionably take the part of Nafra, and thus spoil 
the whole business. That respecting the other two, viz., Trimbuck Shastree and 
Bappoo Shastree, much is to be said wliich could not for some reasons be stated 
here,” (doubtless alluding to their having been brought by the Nafra), “ but 
which will all l)e revealed before the trial. * * * Besides, Nafra has great interest 
witli his Highness, inasmucli sis he has in a measure profited the Guicow'ar 
Government in a way which could not be mentioned here, and that he has a very 
great supporter in Gunesh Punt, who is the sole manager of his Higliness, and 
who is a close relation of Nafra, (his son having been married to Nafra’s 
daughter), and it is more natural that Gunesh Punt, in order to escape himself 
(for he also is concerned in this evil combination), will try his best to have the 
balance of justice in favour of Nafra, his relative. ♦ * * That since the above is 
the case, your Honourable Board will instruct the Resident to susjiend such an 
inquiry, and investigate himself the unjust and arbitrary proceedings carried on 
by Nafra towards your petitioner, Joitabaee, her son, ami oth< rs, and appoint one 
agent on behalf of Mahaluxmeebaee, and another on behalf of Joitabaee^ and 
himself to preside, to restore the affairs of the firm to their original position. 
Should your petitioner’s solicitations be rejected, and the Resident be directed to 
bring her case to a hearing, she fears that she w’ill have to experience almost 
unsurmountable difficulties in bringing to light all the rogueries of Nafra, since 
possessed of the immense wealth left by the late Bechurbhaee, he will no doubt 
spend lacs of rupees in btiying the evidence of the people, and will ultimately 
ruin your petitioner’s relatives. * * * That sis Nursoo Punt, and most of the 

Carbaries of the establishment of the Resident are more or less attached to Nafra, on 
account of his influence and great interest witli his Highm ss, your petitioner prays 
that the Resident be instructed not to let these persons, or any one else, learn the 
circumstances of this petition, lest they sliould communicate with him on the 
subject, and he attempt to escape, and injure your petitioner, and others.” 

19. Considering the constitution of the court, which she accurately described, 
and the means of bribery at the command of Baba Nafra, in virtue of his still 
being at the head of his deceased nmster’s hank, and considering further that her 
husband and daughter were still under the mo.st rigorous durance, it is not 
surprising that Joitahaee’s mother should have protested tigainst submitting her 
case to a tribunal from which she could not e.xpect to obtain justice. My only 
wonder is, that she and her daughter should have been so ready to submit the 
case to the investigation of the Resident, knowing, as they did, that most of his 
establishment were “ prejudiced in favour of the Nafra,” and aware as they were 
of the family connexion, and personal friendship subsisting between their adver- 
sary and Nursoo Punt, the head of the Residency establishment, a man who had 
been supposed by the natives to exercise almost unlimited influence over forniei 
Residents, and who might still be supposed to exercise influence over myself, as 
at that time my distrust of him had not been evinced. 

20 . Joitabaee herself, no less than her mother, protested against the court to 
whose adjudication her case had been referred, as will he seen from the following 
petition, addressed to me on tlie 24th February’ 1848 : ” I cannot approve of the 
arrangement in this case, for there is so much partiality and ill-feeling going on, 

560 . T T and 



330 PAPERS ON THE REMOVAL OF COLONEL OUTHAM 

and all sorts of endeavours are made to exculpate Baba Nafra. The evidences of 
several of his Highness’s subjects are very necessary in niy case, and I cannot under- 
stand the proceedings of the punchayet, who caiTy on the investigation without 
reference to me, with a view to injure me as much as possible, and they persist 
in inquiring into things they have no business with, which is to me very 
surprising. I preferred a petition to the British Government, relative to the 
ill-treatment I have received at the hands of Baba Nafra, against whom the 
charge of conspiracy ought to have been established, instead of which his 
Highness has relinquished this, and charged me with the oflFence according to the 
Baba’s original complaint against me; but I beg to remind you, that I told you, 
in the first place, that I had no confidence in his Highness’s Killadar, upon which 
you desired me to proceed to the Durbar cutcherry, after doing which you pro- 
mised to investigate the matter ; accordingly, I went to his Highness’s cutcherry, 
and from the appearance of the four persons there assembled” (meaning that, on 
seeing the members of the punchayet, she recognized in them partisans of Baba 
Nafra), “ I thought they were belonging to the plaintifl*: 1 was obliged to make a 
short statement before them ; but the petition which my mother presented to the 
Bombay Government contains a detailed account of the case, which I could not 
give, because I did not like the appearance of the people, and was very much 
afraid of them. I requested an authenticated copy of ray statement, but it was 
refused, because they hoped to accuse rne of prevarication. When I reported 
these circumstances to you, you desired me to a[)point a vukeel, as I did not 
know how to carry on the investigation properly, upon which I sent for a trust- 
worthy person, who will be here in a few days. This case has been going on 
for the last eight months, and I am at a loss to know what has been done 
regarding it ; therefore I request to be favoured with an authenticated copy of 
the proceedings ; after perusing which, I will inform you of whatever I may have 
to say on the subject. 1 further beg to acquaint you, that the inquiries into this 
case are not carried on justly at the Durbar, and request therefore that, agreeably 
to my mother's and my own petition, you will investigate the case at the Resi- 
dency, when all the fraud and rascality connected with this business will be 
brought to light. My father is not at present able to wait upon you, in conse- 
quence of sickness; but when he recovers, he will call upon yon.” 

21. At last, in March 1848, .loitabaee’s mother came to Baroda; but she still 
objected to, and refused to appear before the tribunal appointed by his Highness 
to investigate the case ; and though it is obvious that her moving principle was 
a disinclination to acknowledge the jurisdiction of a court composed of the 
friends of an unscrupulous adversary, who hud enornmus means at his disposal 
for bribery purposes, still I am bound to state that the conduct of that court, 
by its unnecessary harshness, afforded her not unreasonable pleas for neglecting 
its various summonses. While the depositions of other females were taken, and 
their cross-examinations conducted at their own houses, the mother of Joitabaee 
was ordered to repair before the punchayet, and stand public examinations, and 
against this she reasonably enough protested, as an unnecessary and unjustifiable 
indignity. 

22. It was, of course, most annoying to be constantly assailed with petitions 
by those who refused to comply with forms, after their compliance with which 
only could I interfere in their behalf. But I felt so completely the moral force 
of their feelings and motives, that I bore the annoyance with patience for many 
months. But my health began to fail ; my medical advisers insisted on my 
leaving Baroda for a time, and I was desirous that the proceedings of the pun- 
chayet should be closed before my departure ; so that, though I might possibly 
be unable to complete a review of them before I left, I might, at all events, hand 
over the case to niy siiccessor in such a form as raaterialljr to lighten his labours. 

I therefore, on the IDth August, addressed a letter to Joitabaee, telling her that 
it was useless in her to persist in sending me petitions, as I had not the power of 
interfering in her behall till after the decision of the punchayet had been given ; 

I explained to her that that decision could not be given till her mother’s depo- 
sitions had been taken ; I reminded her of the reiterated efforts made both by 
the Durbar and myself to induce her mother to submit to examination ; and 
I wound up with assuring her that if through her mother’s recusancy any further 
delay was occasioned, I should write to the Bombay Government, and suggest 
that it should altogether withhold its friendly interference. At the same t^oe, 

however, 
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however, us her mother had latterly assigned indisposition as the cause of her 
non«attendance before the puncliayet, I had, on the 17th, ordered Dr. Davies, 
the Residency surgeon, to visit her, and report on her state. That gentleman 
certified her to be in such a state of health as rendered it unsafe for her to be 
moved. I had, therefore, requested that the Durbar would instruct the pun- 
chayet to take her evidence in her own house ; and, in urging Joitabaee to prompt 
her mother to submit to an examination, I intimated to her the relaxation 1 had 
obtained from the original demands of the punchayet, 

23. Oil the 22d August, the subjoined communication was sent to me from 
the Durbar, having been received from tbe punchayet : “ Larbaee up to the 
[ireeent day Inis been putting forth excuses to obviate her attending at the 
investigation, and at present the doctor sahib certifies that she is sick, and if in 
her sickness Bappoo Shastree and Trimbuck Shastree should go and take her 
deposition, hereafter Larbaee will be at issue with the kamdars on the subject, 
and put forth other excuses ; and as she is putting up at Vukeel Rugoobhaee’s 
house, how can her deposition be taken there, and this case be decided, because 
in this case Larbaee is the principal, and as it is necessary after her deposition 
has been taken she should be confronted with the parties concerned in this case, 
which should take place in presence of we four persons, and if such does not 
take place, how cun this affair be adjusted ?” 

24, These objections of the punchayet were simply frivolous evasions and 
subterfuges ; Larbaee’s former recusancy had been most grateful to them, as 
affording them a pretext for do'laying, or for altogether withholding their report, 
on tlie ground of that lady’s evidence being essential. The plan I now proposed 
in strict unison with the punchayet's practice towards other ladies, deprived 
them of the pretext, and hence the objections above recorded.* 

25. In reference to the plea that Larbaee might afterwards come to issue 
with the kamdars (members of the punchayet), alleging that lier deposition had 
been forced from her when prostrated by sickness, I thus addressed the Durbar 
on the 24th of August : — 

“ When the Guicowar’s kamdars are about to go to the quarters or Larbaee 
to take her deposition, intimation should be sent to the Resident, when steps 
will be taken to cause the attendance of the doctor, for the purpose of seeing 
whether she is in a fit state for undergoing examination, and, should it be the 
desire of his Highness, the native agent can also attend on behalf of the Resident, 
under which precautions any excuses of the nature indicated, if ever advanced 
by Larbaee, would not be taken into consideration. 7’herefore, of the members 
the two Shastrees should go to Larbaee’s house to take her deposition ; but there 
is no occasion that Meer Surpezallie and Gopal Row My ral [being of rank] 
need attend there. No objection appears to the Resident to their carkoons 
being permitted to attend on their behalf. His Highness having taken these 
circumstances into consideration, should adopt measures for the depositions of 
Larbaee being soon taken, iu order that the adjustment of this case may be 
early effected, the aft’air brought to a speedy termination, and tbe proceedings 
resulting from the same transmitted (to the Resident), as formerly requested.” 

26, When the deputation at length wont to take Larbaee’s evidence, as neither 
that lady nor her husband could read or write (the latter at least only very 
imperfectly ), she not unnaturally desired that her vukeel [or a carkoon] should 
be present to see that the written deposition she was called on to attest was 
actually that which she had orally delivered. That such a precaution was, in 
her case, far from a frivolous or vexatious one, is painfully evident from the fact 
that in the previous November her daughter Joitabaee had officially com- 
plained to me* of spurious documents having been substituted for the depo- 
sitions she had actually made. Nay, so inveterate and unblushing is this kind 
of villany at Baroda, that spurious interpolations favourable to Baba Nafra 
were introduced into evidence given , before the second punchayet assejiibled at 

' my 

* Tbe thorough dUhonesty of this plea has received a signal illastratien in the conduct of the 
mnchayet who tried Baba Nafra, in part similarly composed as die former punchayets. That 
body; have summarily rejected the evioence, not only of Joltabaee’s mother, but of all her relatives, 
as being interested parties. 
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Accompanimcnk 
No. 3*2, to Captain 
French’s letter to 
Government, dated 
15 Nov. 1848, 

No. 282. 


This is a more 
full and correct 
translation than 
(hat which accom- 
panied Captain 
French’s letter of 
tile 15 th November. 


my instance, even though that court knew that I should institute a rigorous 
examination into the proceedings. Thus reasonable and necessary was the pre- 
caution which Joitabaee’s mother wished to take ; but had the precaution been 
an unnecessary one, it was one which no body of men, really anxious to bring 
the inquiry to a termination, would have objected. But they did object.* 

27. On the Ist September, Bhanabhoy, father of Joitabaee, and husband of 
Larbaee, came to tlie Residency, attended by a goomashta, to explain that Larbaee 
had only refused to be examined from the fear that the assistance of a carkoon 
to verify her deposition being denied to her, they would attribute to her in the 
record what slic had never said, and withhold much that she really did say. 
I replied that I was very angry with his wife for making any such objections, 
inasmuch as they reflected on the integrity of high officers of the Durbar. I 
told him to communicate to her my injunctions that she should not only give 
lier evidence in any way the puncliayet might choose to direct, but comply with 
any arrangements prescribed by that body, however unreasonable they might 
seem to her; and I assured him that, if his wife did so, good care would be 
taken when on the closure of tlie punchayet’s proceedings the case came under 
re-investigation at the Residency, to test the fidelity of all the court^s records, 
statements, and depositions. Bhanabhoy agreed that his wife should give her 
depositions with no one present in her behalf, save himself, and to his presence, 
of course, tlie punchayet had never objected, and could not object. I expressed 
iny satisfaction at liis ready submission to iny orders, and I directed him to 
communicate to his Highness his own and his wife’s entire acquiescence in all 
the wishes of the punchayet. 

28. My advice was complied with, so far as it was in the power of tliese 
unfortunate people, as will be seen from the following extract from a yad I 
addressed to the Durbar on the 4th September : 

‘‘This day a yad lias been received from Joitabaee Setanee, enclosing a yad 
to the address of his Highness the Guicowar, in which it is stated that her 
goomashta attended for two days with the enclosed petition for the purpose of 
presenting it to his Highness, but was prevented doing so; consequently the 
said petition to the address of his Highness, and copy of Joitabaee Sottanee’s 
yad giving cover to it, are herewith transmitted, from which his Highness will 
become informed of all the particulars, and it is requested that for any im- 
propriety 

* A verbal cominuiucatiori having been made to me by the Durbar Viikeel on the morning of 
the '29th November 1847» that Joitabaee Settanec’s examination liad been taken on the previous 
day, which she contumaciously refused to sign, I directed Nursoo Punt, the native agent, to 
accompany the shastrees in the afternoon to the place where she w as confined, to read her deposi- 
tion 01 the previous day over to her, as wxdl as that of the 2 Ist, to ask her if they w'ere correct, 
and if so, to direct her to sign them. Wliat Nursoo Punt represented on the occasion will be 
seen from the follow ing yad which I addressed to tlie Durbar on the 2d December : 

I liave the honour to forward, for your Highness’s information, copy of a yad presented by 
Bhanabhoy on behalf of Settance Joitabaee, widow^ of Becliur Samul, dated 1st instant, in which 
it is stated that Joitabaee, on hearing her former depositions read to her on the 29th November, 
entertained doubts as to their correctness. But I am given to understand that when her deposi- 
tions were read to her in the presence of Trimbuck Shastree, Bappo Shastree, and Nursoo Punt, 
she made not the slightest objection to them ; therefore the Baee should be consulted, and arrange- 
ments made accordingly. The request contained in the yad for a person to assist Bhanabhoy is 
worthy of your Highness’s consideration.” 

Enclosure to the above Yad from Joitabaee Settanee, dated 1 December 1847. 

“ The sahib kindly ordered that as the investigation of my case was impending before the 
Guicowar, and that subsequently Bhaiiabhaee should be directed to attend at the Durbar, and 
afford every information on the subject which might be reejuired, I did not intend to have gone 
to the Guicowar Sirkar, but respecting the coramands of liie saliib I went there, and my father 
was made to give his deposition in the Mhandwa Kutcherry, and Shastree Trimbuck Munohur 
and Shastree Bappoo ; these two persons came to me, and took my deposition, and the whole of 
that deposition in Kartick Vud 7th, Sumvut. 1904, when Nursoo Punt had come to me, was read 
over and explained ; but at that time I found out that a changed version of the ^deposition made by 
me had been substituted ; therefore I declared that I would submit the same for the information of 
the Resident in a yad, therefore the present memorandum is submitted. In the deposition taken 
from me there are inaccuracies in two or three different places; therefore it is requested that if ray 
case be investigated before tbjg flesident, some measure be adopted to ensure true and faithful 
depositions being taken. And ^tlie Guicowar Sirkar causes the deposition to be taken at night, 
and my fatlier made but my father in his old age is nuite unable to read the whole of 

such depositions, an4»i|p^fing under sorrow about the child, he has become quite distressed ; 
therefore I beg that jSe Resident will give permission for a person being engaged to assist my 
lather in reading and understanding the deposition.” 

This more particularly refers to her pretended deposition taken on the 2l9t November, respect- 
ing which she was examined by the medical committee, who were fully convinced that she could 

not 
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propriety Larbaee may have been guilty of she may be forgiven.f This 
the l^sident considers necessary, also the prayer of Joitabaee’s petition should 
be taken into consideration, and the Guicowar officer also should be again directed 
to proceed to Larbaee’s house, and take her deposition. This is the advice of 
the Resident, which is written for his Highness’s information.” 

29. A short time after I had despatched the above yad and its accompani- Appendix (B.) 
ments, I received the following communication from the Guicowar of the same 5- 
date, the contents of w hich will sufficiently explain why the goomashta sent to 
intimate Larbaee’s acquiescence in the punchayet demands was prevented from 
obtitining an interview with his Highness. Such an interview would have 
deprived the minister and his colleagues of the only pica on which they could 

succeed in withholding their proceedings, and thus lurther the interests of Baba 
Nafra, by preventing the case coming before me on appeal. 

“A yad having been received from the Residency, dated 24th August 1848, 

No. 886, stating Larbaee is sick, whose evidence is required in the investigation 
going on regarding the son of Joitabace Setanee, widow of Becliur Samuldass, 
accordingly Meer Surfra Allie, and Gopalrow .Myral, were desired to send Trim- 
buck Shastree, and Bappoo Shastree, to Larbaee’s house and take down her 
deposition. These persons accordingly w’cnt there, but Larbaee would not give 
her deposition, and disputed with tliem *, they therefore returned without taking 
the evidence. 'Hie two first-named persons presented a yad with llie Rozkam 
(diary) to this Government, copies of wliicli are herewith forwarded. I beg to 
state that while the proceedings in this case are about being closed, Larbaee lias 
refused to attend and give her deposition ; that Joitabee before prevented persons 
from being examined at the Durbar. From this cause this case has been pend- 
ing for one year, as will appear from the yad of the four karndars on this subject. 

1 therefore retjuest that the Resident, after taking the above matter into con- 
sideration, will write to the Bombay Government in a clear manner, so that it 
may be informed of the reason of this case having been so long pending.” 

30. In reply to this, I again addressed the Durbar on the 6th, recapitulating Appendix (B.) 
my yad of the 4th, and expressing my hope that his Highness would give atten- 

tion to the requests therein made. My motive for recording this iteration of 
my requests, was to afford my successor an impregnable ground on which to 
take his stand, in insisting on the examination of Larbaee being taken, and the 
inquiry brouglit to a close. 

31. To 


not have deposed what is tlierein set down. At the date of that deposition I did not suppose that 
Nnrsoo Punt would dare to make a false representation ; and this tirtful individual, with a view. 
I suppose, to remove my suspicion as to the correctness of the deposition of the 21st, recorded 
with apparent candour Joitabaee’s protest against that of the 28th (which contained nothing of 
importance), while representing to me that “when her depositions were read to her in the presence 
of * * • she made not the slightest objection to them.” 

Nursoo Punt’s interview with Joitabaee is thus recorded in his report dated 20th August 1848, 
which formed No. 03 of the translated documents prepared hj' me, and handed up by Captain 
French : 

“ On the 29th November, Nursoo Punt again proceeded to the Setanee, with orders to read the 
depositions to the Bace, and asked her if they were correct ; and if so, what were her reasons for 
not 8i)|;ning them? At the question being put to the Baee, she replied, that, having once signed the 
deposition, there was no necessity to affix her signature to another document ; upon which, Trimbuck 
Shastree and Bappoo Shastree asked the Baee if she had any questions to put to the wife of Baba 
Nafra, and her reply thereto was written and signed by her father in her name ; Bhanubhaec was 
afterwards questioned, and his replies recorded and signed by him : copies of both these documents 
were given to the Resident.” 

The following is Joitabaee’s examination here alluded to, taken on the 29th November : 

Question . — “Have you any questions to put to Unpoorna Baee, wife of Baba Nafra ; if so, state 
what they are? — Answer. Whatever answer my father hhanabhee gives to tliis question, I will 
agree to it. 

“ Whenvou were asked yesterday if you had any question to put to Unpoorna Baee, you 
replied in tne negative, and wrote to that effect in your deposition ; what is the reason, therefore, 
of your now saying that your father will reply to the question? — I did not write to tliis effect 
♦yesterday. 

“Why did you not say yesterday that you would agree to^whs^ver answ'er your father gave on 
rabject?— 1 did not say that ; 1 had no questions to nut to UjS||6pma Baee. 
fo ** ** proper answer to the question ?— My father Blulinabt|M viU reply to this question 

. ^ Alluding, of course, to the alleged disrespect shown by Joitaba^n^^er to the punchayet, 
in asking for the use of the vakeel to see that her depositions were faithfuUy taken down, thereby 
renecting on the honour of the members. 
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31. To this communication no reply was received till the l^th September^ 
four days after I had left Baroda, when a yad was sent, such as the Durbar 
would never have ventured to forward to the Residency while i was its occupant. 
In this yad it is asserted that the reason of Joitabaee’s petition being kept, from 
his Highness was, tliat the goinashta had been told to take it back, aj)d order 
Bhanabhoy to bring it in person. This 1 have no hesitation in pronouncing to 
be an uutrutli, the invention of the Durbar frieuds of Baba Nafra. 

32. The course invariably adopted when the presence of what is called a * 
“ Hoojuttee Bhandry Walla” (guaranteed party, who has appealed to British 
protection) is recpiircd by the Durbar, is to summon him through the Resident, 
whicii was not done ; and further, had the Durbar violated the established 
etiquette, and issued a summons without referring to the Residency, the weak 
Bbanabhace would as soon have thought of snatching her cubs from a lioness 
as of disobeying such an order. But be this as it may, the petition had at 
length been presented by the Resident himself; the last obstacle to the examina* 
tion of Ijarbaee had been removed by that lady herself; the Resident had 
requested, in other words directed, that the examination might proceed ; and 
but for my approaching departure, my request would have been complied with. 
But it was well known that my absence was to be a long one, and the reply of 
the Durbar (given in Appendix (B.) No. 7) cunningly reiterates the former 
recusancy of Larbaee, in a way to impn^ss my successor with the conviction that 
it had been far worse than it in reality was. And by complaining of an alleged, 
though incorrectly alleged, invasion of its dignity, it made an appeal to the 
generosity of the new Resident (in anticipation) which it was hoped that officer 
would find it difficult to resist. Moreover, by making the artful suggestion that 
Larbaee’s deposition should be delayed till her recovery, and then be publicly 
taken at the Durbar, it in other words expressed a hope that the Resident would 
consent to her deposition being never taken, and thus sanctiou the inquiry being 
indefinitely postponed. The Durbar well knew that Larbaee was little likely 
to consent to what she considered the indignity of a public examination ; an 
indignity against which she had from the first protested, and one, the offensive 
bearing of whicli would be enhanced by the delicate nature of the subject on 
which she was to be questioned. 

33. In the yad under notice, the Durbar, in the most ungracious manner, 
offered to have; Larbaee examined in her own house, if the acting Resident 
still insisted on it. And Mr. Battyc, who officiated until tlie arrival of my 
successor, passing over in silence (as under the circumstances of his position 
became him) the objectionable passages of the Durbar’s yad, confined himself to 
the expression of a hope that the examination would be taken. Mr. Battye’s 
yad was written on tlie 18th Septeml)er, and on the 26th the Durbar did what 
it ouglit to have done on tlic7th. Partieswere deputed to attend at Larbaee’s house, 
and received from lior a statement. To the cross-examination to which it was 
attempted to subject her, and the object of which was to ascertain the witnesses 
.she could adduct; in support of her own and her daughter’s assertions, she 
refused to submit, until the precautions for which she had previously petitioned, 
and tlie justice of wliicli 1 demonstrated in paras, 10, 11, and 12, should be 
adopted, viz., the transference of the management of the bank from Baba 
Nafra’s liantis to a tripartite commission, nominated in equal proportions by 
the Resident, the elder widow, and Joitabaee ; the confinement of Baba Nafra 
till the charges against him were investigated, and the attachment of his property 
till lie made good the jewels and other property which he had feloniously 
abstracted from tlie bank. 

34. She had consented to give her evidence, and in all respects submit her- 
self to the behests of the puiichayet, upon my assurance that I would see justice 
done to herself and her daughter, when on the closure of the punchayet’s pro- 
ceedings the case came before me. She had made overtures to this effect to tbc' 
Durbar, and slie had seen tlie very bearer of these overtures contemptuously 
turned away. From no one in power but myself had she, or her family, received 
the treatment which ordinary humanity, justice, or manly feeling diptates; and 
after 1 had gone, she must naturally have felt that she had no one, save Gpd, on 
whom to place her trust; for while she knew not who my successor might' he, 
she was well aware, that from the moment he entered on his duties, every eflbft 

would 
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would be made to poison his ear, to misinform and mislead him by the native 
agent, Nursoo, Punt, the relative, and, as she was well aware, the creature and 
accomplice of Baba Nafra. And I am sure no one possessed of manly feelings, 
ofi conamon sense, or of the faintest sentiments of justice, will blame her for 
refusii^ to detail the evidence she had to adduce in support of her statements 
while Baba Nafra remained at large and all-powerful ; the lord paramount of all 
the servants of the bank, able to dismiss and imprison such of them as might * 

. hereafter say a word in behalf of Joitabaee, as he had already dismissed and 
irnprisoned those whom he had suspected of sympathising vvith their persecuted 
mistress;* and in a position, from his vast social and political influence, and from * ri*' Appendix 

the enormous fund? at his disposal, as manager of the bank, to intimidate and (C.) Nos. i to 8. 

bribe off all whom she might profess her intention to summon on her own and 
her daughter’s behalf. In consenting, as she had done-, to obey the behests of 
the punchayets, on my assurance that justice should be done her, she gave w hat 
I regard as a most touching evidence of her confidence in British honour; in 
refusing to detail the evidence in her possession, and which she intended to adduce 
when the case came under appeal at the Residency, she displayed an accurate 
knowledge of the character of Baba Nafra, and with pain, I add, she thereby 
saved her daughter. For that Baba Nafra would have intimidated or bribed all 
her witnesses, the conduct, both prior and subsequent, of that man can -leave no 
doubt on any reasonable or candid mind ; and if Captain French, dealing only 
in vague assertions of an alleged universality of belief, succeeded in damning 
Joitabaec’s cause both with the local Government and Court of Directors, how 
hopeless would have been her case liad every available witness on her behalf 
been bought over or intimidated, and a mass of depositions transmitted to 
Government, and placed on the records of the Residency, embracing those of her 
own relatives and personal friends. The dishonesty of the punchayet, in pre- 
tending that Larbaee's refusal to place all her witnesses at the mercy of Baba 
Nafra interfered with the closure of the punchayet’s proceedings, is too obvious 
to require comment. She had given her statement, and she was ready to be con- 
fronted with any persons the punchayet might bring forward for that purpose ; yet 
they confronted no one with her, but confined their efforts to seeking to unmask 
her stove of evidence, with which they liad nothing to do, if she chose not to 
produce it in her daughter’s behalf. They were at liberty to assume, that her 
refusal to unfold the evidence she had to adduce was a proof that no such evidence 
existed ; they were at liberty to put any other unfavourable construction on 
Larbaee’s conduct which they could reconcile to their consciences, and to decide 
against her daughter’s claim ; but they were not at liberty to withhold a report 
of some sort or other on the evidence before them, and on the presumptions they 
might think desirable from Larbaee’.s silence. If they coidd have enabled Baba 
Nafra to make out a stronger case, by intimidating or bribing Joitabaee’s wit- 
nesses, right gladly and speedily would they have closed their proceedings. 

This they could not effect ; so the next best thing they could do for their friend 
was to proclaim their inability to close their proceedings, and thus prevent the 
case coming in appeal before the acting Resident. That the questions of the first 
punchayet were only a trap laid for her own and her daughter’s ruin, — a trap in 
which they knew they dared not to have attempted to entrap these ladies had I 
remained atBaroda, is sufficiently evident from the circumstance that the second 
punchayet, ignoring the evidence of every one connected with Joitabaee, rejected 
the evidence of her other witnesses on frivolous pleas. 

36, When, on the 12th September, I left Baroda, I took my departure in the 
fullest confidence that if the proceedings of the punchayet were not completed 
on the arrival of my successor, that officer would at all events promptly carry 
out my intentions, and insist on these proceedings being rapidly completed ; and 
I never doubted that he would subject them to a close review and rigid scrutiny; 
but my expectations were not fulfilled. The widow’s case was disposed of in 
a very summary manner by my successor; her guilt of the charges brought 
against iier by mba Nafra was at once, and without investigation, assumed ; and 
the door of was seemingly closed against her for ever. 

3®. Oaiptain French only assumed charge of the Residency on the 2d November, 

W ife 16tfa of that month, the punchayet not haviug closed its proceed- 
ififfressed a communication to Government, in whicli he recom- 
wMfeff the (Riposd of thb case in a manner which, under the circumstances 
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of the two contending parties, could only have issued in the irrevocable ruin of 
Juitabi^ee. 

37. That in making this proposition the acting Resident was actuated by the 
purest regard for justice, there can, of course, be no doubt ; but I think I shall 
have no difficulty in demonstrating that he had been grossly deceived by his 
native agent, Nursoo Punt, the relative and friend of Baba Nafra, and a man of 
much cunning. It was natural that Captain French should look to tins indivi- 
dual for an honest statement of the case, and a faithful record of past and passing 
occurrences, and the man’s demeanor is precisely such as to impress the mindil^ 
of his superiors with the idea that the utmost reliance and conndetice may b^ 
placed in him : he is respectful, unobtrusive, and mild, cool and uuiinpassioned : 
he does not thrust his opinions on you ; he allows them to drop out in seemingly 
casual ob-servations ; and he is far too wise to appear in favour of those whose 
interests he seeks to promote, as was strikingly illustrated in this very case ; for 
so cfl'ectually did he conceal his regards for Baba Nafra, that the acting Resident, 
after 14 months’ incumbency of office, left Baroda under the impression that the 
two worthies were inimical to each other. To show that I am not wrong in attri- 
buting the protraction of Joitabaee’s unmerited sufferings to the malign influence 
of Nursoo Punt, and the <Ieceptions practised by him on the acting Resident, 

I shall make a few extracts from the despatch of the letter above adverted to — 
the despatch of the latli November 1848. 

38. That despatch he commenced with the subjoined preparatory paragraphs : 

1. “ With the intention of carrying out the orders of Government given 
in your letter of the 4th November 1847, and many subsequent communi- 
cations, Colonel Outram had the accompanying translations (with abstract 
thereof) prepared in the case of Joitabaee, widow of Beehurbhoy Samnldass, 
of the firm of Hurry Bhugtee, of Baroda. 

2. “ In addition to these voluminous documents, there are no less than 
48 others of a subsequent date to the concluding one translated ; yet the 
case is undisposed of, and seems as far as ever from amicable settlement, 

3. “ This will account for the delay that has occurred, and warrant, I hope, 
my submitting the subject for the consideration of Government, though in 
an unfinished state. 

4. “ The untranslated papers are very similar to these now forwarded, in 
fact in many respects more repetitions — a denial one day of what on tlie pre- 
vious one was admitted subterfuge and evasions, but all on the part of the 
petitioner Joitabaee, and her j)arents,” 

39. When it i.s recollected that, at the date of penning the foregoing sentences. 
Captain French had only been 12 days at Baroda, when tlie heavy and multi- 
farious demands which society makes in India on the time of a high official 
arriving at a new station are considered ; when we further remember the official 
and demi-official encroachments necessitated by the interchange of civilities 
betwoeii a newly-appointed Resident and the sovereign to whom lie is deputed, 
the courtiers, nobles, and tlie leading members of the native community ; when 
we bear in mind that considerable time is necessarily occupiijd in acquiring that 
familiarity with the system of the office, the sphere of its duties, &c., which it 
is one of the first objeets of a newly-appointed Resident to obtain ; and when, 
still further, it is held in remembrance, that, besides the current routine duties of 
the office, there were other cases on hand requiring his attention, as well as Joita- 
baee's, the inference is, I think, fair, that Captain French could not have been 
able, during the 12 days that preceded the preparation of his letter, to study the 
entire mass of translated and untranslated documents connected with the case of 
Joitabaee, nor was it necessary that he should do so, had the representations of 
the native agent been as trustworthy as the officiating Resident had a right to 
assume they were. But it is a pity that he did not do so, as he would have found 
that one, at least, of tliose representations was false ; and tliis discovery would, 

I have no doubt, have induced him to receive with his confidence the other state- 
ments of the native agent. Tlie misrepresentation I allude to, is that as to theyf 
chgiracter jjf file untranslated documents. After a' careful examination, I 

find no instance of “ a denial on one day of what on the previous one was 
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ted;” and I can detect neither “ subterfuges” nor “ evasions” on the part of 
Joitabaee and her friends. On the contrary, I see nothing but a consistent state- 
ment of the grievances under which these unfortunate persons declared they 
laboured, and an equally consistent protest against having their claims adjudi- 
cated on by a tribunal which they believed to be a corrupt one, in the unprin- 
cipled man who bad their own property at command for the purpose of suborning 
perjury against them. The documents are certainly iterative, and most weari- 
some ; inconsistent with each other they assuredly are not, nor do they display 
either evasion or subterfuge ; and that Government may be in a position to judge 
whether Captain French or I give the more faithful account of them, I subjoin 
them in Appendix (A.), along with ihe correspondence which passed between Appendix (A.) 
Joitabaee and Captain French, from which it will be seen that the unfortunate 
lady was dealt with in a somewhat harsli manner. Here, then, is one of the mis- 
representations artfully conveyed to Captain French, which I conceive to have 
been influential in prejudicing him against Joitabaee. The next paragraph of 
his letter will illustrate another : 

Para. 5. “ In a case of this nature we meet with impediments at every 
step of the investigation. The honour of a female of an ancient and respect- 
able firm is concerned. One widow' of the deceased banker states that the 
other had the usual monthly visitations after the death of her husband; and he, 
the people here assert, was unable to beget progeny for a period that, if true, 
would at once settle the point. Tiius it will' be seen that insuperable 
difliculties beset the settlement of the question, either at the Residency or 
Durbar.” 

40. It is very clear, considering the short period Captain French had been at 
Baroda, and the many demands that must necessarily have been made on his time, 
that he could know nothing of the popular sentiments of the place, save as he 
fancied he saw them reflected in the conversation of his assistant, his native 
agent, the Durbar Vukeel, the courtiers, and those of the leading nobles and 
merchants, from whom he had received visits. Mr. Battye assures me that he 
never gave the information referred to, and it is extremely improbable that in 
the first, and therefore ceremonial, visits exchanged between a newly-arrived 
Resident and the courtiers, nobles, and merchants of the place, the conversation 
would, contrary to established etiquette, turn upon disputed cases then pending; 
we may therefore, 1 think, assume, that “ the people here,” who asserted that 
Joitabaee’s “ husband was unable to beget -progeny' for a period that, if true, 
would alone settle the point,” were, the Durbar Vukeel, or Nursoo Punt, one or 
both of them ; and from them also must he have heard the story about the 
“ monthly visitations,” which, if true, as I am informed by medical officers, 
would only add Joitabaee to the category of those exceptional ladies, of whose 
existence no accoucheur doubts, who continue to menstruate during uterogestation. 

But it matters little whether Nursoo Punt su|)plied the alleged facts,* or whether 
they were communicated' by the vukeel of a Durbar, whicli had already leagued 
itself against Joitabaee, or whether Captain French suffered the courtiers, nobles, 
and merchants of Baroda to take advantage of their earliest ceremonial visits, to 
allege as matters of general belief, what “ if true, would at once settle the point,” 
that is, consign a widow, who sought redress, to infamy and destitution. Who- 
ever were his informants, they attempted to convey to his mind an impression 
which subsequent investigations have proved to be utterly false, and thus to per- 
vert his judgment, and to prejudice him against a persecuted appellant; and 
though, of course. Captain French could not anticipate the results of any subse- 
quent investigations, it is to be regretted that he so unhesitatingly endorsed the 
alleged popular belief. A little reflection must have satisfied him that it bore 
the impress of a fiction. For had the alleged impotence of Joilabaee’s' husband 
for many months been a matter of universal, or even general belief, and had it 
been universally, or even generally believed, that Joitabaee had never been preg- 
nant, it is difficult to conceive how the announcement of her delivery of a son, 

who, 


Directly, or through his subordinate and tool, Narrain Row, the second carkoon in my office, 
one (H those above referred to as remaining in any office to betray its secretf, baffle my inquiries, 
and mtngue against myself; from my inability at present to afford strict legal proof of that 
rega^g which no moral doubt o«n exist. 
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who, if recognized, was to inherit almost untold wealth, should have failed to 
excite at the time a very general suspicion of fraud. But that no such suspicions 
were awakened is demonstrated by the recognition of the boy as the posthumous 
son of the late banker, not only by his caste, but by his sovereign, and by the 
relations of the banker’s other widow, whose son’s prospects were so materially 
damaged hy the advent of the second boy. 

41. In his Gth, 7th 8th, and 9th paras.. Captain French observed : 

“ The petitioner, under the influence of a vukeel she brought from 
Bombay, evades an investigation. She questions the impartiality (perhaps 
rightly) of a punchayet appointed by his Highness, and she wished to have 
a lawyer from the Residency to advocate her cause, thus departing from the 
customs and usages of her caste and profession. * 

“ My experience mainly, on the other side of India, of disputes in banking 
establishments, has led to the impression that few, if any, cases adjudicated 
through us, or by our intervention, hold good. The bank works on as 
usual ; but the wound is unhealed, and a final settlement is made by the 
members through the aid of a punchayet of their own nomination, and 
were this matter disposed of by us, or the Durbar, such, I feel convinced, 
would be the final result. 

“ Besides, there will be many difficulties to carrying out our settlement, 
and that, perhaps, at tiie hands of the very ))arty in whose favour the deci- 
sion was.” 


42 . Though I myself should have objected to an European lawyer, barrister, 
or attorney, corning to Baroda, to conduct a case in a Cluicowar court, as an 
infringement of the rights of his Highness — an objection actually communicated 
by me to one of the members of the Bombay Bar, whom it was wished to retain 
in behalf of Joitabaee — still I had insisted on the Settanee being allowed to avail 
herself of the services of a native vukeel, as will be seen from the following 
extract from a yad addressed by me to his Highness on the 11th December 
1847 : 

Accompaniinent “ Highness’s reply to my letter, nothing is said regarding Joitabaee’s 

No. 40, to Captain request to employ somebody to assist her father, Bhanabhoy ; but in the enclo- 
French’s letter of sure, Meer Surfrazallie, &c., write, that the person questioned should personally 
the 15 th November ^eply, and that such is the custom, to which 1 quite agree, but this is particularly 
^ ■ applicable to witnesses; and it is not customary to object to either the plaintiff or 

defendant employing vukeels or agents in prosecuting their case, when it is of 
great importance, and the parties concerned are females, or incompetent to up- 
hold their cause. In all courts of justice this indulgence is allowed, and in magis- 
terial cases the accused parties are permitted to employ vukeels. It is true 
that the party questioned should reply personally ; but without the assistance of 
vukeels in examining witnesses on either part, how could such case be con- 
ducted ?” * * * “ It appears that Bhanabhoy is unable to either read, 
write, or give an opinion, therefore it is very evident that some assistance is 
necessary, which is equally applicable to both parties. I am, therefore, of 
opinion that, under the circumstances of the case, the Setanee should be per- 
mitted to employ a good, respectable person for the assistance of her father.” 

43. These views had been expressed by me on mature deliberation, after the 
case had been under discussion for several months; after I had read and 
pondered on every document that had been penned on the subject, and after 
I had ample opportunities of seeing the spirit in which the inquiry was being 
conducted ; and had Captain French been aware that license to employ a vuked 
had been demanded by me, surely delicacy to the man for whom he was officiating, 
and the deference due to the opinions of one who had paid some attention to the 
caeM?, ought to have prevented the acting Resident from offering so totally diverse 
an opinion, till at last 1^ had familiarized himself with the case mo, re completely 
than it was physically possible he could' have done during the first 12 days of 
his tenure of a new office. 

44. From what I know of Captain French’s character, 1 feel convinced that 
had that gentleman been aware thatl had insisted on Joitabaee’s being ,«iilpw<4 
a ynkeel, delicacy to myself, and deference to my official status, swodld |ii^ 
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prpmpted him to a farther study of the case ere he reprobated the measure which 
I Ixadf not only 4efended, but insisted on ; at all events, he would have noted the 
fact, that my opinions on the subject differed from his own ; and, on this convic- 
ti(^, I Feel < entitled to assume, that when he penned this letter, not only had he 
not read the untranslated documents alluded to in para. 89, which he pronounced 
self-contradictory, subterfugal, and evasive, but that he had not even read the 
whole of the translated documents which he transmitted to Government ; for in 
one of them. No. 40, is the yad I sent to the Durbar on the 11th pecembet 1847, 
from which the above quotation is taken. 

45. Captain French, in the passage from his letter above quoted, in para. 41, 
says, that Joitabaee’«6 mother questioned the legality of the punchayet. Un- 
doubtedly she did, on the ground that it was one from which she could expect 
no justice to her persecuted daughter. But though she had for long delayed 
giving evidence before it, she did at length (as I have shown in para. 27) con- 
sent to be examined ; and thus had she removed the only real or pretended 
obstacle that had ever existed, or been alleged, as standing in the way of the pun- 
chayet continuing, and closing its proceedings. Her examination might have 
taken place, had it suited the views of Baba Nafra’s friends, eight or nine weeks 
before Captain French’s arrival ; and only the anxiety of Baba Nafra that the 
punchayet’s proceedings should not be brought under review, and subjected to a 
searching scrutiny at the Residency, and the collusion of the native agent, who 
kept the acting Resident ignorant that such was the case, had prevented these 
proceedings being in his hands at the date of his writing that “ the case w’as as 
far from settlement as ever,” 

46. In para. 9 of his letter. Captain French thus exj>ressed himself : “ The 
house of Hurry Bhugtee carries on its banking concerns as usual ; but if encou- 
ragement be afforded to the evil propensities of the litigants, by hearing them 
through hired vukeels, whose object must be to embroil all, and give bad council 
to gain their own ends {vide Enclosure No. 18), the firm will assuredly ere 
long suffer, and cease to be.” 

47. Were there nothing else to prove that the native agent, Nursoo Punt, had 
completely deceived Captain French as to the merits of the case, and, by his 
misrepresentations as to the nature and character of the various petitions from 
Joitabaee and her mother, led him to think a cursory glance at these documents 
was quite sufficient, this paragraph alone would suffice to demonstrate the point. 
It is so completely irrelevant to the case, that it could only have been penned 
under most confused and erroneous conceptions of the real matters at issue. It 
was indeed true that the house of Hurree Bhugte^e carried on its affairs as usual ; 
and as Government are fully aware, from the testimony adduced in the report I 
addressed to them, in reference to Mr. Andrews,* the “ usual” mode of con- 
ducting the affairs of that house was a thoroughly abominable one, and one 

{ )ronounced by the bankers, both of Baroda and Ahmedabad, as most “ unbanker- 
ike.” But it is difficult to see what immediate connexion tliere subsisted 
between Joitabaee’s case and the alleged prosperity of the bank. What she com- 
plained of was, that a gross outrage had been perpetrated on herself by the 
mlinager of that bank; that her character had been aspersed, her child abducted, 
herself and her father kept in ignominious confinement ; and that all these things 
had been effected by suborned perjury, paid for out of funds in part her own. 
The “ paid vukeel ” may have had a thousand bad and sinister objects, but none 
appears on the record. His ostensible object was to aid ioitabaee and her 
mother in obtaining redress, and who will say that these unfortunate women did 
not stand in need of aid } 


48. In his 10th para. Captain French observed, “As we cannot establish by 
oral evidence the fact, or otherwbe, of the child being that of a Kobe, of the 
petitioner having been pregnant at the death of her h^isband, and his ability to 
beget offspring, without entering on an inquiry abhorreht to the feeling and pre- 
judice 

t ryst (81 Msi^)ai»ii8wsied|^pM against thsoondnot of that gentleman, in which I 
m tO|)ii^v^, PM' as Rf tiipt rej^it be not saffioient) I ehall yet ■atiafiMtonhr demonstrate, 
W of ’iBardMa, not ontv that he was wot nioslT the protector of 

bM that Im inh ddimadf 
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judice of the caste the litigants belong to, and as such an investigation would itt 
all probability fail to satisfy either party, while it would assuredly be most dis- 
tasteful to tile whole of the seiths here, I beg to propose that, through the 
Durbar, both the widows be told, to each name two persons, and conjointly a 
fifth, or “ Sir Punch,” to determine their disputes, but first giving, under their 
hand and seal, duly witnessed, a written agreement to abide by |heir decisions. 
The parties may at the same time be warned that the British guarantee is during 
good behaviour [vide accompaniment to Mr. Boyd’s letter, No. 121, 18th No- 
vember 1840 , entry No. 13 ], and be informed that their razeenamma will suffice 
for the Durbar and Government.” 

49. Whether or not it was Nursoo Punt who informed Captain French that 
“the people here” had expressed opinions, which it is notorious they did not 
entertain till it was Baba Nafra’s interest to give them currency, and to stimulate 
their frequent expression, may be a matter of. doubt. But it admits of no doubt 
that it was Nursoo Punt’s duty to inform Captain French of what he himself 
w ell knew' ; that the inquiry into the distasteful matters above referred to had 
already been carried on for months, and that wdiatever there might be in such an 
inquiry abhorrent to the feelings and prejudice of the caste had already been 
eftected ; and it was liis duty to explain to the acting Resident that the thing 
best calculated to efface the injury done to the feelings and prejudices of the 
caste would have been the acquittal, after a fair trial, of one of the principal 
ladies of the caste from such disgraceful charges as those that had been brought ^ 
acrainst .loitabaee. 

50 . But it w'as not the wish of Baba Nafra, or of his friend and relative Nursoo 
Punt, that Captain French should be aw'are of the real merits of the case, or of 
tlie stage at which the inquiry had arrived. It was their obvious interest to 
deter that officer from having anything to do with the investigation of the case ; 
and it is, 1 think, pretty clear that Nursoo did endeavour so to deter him, by 
depicting in strong terms the offence such an inquiry would occasion, if con- 
ducted either by the Resident or the Durbar, by representing to him that “ insu- 
perable difficulties beset the question either at the residency or the Durbar,” by 
preventing him from carefully perusing all the appeals of Joitabaee, on the plea 
that they were self-contradictory and evasive ; and by making out a prima facie 
case against the lady litigant as one reputed to be uncluiste, and genemlly 
regarded as a cheat. Further, it was his duty to explain, that before I left 
Baroda tlie only alleged obstacle to the proceedings of the punchayet being 
closed had been removed by myself, and that it merely required a firm repre- 
sentation on the part of the resident to obtain the punchayet s decision, and thus 
be in a position to sit in review on its proceedings. 

51 . But dishonest strumpet as Joitabaee was represented to be, she was still 
entitled to British protection ; her, case must be decided some way or other, and 
it was transparently the interest of Baba Nafra to secure, if possible, a decision in 
his favour which should not be subject to revision ; one pronounced by a court 
whose proceedings should not come under the Resident’s review, and whose 
award should be final. And had the Baba himself been openly consulted on the 
subject, he could not have devised a course of procedure which, under the form 
of giving fair play to all parties, was better suited to his own views and interests 
than that suggested by Captain French. 

52 . Even assuming that the nominees of Joitabaee had been inaccessible to cor- 
rupt considerations, even assuming that neither the gold of Baba Nafra, nor the 
menaces of his influential friends (and all the influential men at Baroda ever in 
his interests) could have made them swerve from the strict path of justice; 
assuming all this, could the same be supposed likely of any man, whose election 
as “ Sir Punch” would have been assented to by that arch briber, that child 
abductor, that suborner of perjury, that conspirator against the reputation, hap- 
,piness, and property of his master’s widow, whom an adverse verdict would have 
consigned to imprisonment for life, who had the means of bribing to any imagin- 
able jextent. True, at the time the proposal was made. Baba Nafra had not b^n 
proved to deserve all the epithets I have Just applied to him, but he has since 
befn proved to merit them ; Joitabaee well knew that h6 then merited themy and 
knowing this, can we wonder that she, a prisonery friendless, in poverty, and 
disgrace, should have shrunk from such k tribunal as that offered hei? r And' it 

V #as. 
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was a touching and convincing proof of the widow’s desolate condition, when she 
"agreed to submit to such a tribunal. 

63. In proposing such a tribunal, Captain French was of course actuated by 
the purest motives, but he was clearly in ignorance of the actual posture of 
affairs ; and in suggesting that the parties should give beforehand a written 
agreement to abide by the decision of the proposed tribunal, it is pretty obvious 
that he was unconsciously playing the game of Babar Nafra who knew that by 
his wealth and influence he could procure from any court at Baroda such a 
decision as he chose, and who was only solicitous that the decision should not 
be open to the Resident’s review. This solicitude it was that had given rise 
to the various delays by which the proceedings of the first punchayet were pro- 
tracted till after 1 had left Baroda ; to this solicitude may be traced the non- 
communication to Captain French by Nursoo Punt of the various facts it was 
his duty to bring to the notice of the acting Resident’s sympathy with his friend’s 
solicitude ; and a cordial desire to promote its objects alone influenced the native 
agent in withholding from Captain French that Lurbaee had long previously' 
consented to give her evidence, and that, in fact, she had given all the evidence 
that could be demanded of her, viz., a statement of facts, that the punchayet had 
not one valid excuse for longer withholding their report; that the revolting part 
of the inquiry had long since been gone through, and a liberal canvass instituted, 
as well of Joitabaee’s menstrual peculiarities, as of her husband’s sexual capa- 
bilities ; and the grand object of Baba Nafra’s solicitude was realized, when 
Captain French, betrayed, kept in ignorance and deceived, proposed an arrange- 
ment which effectually precluded his ever himself exercising an appellate juris- 
diction in the case. 


54. (Jn the 18th of December, Government, in acknowledging Captain 
French’s letter of the 15th November, thus instructed the chief secretary to 
write : 

“ In reply, I am instructed to inform you, that his Lordship in council regrets 
that it had not been proposed in the first instance to submit the case to a pun- 
chayet, and is not now sanguine in his expectations that it will be satisfactorily 
and justly settled in this mode, from the difficulty which he apprehends will be 
experienced in convening a punchayet which will act with impartiality. 

“ As it is, however, very desirable to uvoid a direct inquiry into a family dis- 
pute of this nature, I am directed to inform you that his Lordship in Council 
approves of the suggestion in the 10th para, of your letter, that an endeavour 
be made to induce the parties to assent to the punchayet being nominated in the 
manner therein proposed.” 

65. The regret of Government expressed in the first of the above paras, was 
founded on a misapprehension. The matter, as 1 have already shown, and as I 
had reported to Government, had, in the first instance, been referred to a pun- 
chayet. That punchayet had, before I left Baroda, by its own admission, nearly 
eompleted its labours ; its proceedings ought to have been submitted to the 
acting Resident on his arrival, and had they been so, and had he passed them 
under review, I believe he would never have been induced to apply for the 
sanction of Government to the case being referred to another native tribunal, 
over which he was to have no control, and from whose decision there was to be 
no appeal. The only difference between the punehayet, the appointment of which 
I had effected, and that for which Captain French applied, was, that the former 
was the lepil and constitutional one ; one appointed by the durbar, and there- 
fore one from which an appeal lay to the Resident, while the other was an 
informal court of arbitration, the very terms of the constitution of which pro- 
hibited appeal. 

56. The Government letter of the 18th December, sanctioning Captain 
French’s recommendation of a court of arbitration, from which there should be 
no appeal, reached Baroda on the 21st ; its contents were communicated to the 
Durbar on the 22d, and on that day it was intimated to Joitabaee,* through “her 
fa^er, that shl^ must submit to an arbitration from which there should be no 


n 80th D^emW, Joitabaee addressed Captain Frendi, as follows : 

/*y** tbe first interview after your anival, a few repi^sentations were made, an 
celted a second time ^ the 26th December, my figither, Mianabhoy, " 


jSi8)^ desired to go m the duihar, as, according to t 


as, a^coraing lo u 
a punchayet, to take razeenammah 
tJU3 (writing 
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(writings from both parties, to the effect that they will abide by the decision th( 
punchayet may pass), and to have the matter settled by the decision of a pun 
chayet, although I wished the settlement of the case according to the yadi 
formerly given,” that is by an investigation conducted by the Resident in person 
or by a punchayet subject to the Resident’s review, precautions being taken t< 
limit Baba Nafra’s powers of intimidation and bribery. “ Yet my father wen 
to the Durbar, as he was called there, according to your orders. When youi 
orders were read over to him, he asked for copies of them, but was refused. A 
' kamdar carcoon will therefore be sent to you for the co|)ies, as from them tin 
names of the punchayet of the opposite parties can be ascertained, whereby 1 shal 
be able to name the members on my part, as it is necessary to obtain their previoui 
consent. The present time being critical, the persons (employed) in this rnatla 
ought to be the most confidential, and the writings (razeenamahs, &q,) wil 
therefore be jjassed after making perfect inquiries on these heads. Notwith' 
standing, I have become quite helpless, owing to the impositions and hardshij 
used tow’ards me and otliers, for these two years; my ruin is not of a kind tha 
I can describe. It was represented before, but nothing has yet been decidet 
for my maintenance, &c. I have therefore got into debt with my creditors, ai 
well as with the carkoons, kamdars, and servants, &c., for which I suffer a grea 
deal too much to detail. As the Colonel was convinced that Bhanabhoy (he: 
father) was unable to manage this affair at tlie Durbar, be had postponed thi 
investigation, and ordered me to appoint a trustw'orthy kamdar (vukeel) for th( 
purpose, which was accordingly done, as per yad given on the 29th March 1848 
Yet the Durbar does not call that man for the business, but mentions in yadi 
the names of inexperienced persons. ♦ * This matter being very delicate 

injurious, extraordinary, and intolerable, the delay creates various mischieii 
which cannot be plainly described, but some of tliem have been mentioned ii 
the former yads, and as the settlement was not made as therein suggested, th( 
case has become intricate, and it is not known how long it may yet go on 
It therefore seems necessary to represent, that for these two years past all tin 
(other) people of the firm are in the full enjoyment of everything witiiout anj 
hinderance, but towards me such harassing proceedings are exercised as nobody 
else could have ever endured, and 1 do not get anything for expenses, such ai 
extraordinary case is this. According to the fame of our family, I ought t< 
keep up such expenditure as would enable me to live with respectability ; anc 
now, as the members of the punchayet are to be invited, I am much concernec 
as to how to defray the expense necessary on such occasions. It is to be hoped 
therefore, that you will at once kindly get me 12,000 rupees from the firm foi 
present expenses, and take such steps that I may not hereafter meet with am 
such inconvenience. By doing which I may suffer no further pecuniary din 
ficulty, and have no cause to trouble you any more about it.” 


58. "When the previous history of this case is considered, and due weight h 
given to what I have said in para. 52 of this section, it must, I think, b« 
allowed, that iii so readily acceding to the proposed arrangement, Joitabae< 
displayed a submissiveness of no ordinary kind. The request of Joitabaee t( 
be furnished by the Durbar with copies of the written orders which the Resident 
had issued in her case was a m«8t reasonable one. For these orders, which hitt: 
been written to the Durbar, had been communicated verbally to her father, and 
Captain French has accurately enough described the old man as imbecile. Iliie 
refusal of the Durbar to furnish the lady with copies of Captain French^* 
orders, was a gross act of injustice, and a gratuitous display of animosity, quih 
in keeping with its previous conduct, and it was calculated to awaken the actif^ 
Resident's suspicions that some deception Was being practised by the Durbar 
toe request made by Joitabaee, that before naming her own arbitrators, 
shquld be informed as to who were the Urbitrators selected by Btiba NaiVa 
Was equally reasonable; for, until it was known who. were to repr^ent itfH 
po#erral and hitherto triumphant 'Baba Nafra, who “ ruled the ruler ef th< 
Baroda territory, and who was the prot6g4 of the Baroda Resident, Joitc^biet 
could hot have found men willing to consent to take' the palt of the 
' ^ it might be, to influonhal j^ersons toying M 

' bther tditoks ^hpon them . Had sto nhlhad tohn Who ahhsequeht^y tofuild 
to ito{»hiwry to her dlWulvaati^ w<mld 

to of tor toemibs, and, 
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critical position, she should have it in her power to nominate as arbitrators men 
thoroughly removed from even indirect connexion with Baba Nafra’s nominees. 

If ^ver, therefore, there was a fair and reasonable request, it was the request of the 
oppressed widow ; if ever a Durbar behaved in a disgracefully arbitrary manner, 
it was when the Baroda Durbar refused to let the widow know the names of those 
who were to be appointed as the nominees of her adversaiy. The demand for 
money out of the wealth bequeathed by her late husband to enable her to vin- 
dicate the cause of his widow and posthumous son was self-evidently reasonable. 

She was literally in a state of personal destitution, l)eing dependent on her 
parents for shelter, food, and raiment, as since her first persecuHons she had 
never received one single anna from the bank. Captain French, if he knew 
anything at all of native customs in native states must have been well aware 
that in all such cases of arbitration heavy expenses are incurred in maintaining 
with dignity and feasting the arbitrators and their followers during their inves- 
tigation, and he must have known right well that the expenses in Joitabaee’s 
case would be necessarily enhanced from her inability to procure arbitrators in 
Baroda sufficiently free from Durbar and Nafra influence, and from the conse- 
quent necessity that would be imposed on her of selecting her umpires from 
some distant place within the British territory; yet, from first to last, he refused 
to interfere in her behalf, with a view to obtain for her the smallest fraction of 
that money to which, as will shortly be seen, he admitted her to be entitled ; 
and Captain French, who himself characterized Joitabaee’s father as an imbecile, 
must have been as satisfied as Joitabaee’s herself of the justice of allowing her 
vukeel to represent her during the arrangements preliminary to the assembly 
of the punchayet, and during the proceedings of that body, proceedings on 
which, contrary 10 her own views, t)ut in obedience to his orders, she was about 
to stake her fortunes and reputation. • 

59 . The answer vouchsafed by the acting Resident to Joitabaee was as Appendix (A.^ 

follows : No. 1. 

“ The Resident’s advice to you is, that you should agree to the adjustment of 
your case by punchayet, as suggested by the Guicowar and Bombay Sirkars. If 
you do not agree to such arrangements, the measures made knowm to your father 
Bhanabhaee verbally will be submitted for the sanction of the Bombay Govern- 
ment ; and if your conduct be marked with impropriety, tlte said Government 
will take into consideration the necessity of rendering null and void their 
guarantee, whicli you are at present in the enjoyment of.” 

60 , On the 17 th January Joitabaee again petitioned Captain French in the Appendix (A.) 

following strain : — No. 16. 

“ I beg to submit, that if the Maharaj had impartially investigated the com- 
plaint made by me, &c. * • * what necessity existed for my petitioning and 
inconveniencing the Company’s Government r but as under the Guicowar 
Sirkar’s rule impartial justice is not to be met with, or expected, I have been 
from time to time necessitated to petition the Resident; yet, such being the 
case, the Resident Sahib at present directs implicit obedience to be paid to this 
Sirkar’s mandates, which order from the Resident involves me in deep distress. 

Colonel Outraru iiad, in the first instance, decided and ordered that a kamdar 
should be appointed to conduct my case, but the Guicowar Sirkar objects to this 
measure, and desires that my father^ Bhanabhoy, sliould be in attendance at the 
Durbar, for the purpose of conducting the case, and the Resident concurs with 
the Guicowar Sirkar; but my father is entirely ignorant of the manner in 
which cases are conducted at the Durbar courts, owing to which the Resident 
was pleased to sanction some other party being deputed by me to attend at the 
Durbar on my behalf, and the reason for not now permitting sucli agent to 
conduct my aflhirs is with a view of screening the Baba, and involving me, p 
heretofore, |h misery and ruin. This is evident, notwithstanding which, 
ever, in obedience to the orders of the Resident, I had despatched a yad 1 ^ Aiy * 

ffttber to the Guicowar Sirkar, and upon its being presented totbe karbareei he, 
having perused it, returned it to my ffither, upon whio|i my father submitted to 
the Maharaj, that alt^ugh the Maitargg wanted hipi tp attend, heyras not aware 
pf Ike manner in which business was conducted at ^ Mahtnaj^s court, and 
requesied^^^ the reply to the in%nt lent to me, I 

the explw^ aad also send A vukeel to conduct my 

1 ^ that 4m would n^er re^iye iny 7^*^ 

' V V 4 61. Captain 
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61. Captain French thus replied : 

“ In reply, be it known that in your yad you have cast reflections upon the' 
Guicowar Sirkar, and otherwise disrespectfully addressed him, which is very 
improper on your part to do. Therefore, hereafter should your yads be written 
in the same objectionable tone, they cannot be received, which I advertise you 
of : with reference to the adjustment of your case, w'hatever order the Maharaja 
may be pleased to make, you should respect, and you should submit to tlte 
Maharaj any reasonable representations you may feel desirous of doing.” 

62. Captain French was as well aware as the lady herself that Joitabaee 
told the simple truth, when she asserted that from the Guicowar Durbar she 
could not e.xpect impartial justice. It was he himself who had reduced 
Joitabaee’s already slender chance of obtaining redress to the infinitesimal, 
amount afibrded by a punchayet, from which there should be no appeal, and 
one to which was to be nominated in equal proportions by a friendless, hopeless, 
resourceless widow, whom he himself represented as an imbecile, and by a power- 
ful, influential, wealthy, crafty, and talented man, whom he not only believed, 
but had officially declared to be an unscrupulous villain, and to have committed 
a crime, in consideration of which he ought to have been placed before a criminal 
court, instead of being allowed to appear in one of arbitration. Under these 
circumstances, though, for form-sake. Captain French might have reprimanded 
Joitabaee for calling things by their proper names when speaking of royalty, 
surely he was bound to see that when, in obedience to his behests, she acceded 
to the settlement of her affairs by arbitration, she was allowed every facility for 
so doing. He ought to have seen, not only that Joitabaee’s requests were 
reasonable, but that non-compliance with them was to make the arbitration he 
had proposed a gross delusion, a crtfel mockery, and a fatal snare. 

63. Yet, in spite of all these considerations, and in spite of the fact that Joi- 
tabaee had sent him accounts from time to time of the insulting and heartless 
manner in which the Durbar treated her reasonable requests, and thus threw 
obstacles in the way of her complying with his orders, Captain French did not 
hesitate, on the 22d of February, to inform Government that Joitabaee had “ de- 
clined to consent to tlie settlement of the dispute by arbitration,” He founded 
this statement on the assertions of the Durbar, contained in the following 
passage, which he transmitted to Government on that occasion (dated 15th 
February) : 

“ No reply having been received from Joitabaee, her father, Bhanabhaee, was 
again, on the 13th .January, sent for, and the matter was explained to him. His 
rej)iy w'as unfavourable; con-sequently a yad was addressea to Joitabaee on the 
17tli January, and another on the 22d of the same month, but no answer came- 
regarding the punchayet. On the 31st January, a jassood was sent to the Set- 
tanee, requesting her attendance at the apartments of his Highness’s mother, 
who would explain to her the circumstances of the case. This was also declined, 
and a third yad was addressed with a similar effect; notwithstanding this pro- 
position has been made, both personally and in writing, she still refuses to* 
consent,” 

64. Captain French’s high notions of the morality of the Baroda Durbar may 
have forbade him to regard the above yad as a deliberately-told circumstantial 
falsehood ; but how he could have come to any other conclusion than that there: 
was some grievous mistake, and that Joitabaee was the heroine of a tragedy of 
errors, must be best known to himself. The Durbar averred, that “ no answer 
came about the punchayet;” but it was Captain French’s duty to demand the 
production of the answers sent, whether they referred to the punchayet or not. 
In failing to send these answers, the Durbar violated the established usage and 
etiquette, and they would not have ventured to do so had they not been well 
assured that Captain French’s mind had been so powerfully biassed against 
Joitabaee by the artful unscrupulous Nursoo Punt. 

65. Fortunately for Joitabaee, she retained the yads addressed to the Durbar 
on the 2d, 22d, and 23d of January, which that body had returned to her. 
These documents will be found in Appendix (D.). 

66. Their authenticity may be relied on. The authenticity, at all eyenti;;y(*^^^ 
those of the 2a and 22d is established beyond a doubt by the Durbar iadorle^i 
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xoent on the back of the latter, to which Joitabaee liitts alludes in the petition of 
the flad. I beg to submit, for the information of the Sirkar, “ that I had, on the App. (d.), No. 3 . 
22d January, sent a yad enclosing my former yad of the 2d January by my 
karkoon to ^e Maharaj, which, although perused by the Sirkar, the arrange- 
ments therein suggested have not been as yet made ; and the above tu'o yads, 
together wiih one bearing the signature of Trimbuck Shastree Munhore, these 
yads, three in all, about midnight were brought back to me by a jassood belong- 
ing to the Mahany Sirkar, I being at that time asleep. They were made over 
to my father, who had been disturbed from his rest. • * * 

The reason. for this evidently is to show (make it appear) that I do not attend at 
the Durbar, which I also treat with disrespect, thus to make it appear that 1 am 
self-willed and treat the mandates of my Sovereign with contempt and disdain ; 
and the wording of the above-mentioned Shastree’s yad is such as would convey 
such unfavourable impression against me.” 

^7. The petitions of the 28th January and 2d February, alluded to in her 
petition to Captain French on the 20th April, as having been sent to the Guico- 
war, I have been unable to obtain. I applied for them to the Durbar, but 
received for answer that they were not to be found, an answer that which, con- 
sidering the great care taken of all such papers by the Durbar, I regard as 
pretty strong evidence that these petitions are as demonstrative of the falsehood 
of the Durbar yad of the 1 6th February, as are the petitions I have received and 
appended to this Report. 

68. I have said that the mere non-transmission of Joitabaee ’s answers along 
with the yad of the 15th February, afford conclusive evidence that the Durbar 
believed the Acting Resident to be deeply prejudiced against Joitabaee, and the 
intensity of their convictions on this score may be judged when we call to mind 
that they were well aware that the officer whom they assured of Joitabaee’s recu- 
sancy was one who, as the lady’s petitions show, had been regularly apprized of 
her unsuccessful efforts to obtain those measures which were requisite to enable 
her to submit her case to the arbitration suggested by Captain French. Thus, 
in the authenticated petition, or rather answer, sent by Joitabaee on the 22d App. (D.), No. 2 
January, she wrote as follows : — 

“ In accordance with the instructions received from the Acting Resident of 
Baroda, Captain French, that 1 should cause my father and others to wait upon 
your Highness, upon which, considering it necessary, I have duly kept that 
gentleman informed of the result of such interviews, considering it necessary 
to respect the mandates of the Company Sirkar, on the 2d January 1 sent a yad 
to the Guicowar Sirkar, which yad, however, the Sirkar refused to receive, and 
consequently it was brought back to me, the particulars of which I reported for 
the information of the Resident. Subsequently, in accordance with the instruc- 
tions adverted to above, the party directed (her father) personally attended with 
the yad, and delivered it to his Highness ; but this yad, after perusal, and being 
taken into consideration, was returned ; the particulars which transpired on this 
occasion also 1 duly informed the Resident of.” 


69. To suppose that Joitabaee, who so well knew Baba Nafra’s intimacy and 
influence at the Durbar, who knew that Nursoo Punt, the native agent at thq 
Residency, was his relative and confidant, who knew that all transactions at the 
Residency, having the remotest reference to his affairs, were equally reported to 
the Babee ; to suppose that Joitabaee, with this knowledge, would have dared 
to state, as facts, notions which could not fail to be discovered, and the discovery 
of which would ruin her cause, by displaying her as a convicted liar, is to make 
a supposition violently improWble, and one in utter antagonism to the whole 
histoJy and complexion of her case. Had not the Durbar been well aware of the 
truth of Joitabaee’s assertions, they would have sent her yads to the Acting 
Resident as a proof of her mendacity ; and, being well assured of their perfect 
accuracy, what must have been their opinion of Captain French’s impartiality 
and sense of justice when they dared to send him the yad of the I6th February ? 

70. Alter reporting that Joitabaee had declined to oomsent to the settlement 
of her di{^te oy arbitration, CapUun Freiudi thus proceeded: — “I yesterday 

^ father of JoitabBee ; he came, accompanied by the vuked they enter- 

1 explained that his Highness had wrhten ; he 
' me them to settle the (^pute by puncha^et. 
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But they wanted to re-open tlie case from the beginning, and to argue it before 
me. The father of Joitabaee is, perhaps you are aware, a perfect imbecile.” 

71. Doubtless they would have been only too grateful and h^py had the 
Acting Resident taken the trouble to hear what they had to say of the systematic 
oppression they had experienced from the beginning, and it would have been 
well had Captain French done so. But I am assured, and the context demon- 
strates, that what they were really anxious to explain, at the visit referred tp, was 
the reasonableness of the demands made by Joitabaee, and the impossibility of 
her complying with the Resident’s orders, while the means requisite for doing 
so were withheld from her; while she was in ignorance of the ndmes of her 
enemy’s nominees ; while the precise nature of the instructions issued by Captain 
French was withheld from her, and while she was denied the pecuniary means 
requisite for entertaining her arbitrators during the inquiry, in the manner 
which the usage of her country prescribed. 

72. Captain French proceeded: “There is not I believe in the opinion of any- 
one here, a doubt of the children having been supposititious, for it is said there 
were two, one having died, another was introduced ; nor that the manager of the 
firm. Baba Nafra, was a party to the introduction of both ; but of course Joitabaee 
and Baba Nafra allow but ot one child, the former alleging that the latter carried 
it off, and the latter, that it died subsequently to its removal on the discovery of 
the fraud.” 

73 Considering what Captain French had assumed to he the current belief at 
Baroda, within 12 days of his arrival, it was not likely that that assum|»tion 
would be less vigorously maintained after three months’ intercourse with Nursoo 
Punt. W.hat Captain Frencli meant w’hen he said Joitabaee and Baba Nafra 
acknowledge but one su|)posititious child, it is difficult to understand, and still 
more difficult is it to comprehend his meaning in saying “ that the former 
alleged that the latter carried it off; and the latter, that it had died subsequently 
to its removal on the discovery of the fraud.” Joitabaee aclyiowledged no 
fraud whatever. She asserted that the child abducted was a chiul to which she 
had herself given birth. In asserting that the child was carried off by Baba 
Nafra, or under his directions, she simply stated what (.iaptain French knew 
the Baba had never denied, and she piteously demanded the restoration of her 
abducted boy. Why her case should be prejudiced, or her veracity called in 
question, because Baba Nafra declared that the hoy whose removal he had 
effected subsequently died, it is difficult to understand. 

74. At first sight it may appear that the charge of complicity in Joitabace’s 
fraud implied against Baba Nafra is inconsistent with what has been said of the 
agency of Nursoo Puut, but a moment’s reflection will show that it was not so. 
For, as Mr. Andrews had reported to Government, and as every one at Baroda 
well knew, that no such fraud as that attributed to Joitabaee could possibly hdve 
been effected without tlie connivance of Baba Nafra, who had held despotic 
control over the whole household, it became unavoidable for Nursoo Punt, when 
assuring Captain French that the belief in the fraud was universal, to admit that 
the belief in Baba Nafra’s complicity was equally wide spread and strong. That 
is, the story against Joitabaee could only be made to present the faintest traces 
of plausibility by the assumption that her accuser had been her accomplice; that 
he who now stood forth to denounce and invoke vengeance on one of the widows 
of his late master liad engaged in a foul conspiracy against the other, a con- 
spiracy the final success of which would have transferred to an alien of a despised 
race an enormous amount of the wealth of the man whose confidential agent he 
had been. Such was the self- drawn scoundrelly character of the man against 
whom Joitabaee in vain appealed ; and such was the character which Nursoo 
Punt was compelled to endorse in promotion of his kinsman’s case ; and finding 
that the officer with whom he had to deal was completely under the influence of 
his kinsman, Nursoo Punt, Baba Nafra probably felt no uneasiness at the impu- 
tation thus cast on his character. It mattered little to him what was said of 
him, so long as his schemes prospered, so long as he could effect the removal of 
tt mistress who had the sense to perceive his villany, and of a child who when 
he came to man’s estate would adopt his mother’s views, and expel and expose 
his unfaithful steward, so long as he retained under his thraldom the >other 
mistress and Iier son, the first of whom Captain French truly descrilM sw an 

imbecile, 
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imbecile, while urging that on that very account her property should be left in 
the hands of a man whom he himself accused of having engaged in a foul con- 
spiracy to plunder her, and the latter of whom was a boy whose sickly frame 
and weak intellect gave premise that he would become an easy prey to his 
unprincipled trustee. Under these circumstances, it is not improbable that 
Baba Nafra, regardless of a reputation already damaged beyond remedy, and 
aware of the opinion officially recorded by Mr. Andrews, may have himself 
suggested to Nursoo Punt to insist on his complicity with Joitabaee’s asserted 
fraud. By doing so, Nursoo would preserve his credit for impartiality with the 
Resident, and give a seeming confirmation to the enmity which the two worthies 
professed to bear towards each other, thereby increasing his ability to forward 
the Baba’s main object, viz., the permanent usurpation of his master’s power 
and wealth, which had been entrusted to his guardianship on behalf of that 
master’s family. 

75 . That Baba Nafra was justified in relying on Nursoo Punt’s influence over 
Captain French, to prevent the admissions against him operating in the slightest 
degree to his prejudice, is painfully apparent; for in six days after assuring 
(Joveriiment that it was notorious to every one in Baroda that Baba Nafra had 
been concerned in a foul conspiracy, the object of which was to defraud the 
cider widow and orphan son of his late master, and that master an individual 
enjoying the British protection, he addressed an official yad to the Durbar, 
lormally intimating that l)e had been pleased to remove the interdict against the 
Baba being admitted ro the Residency which the Government had is.sued in 
1843, in consequence of the man’s bad character. The removal of this interdict 
had never been contemplated by Government, and it was only sanctioned by 
Ciovenirnent alter Captain Fi ench had made it an accomplished fact, because they 
understood that officer to say that the interdict had become a dead letter through 
the disregard to orders of previous Residents. I'his was a misapprehension which 
that officer ought, in justice to his predecessors, to have removed, instead of taking 
advantage of it, and transferring to others the odium of an act which the native 
community could only regard as powerfully illustrative of the efficacy of 
“ Khutput,” and of the indifiereuce of British officials to the moral character of 
those they desire to honour or resolve to l>efriend, when Captain French thus 
stepped beyond his legitimate province, and cancelled an explicit Government 
order, that he might patronize a man of notorious depravity, and one whom but 
a few days previously he liad accused of complicity in a gross fraud of peculiar 
heartlessness and atrocity ; it is, I tliink, but justice to that officer to assume that 
lie was labouring under some extraordinary dclu.sion inspired by Nursoo Punt, 
or Nursoo’s convenient and unsernpulous tool, Narruin Row ; and this assumption 
becomes the more reasonable when it is known that Captain FVencIi continued 
to receive the Baba at the Residency as a welcome visitor. 

76. In continuation of the paragraph above quoted. Captain French wrote, 
** Had Joitabaee, or her niotlier, Larbaee, come to the Residency instead of pro- 
ceeding to Bombay to complain, there would have been little difficulty in the 
disposal of the case probably at once; but instead of coming one or two miles 
they went some hundreds, and now, as shown in my letter of the 15th November, 
it is enveloped in mysteries.” 

77. I’his sentence affords striking confirmation of all I have alleged regarding 
the ignorance of the case in which Captain French was kept by his native agent. 
Had Captain French read the papers in his possession with the fiftieth part of 
the care his humanity and sense of justice would have made him bestow on 
them^ had he not been led astray by designing individuals, he would have dis- 
covered that Joitabaee, whom he represents to have gone to Bombay, was from 
the first a close prisoner, treated with indignity ; he would have learned, fur- 
ther, that her mother, to avoid sharing her daughter’s fate, had kept in close 
hiding tiliahe could escape beyond the limits of the Guicowar jurisdiction, and 
that she hud remained at Jumboosir, a town wuthin the British territory, only 
35 miles from Baroda, till, not receiving any answers to the petitions she 

addressed to ^.overnipenti *he thought it her duty to proceed to Bombay and 
piisM her daughter’s suit in person. Why, when she did escape, she did not 

560 . , 2 P come 
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come to the Residency and throw herself on Mr. Andrews’ protection, I caanot 
say.* Perhaps she feared that in that direction her enemies would keep a good 
look out for her ; perhaps she feared that she might be surrendered to the 
Durbar, or she may have dreaded the inimical influence of Baba Nafra’s friends 
among the native establishment of the Residency. But whatever were her 
motives, I think she did wisely in putting herself at a safe distance from those 
who bad imprisoned her dau^ter and her husband. She did not, however, as 
has been seen, proceed to Bombay till after she had resided for weeks at 
Jumboosir, from which place she addressed the two petitions, dated respectively 
4th and 20th April 1847, to which she alludes in her petition of August in that 
year. 

78. In para. 4 of the letter under notice. Captain French observes, 

“ The object of Joitabaee and her vukeel would seem to be the management 
of the firm, to the exclusion of Baba Nafra, during the minority of Purshotum 
Bhaee, son of the elder widow. Government will recollect an expression of 
Captain Lang’s, in Letter No. 553, of the 29th October 1840, para. 1st, in 
speaking of the mother of Pertabsing of Aglore, who had * lately entertained an 
Ahmedabad vukeel of notoriously bad character even among the unprincipled 
class to which he belongs.’ 1 do not say Joitabaee’s vukeel is obnoxious to the 
above charge, but few there are of his calling that do not ‘ give bad counsel to 
gain their own ends.’ (yidt Enclosure No. 18 to my former letter.)” 

79. Of course it was an object to secure her just rights, in connexion with 
the bank ; and what these rights were was matter for the Durbar to determioe, 
subject to the appellate review of the Resident ; and, of course, she wished to 
exclude from ail share in the management of the bank the man whom she 
accused of hatching a foul conspiracy against her reputation, happiness, and 
worldly goods. If Joitabaee’s story was true, to plead for the continuance of 
Baba Nafra in the bank for one hour would have been a scandalous ofience 
against common justice, common decency, and common sense. If Baba Nafra’s 
story was true, the conspiracy against the elder widow which it implied he had 
been previously guilty of rendered it equally desirable that such a man should 
no longer have any connexion with the bank in which that lady was so largely 
interested. In either case, it was proper that he should be sent about his 
business ; and though the Resident could not procure his dismissal, it was but 
natural that Joitabaee should wish it. The implied attack on the vukeel is a 
matter which requires no comment. 

80. In the next para. Captain French wrote, 

“ The late Mr. Boyd, when Resident here, forwarded to Government, on the 
10th April 1841, certain articles of arrangement with the Durbar, the 26th of 
which sets forth that whatever business guarantees may have should be brought 
to the notice of the Durbar. But the active agent in this case, Larbaee (the 
mother of Joitabaee), though holding no pledge, instead of at once coining to 
the Residency, went to Bombay and entertained a vukeel, from whida an 
unfavourable inference as to the justice of her cause may be drawn.” 

81. I confess 1 hardly perceive the precise nature of the argument intended 
to be conveyed in this paragraph. If the “ active agent in this case” was not a 
guaranteed person, it would seem that she was not required to come to the 
Residency. She was the “active agent,” in so far as she did her best to 
promote the interests of her persecuted daugliter. Perhaps she might have 
acted more wisely bad she at once come to the ^sidency ; but the probability is 
quite as strong on the other side ; for had she been arrested by scouts on her 
way into camp, she would probably have shared her daughter’s fate, and both 
would have fared the worse. But, be this as it may, I do not see how, under 
the circumstances of the case, an “ unfavourable inrerence as to the justice of 
her cause” can be legitimately drawn from her hastening off to Jumboosir, 

petitioning 
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petitioning from that place, and then, finding no improvement in her daughter’s 
condition or prospects, proceeding to Bombay and availing herself of the best 
advice she could find means to purchase. 

82 . In para. 6, Captain French observed, 

“ The entire bearing of all concerned is so bad, and the case so notorious in 
the town, and was so from the first. Sir R. Arbuthnot refusing to visit the house 
on the occasion of the child being named, that I am of opinion Government 
would be fully borne out in cancelling the guarantee which, be it recollected, is 
‘ daring good behaviour.’ In the book of guarantees the entry will be found 
No. 13 , and, under the head of remarks, that it is subject to their own merits. 
His Highness denies that the pledge is hereditary, but the above shows the 
British Government reserved to itself the privilege of cancelling it.” 

83 . In the foregoing passage the dishonest agency of Nursoo Punt is transpa- 

rent, as I deem it my duty to show. When Captain French wrote that “the case 
was so notorious in the town • * * from the first, that Sir R. Arbuthnot 

refused to visit the house on the occasion of the child being named,” he wrote 
that which, had he sought his facts from the Residency records, and not from 
the mouth of Nursoo Punt, he would have seen was the reverse of truth, and 
that, also, which reflection must now satisfy him was absurdly and transparently 
false. If the case had been “ notorious,” is it not intensely ridiculous to suppose 
that his Highness the Guicowar would have attended on the occasion of the 
child being named, thereby not only sanctioning a notorious fraud, but paying a 
compliment to a low caste child ? And if Captain French had read the petitions 
of Joitabaee and her mother, he must have been aware that his Highness did so 
attend. It is further pre-eminently absurd to imagine that a respectable member 
of the banking community would have betrothed his daughter to a child notori- 
ously the son of a low caste kolic, or that the betrothal, like the previous cere- 
monies, would have been graced by the presence of the Sovereign, and confirmed 
by the sanction of the heads of one of the strictest and most punctilious of the 
castes, had it been notorious that the child was a spurious one. And it appears 
to me a gross libel on Sir Robert Arbuthnot to suppose that, if it had been noto- 
rious, nay, that if it had even been whispered to him that a vile, felonious, brazen 
imposture had been perpetrated, with a view to defraud one of the widows and 
the infant son of an individual enjoying the British protection, he would not 
have taken steps to have an inquiry instituted. Only one reason can be assigned 
for the non-attendance of Sir R. Arbuthnot on the occasion referred to, and it is 
this : Though on rare occasions the Baroda Residents had met his Highness at 
the houses of respectable sowcars on the celebration of marriages. Sir Robert 
Arbuthnot had not done so on any occasion whatever ; and it is extremely 
improbable that an officer who systematically abstained from attending even 
marriages, would think of attending on otlier and minor occasions of family 
rejoicing. The supposition that he should have ever thought of doing so becomes 
violently improbable, when I mention that though 1 have caused the records to 
be searched since 1821 , that is for a quarter of a century prior to the naming 
of Joitabaee’s son, I can only find two instances of a Resident visiting at the 
house of a sowcar on the occasion of any other celebration than a marriage. 
Indeed I am not certain that more than one instance can be cited. For though 
I find that Mr. Williams went to the house of Shewlall Paruck in 1828 , the 
nature of the festivities are not stated ; and as there was an interchange of presents, 
it is not improbable that the occasion was that of a marriage. The only other 
instance I find is one in which Mr. Boyd attended at a private house, but not to 
be present at the naming of a child. But though it is not usual for Residents to 
attend such ceremonials, invitations are still sent. In conformity with traditional 
usage an invitation had been sent to Sir Robert Arbuthnot, and in conformity 
with the custom of his predecessors, and in conformity with his own still more 
stringent individual practice. Sir Robert did not avail himself of the invitation. 
But f feel very certain he would be much shocked, were it brought to his notice 
that the fact of his not having broken his invariable custom in favour of 
Joitabaee’s child, had been so successfully misrepresented by the native agent, as 
to mislead Captain French, the Bombay Government, and tfie Court of Directors 
into sanctioning a heartless con^iracy maintained by the foulest perjury ; and 
that the deception practised on Captain French originated with Nursoo Punt, 
there can I think be little doubt. He had, as wiU be seen by a reference to Mr. 
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ment, dated 
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Andrews’ letter, quoted from in para. 2, apparently atteni{)ted to palm the same 
argument on that gentleman. At all events he did so 011 me very soon after 1 
assumed charge of the Residency, 'i'he intrinsic absurdity and sheer dishonesty 
of such an argiinieiit struck me forcibly at the time; and this circumstance, as 
Goveriunent are informed by my despatch dated 7th September 1848, suggested 
to my mind the first suspicions 1 ever entertained of Nursoo Punt being an un- 
trustworthy man, and in the iiiterests of Baba Nafra. For at that time I had not 
learned that these* two w'orthies, while cunningly pretending to be foes, were 
really relatives and friends ; and in mentioning iny suspicions and the circum- 
stances which first evoked them, to Mr. Mansfield (tlien Political Agent in the 
Rewa C’aunta), that gentleman, who had till then entertained a high opinion of 
Nursoo Punt, and taken a great interest in his svelfare, was obliged to admit that 
my suspicious w ere just and reasonable. 


84. In continuation of his former remarks, Captain French proceeded : 

“The legalized manager of the firm is Baba Nafra, a man Sir I. Carnac, in a 
khureeta of the 3d February 1841, w'arned his Highness against; yet then, as 
now, he enjoys guarantee, though on the previous 12th November the Honourable 
Court of Directors, in their despatch No. 2,468, iu paras. 7, 8, 9 and 10, enun- 
ciate tlieir hope of a curtailment of such ‘ anomalies.’ 

“ This is not the place to enter on the general subject, but the opportunity 
seems to me fitting for suggesting in this one instance a reduction in the 
anomalies; and be it that the Honourable the Governor in Council is of opinion 
the tender age of the heir of the firm precludes our nt)w cancelling tlie guarantee, 
I beg to say on that score that there need he no fears ; for the manager of the 
house, Baba Nafra, is on friendly terms with the Durbar, and tliat, were it even 
otherwise, now, if any time for years hack, it is not actually in the power of his 
Highness to oppress it. I need not remind you of the dilhculty there is in our 
towns to introduce weights and measures, tending to general improvement, nor 
had the Durbar the power, and were they disposed to oppress Hurry Bhugtee’s 
firm, on the cancelment of the guarantee, that there would not be in half an hour 
an open shop in the city. 

“The Durbar would indeed be much surprised, did it suppose, even at this 
date so tenaciously preserving what the Court of Directors terms anomalies, arose 
from a desire to protect them from its vengeance, and its being believed his 
Highness had such power. When the pledges were given it was as much to 
protect tlie guaranteed from the ruler of the country, as the Arab jemadars 
singly or combined ; but those days have gone, tlie jemadars not iu being, and the 
ruler is positively ruled by the sowcars, one of wlioui is this very Baba Nafra 
(the manager of Hurry Bhugtee’s house), the subject of these paragraphs, and 
against whose advice the Government of Bombay, in a letter to the late Guicowar, 
warned his Highness. 

“ But even had the Durbar the power, and were disposed to exercise it after 
the removal of the guarantee, surely the Resident by treaty could interfere. The 
power, 1 again assure you, exists not ; and 1 may with equal certainty say neither 
does the inclination. 

“Therefore under all the circumstances of the case, seeing no chance of this 
dispute being attended with other than very beneficial results to the firm of 
Hurry Bhugtee, &c., and bearing in mind that on various occasions it has 
done quite enough to forfeit the guarantee, I beg that in the spirit of the 
Honourable Court’s view, given in the despatch of the 12th of November 1840, 
No. 2,468, the guarantee may be cancelled.” 

85. Though these remarks seem to have little pertinence to Joitabaee’s case, 
they had a very important bearing on her prospects at the date of the letter ; 
and though Captain French and myself have ever been as one in our general 
condemnation of “ guarantees,” yet I feel certain that that officer would not 
have written as he then did had not his mind been poisoned by the erroneous 
information and interested suggestions of his native agent, who while cunningly 
professing a desire to see a blow struck at the house of which Baba Nafra was 
manager, seems to have recommended a Uicasure which, if curried out, would 
have given a complete triumph to that bad man, have atforded him a complete 
immunity for all his past misdeeds, and have rendered him irresponsible for his 
after conduct as manager of the bank. 

86. Baba 
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88. Baba Nafra had, in Captain French’s estimation, been an accomplice of 
Joitabaee in a foul conspiracy not only to plunder the other widow, and the 
youthful heir of his late master, but socially to degrade both these ladies and 
their families. Captain French was aware that, in addition to this foul moral 
depravity, the notorious bad character of the man had caused the Bombay 
Government not only to prohibit his admission to the Residencyf but to warn 
the Guicowar against listening to his counsels. He was aware, not only that in 
spite of this warning. Baba Nafra was “ on friendly terms with the Durbar,” an 
expression which is significant of much to Oriental minds, but that he was one 
of the most influential of the sowcars, by whom “ the ruler is positively ruled.” 
In other words, that so far as regarded the Durbar, the Baba could do pretty 
much as he pleased. And yet he proposed that the only check on the Baba’s 
rascalities which still existed, viz., an appeal to the British authorities, should be 
removed by the immediate cancelling of the guarantee. Had he suggested that 
before adopting this measure, the man whom he accused of having already attempted 
to defraud the youthful heir of the firm, should be removed from all connexion 
with it, I should have understood and acquiesced in his recommendation; I 
myself had long advocated the cancelling of the Hurree Bltugtee guarantee, for 
various frauds which had been perpetrated in past years, and had I remained 
at Baroda, I should have continued to press for its abrogation, whenever an 
opfiortunity of alluding to the subject was afforded me. But I should have 
taken care to make it explicitly understood, that the withdrawal of the guarantee 
in no way prejudiced the claims of .loitabaee, or of anyone else, whose suit had 
been commenced while the guarantee was intact. Not only, however, was no 
such specification made by Captain French, but, as will be hereafter seen, be 
broached the doctrine that not even the existence of the guarantee authorised us 
to take measures against Baba Nafra, even on the assumption that he was guilty 
ol all that Joitabaee had ever laid to his charge. So completely, did Captain 
French promote the objects of Balm Nafra, and destroy the prospects of Joita- 
baee, by urging his recoin nu-ndation at that particular juncture, that, as will 
hereafter be seen, Joitabaee regard(ai the recommendation as virtually a sentence 
ot deatli against herself. If, she argued. Baba Naira’s power enables him with 
imjiunity to abduct his master’s orphan, imprison, defame, insult, and plunder 
his widow in spite of the British guaratitee, wliat will prevent him murdering 
the widow when the guarantee is abrogated. And she argued not badly. 

87. To the letter above noticed, wriiten on the 22d February, Government 
replied on the 2l8t of the succeeding May, desiring Captain French to inform 
Joitabaee that “ as she had refused to consent to the arbitration of the dispute 
by a punchayet. Government declines to interfere further in lier behalf.” The 
letter proceeded thus : “ With respect to the Mooneem Gooniashta, Baba Nafra, 
J am to state that, as at present informed, Government does not perceive the 
grounds of your suspicion that he was a party to Joitabaee’s proceedings; but if 
it call be shown that he was so concerned in the matter, his Lordship in Council 
will not object to the elder widow, who, and her son Purshotum, are presumed 
to be the representatives of the firm, being advised to dismiss that individual 
from her employ and confidence.” 

88. The grounds of the suspicion I should have thought were sufficiently obvious. 
This Baba Nafra was the supreme ruler and director not only of the business 
establishment of his late master, but of the entire household, inclusive of the 
dwelling apartment. With him rested the power, and by him was exercised 
the right, of engaging and dismissing at will every servant in the house. He 
was the acknowledged head to whom all looked, and whom all dreaded ; from 
him all orders emanated, and to him all references were made, all reports 
addressed. Had the house been his own individual property, he could not have 
been made more completely its master than he then was ; nor more thoroughly 
the controller of its most trivial affairs. The man having, and exercising, this 
almost autocratic authority, was the trustee of his late master ; and it was his duty 
to Watch the interests of the elder widow and orphan of that master. It is not 
only alleged that a foul fraud was perpetrated against these individuals, by the 
introduction of a spurious child, a fraud which all writers maintain can only be 
successfully practised by means of a widely ramifying collusion ; but further, it 
IS alleged that Joitabaee’s pregnancy, acquiesced in by Baba Nafra, was at the 
time notoriously fictitious ; and her delivery, the arrange ments for which required 
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to be made by tbe same individual, aa notoriously a fraudulent dec^ti(U). On 
these alle^tions of Captain French, did Government to all appearance, and the 
Court of Directors in express terms, found the unfavourable opinion e^resMd 
ofJoitabaee; and if these allegations were even partially true, it is difficult to 
conceive how any one could for a moment believe that the fraud could have 
been perpeti€ted without the collusion of Baba Nafra, and if any one could have 
a doubt on the subject, none could possibly be entertained as to tbe Baba having 
been an accomplice to the fraud “ after the fact,” if fraud there had been. For 
if one tittle of credence is to be given to the notoriety insisted on by Captain 
French, the whole city must have, for upwards of a year, rung with Joitabaee’s 
shame. Yet Baba Nafra continued to treat the child as the posthumous son 
and heir of his late master, till after a series of misunderstandings with the lady 
certain kolies appeared and deposed to having sold the boy to her. 

89. Surely these circumstances were enough to prove that if the fraud attri- 
buted to Joitabace had really been practised, it could only have been practised 
by the cognizance of Baba Nafra; and it must, I think, be allowed, that Govern- 
ment had no further information as to the grounds of Captain French’s suspicions 
regarding Joitabaee, than they had as to his suspicions regarding Baba Nafra. 
If the evidence was satisfactory in the one case, it would seem to have been still 
more satisfactory in the other. The only ground Government had for believing 
that Joitabaee was an impostor, was Captain French’s assurance that everybody 
believed her husband to have been impotent, and herself to have been childless. 
If the alleged universal belief were decisive in her case, an universal belief to 
the discredit of Baba Nafra ought surely to have been considered equally decisive 
against that individual. And in the former case, Government had only Captain 
French’s assurance as to the universality of the belief, in the latter they had the 
additional testimony of Mr. Andrews. 

90. I have already said that the amelioration I had effected in Joitabace 's lot 
had subsequently been more than cancelled by Baba Nafra, who not only placed 
new guards over her himself, but with a view to give to Joitabaee’s imprisonment 
some sort of appearance of legality, had got these reinforced by guards procured 
from the Guicowar, through the assistance of his friends in the Durbar. That 
this seeming legality was but a flimsy screen was obvious from the fact, that the 
Durbar at no time regarded Joitabaee as their prisoner. As Mr. Andrews had 
observed, at the commencement of the dispute, the whole business had been 
conducted within the bank itself ; Baba Nafra, on his own authority, had im- 
prisoned his master’s widow; and though it is not much to be wondered at that 
his conduct was connived at by a Durbar represented by Captain French to be 
under the thraldom of that very body of bankers of which Baba Nafra himself 
was the most influential member; still the Durbar never regarded itself as 
officially involved in the case ; and in thus endorsing a procedure, which by its 
own official statement was unparalleled in the history of Baroda, and a procedhre 
which, even had Joitabaee been guilty of the fraud attributed to her, would hare 
been a gross outrage on common decency and common justice, (viz., the impri- 
sonment of a lady enjoying the British guarantee, in her own house, by her 
own steward, and solely on his own authority, and that too after I had directed 
her release from so irregular a confinement), the Durbar were guilty of an act 
which might well have awakened Captain French’s indignation, or at all events 
have induced him to demand explanations. 

91. But far from either showing indignation or demanding explanations, he 
treated the appeals of Joitabaee with an indifference and harshness which 1 can 
only account for by believing that they were inspired by Nursoo Punt, and partly 
by Baba Nafra himself, who had then been proclaimed by Captain French, at 
one and the same time, a villain of deep dye, and quite unworthy of the honour of 
visiting at the Residency. In support of these assertions, I beg to refer to the 
translated yads which passed. between Captain French and Joitabaee, as contained 
in Appendix (A.), especially to her letter of the 10th April 1849, and his reply 
of t% 11th idem. That in the former of these documents Joitabaee, maddened 
by the horrible conspiracy of which she was the victim, driven to desperatioil 
by 'tile apparent hopelessness of her hard fate, and feeling additionally outn^ed 
by the absurd pleas advanced by Captain French in defence of a confltteni«ttt 
more rigorous than that which 1 had disallowed, did express herself wi#' M^ 
wwmttii) and ehlt an irony tbit may have be«b distasteful to the 
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I readily admit ; but I positively deny- that her letter (or its first three para- 
graphs, to the perusal of which Captain French limited himself) was either 
“ low ” or “ unbecoming,” or that it contained a single statement or implication 
that wa? not strictly true. There are trials which obscure the sense of official 
propriety and Durbar decorum ; and who will deny that Joitabaee’s. trials had not 
been of a nature to unsettle the strongest mind, and that the seeming indifference 
to her sufferings on the part of the Acting Resident, with that officer’s persistent 
neglect of her most reasonable complaints and requests, were well calculated to 
make her forget the deference officially due to him ? 

P2. Up to the 10th of April her letters had been touchingly gentle and sub- 
missive, and though she could not but have felt that she was treated with exces- 
sive harshness and scanty justice by Captain French, and that her requests had 
been most unreasonably set aside, she threw all the blame on Baba Nafra and 
his allies. In reply to a supplicatory letter written on the 2d of April, in which App. (A.), No. s',. 
Joitabaee had complained of the double set of guards placed over her, and who 
not only kept her prisoner, watching her actions and dogging her steps, but who 
offended her with their obscene jests, Captain French had directed Baba Nafra 
to remove those that he had posted. Joitabaee acknowledged this act of kind- 
ness on the 5th, but being entitled to British protection, she justly enough repre- 
sented that the removal of Baba Nafra’s guards was not enough ; she demanded 
satisfaction for the outrage that had been offered her by the placing of those 
guards. She besought the Acting Resident to punish the perpetrators of that 
outrage, which she pointed out was in open defiance of the explicit orders I had 
previously issued, and she entreated that the Durbar guard might also be 
removed. 

03. To this Captain French replied the same day, as follows: — 

“I have to acknowledge the receipt of your yad, dated 5th April 1849, App. (A.), No. 37, 
requesting that as Baba Nafra has already removed the guard which was placed 
over you, that his Highness should also do so. In reply, I beg to inform you that 
nothing could have induced his Highness to place a guard over you, but consi- 
dering that as you, being tender in age, and may be in possession of joys, jewels, v 

&c., belonging to the shop of Hurree Bhugtee, and paying regard to his name, it ^ 

may have been thought advisable by his Highness to keep a guard over you, 
with no other motive than to keep you secure from the depredations of robbers, 
who are too common in the town. Your case, 1 beg to say, is already before the 
Bombay Government, and a reply is shortly expected . It is impossible (improper) 
in you to trouble tlie Surkar by your hearing the evil advice of your vakeels, 

&c. The bearer, Narrain Row Chimnajee, a karkoon in the residency office, 
has been instructed to call on you, to read and e.\plain to you the purport of this 
yad.” 

04. The jewel plea assigned by Captain French, in explanation of the rein- 
forcement of Baba Nafra’s guards by others sent from the Durbar, and in 
defence of the latter having been continued after the former had been removed, 
is in itself too intrinsically absurd to require a Ynoraent’s notice. But I may 
observe, that even were we, in violation of common sense, to suppose that the 
abruptly impressed Joitabaee had secreted about her person any valuables to 
which she was not entitled, it would not have enhanced the gross indignities to 
which she had already been subjected, to submit her to the examination of a 
lady of her own rank ; such an examination would undoubtedly have been insti- 
tuted had Baba N afra for a single moment fancied any jewels were secreted. 

The allusion to the “tender age ” of the young widow, and to the regard due to 
her defunct husband’s name, seem only to have reference to a vile story concocted 
by Baba Nafra, to the effect that she was unchaste. This story seems first to 
have been got »;p with a view of disinheriting her son on the plea of illegitimacy, 
instead of on the ground that he was a purchased child ; and it was afterwards 
revived as a pretext for insisting that her vakeel (an old man) should never be 
allowed to have access to her, except in the presence of a jassood. And of this 
mode of proctically evading the license to employ a vakeel, which I had dailned 
for her, Joitabaee had comj^ained in more than one of her petitions, asserting 

with tratlijl that the lassoqd kept so close to her, tliat she could uot com- 
xnti^mate aiiythiQ|; to her legal adviser or receive any communication from him, 
wb^ did n 9 *t i^h the emr of the spy sept to listen to and report their conver- 
to Biha Nafra. r. . ^ 
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98 . When these things are borne in mind, and when it is recollected that 
Captain French had totally ignored Joitabaee*s request that Baba Nafra should 
be punished for having re-imprisoned her, after my explicit orders to the con- 
trary, I feel confident that no one possessed of manly sentiments, or of a common 
sense of ju||ice, will find in his heart to condemn the unfortunate lady for 
writing the remarks which constitute the first three paragraphs of her letter of 
Ipp. (A.), No. fl8. the 10th of April ; the “ low ” and “ unbecoming ” character of which. Captain 
French assured her had prevented his proceeding further in its perusal. 


96. As Captain French says he read no further than the three first paragraphs 
of Joitabaee’s letter, there can of course be no doubt that such was the case. 
But it is to be deplored that his perusal of the document was thus limited ; had 
he read a little further, the gross absurdity and the insulting character of his 
vindication of the Durbar, must, 1 think, have struck him so forcibly as to liave 
induced him to abstain from accusing the poor, friendless, oppressed widow of 
using “ low ” and “ unbecoming ” language. 


97. In reference to Captain French’s assertion that the guards placed over her 
by the Guicowar were designed to protect her against robbers, Joitabaee naively 
remarked, that Baroda abounded in people reputed to be possessed of wealth, and 
begged the Acting Resident to ascertain to how many of these the Guicowar 
extended a similar benevolent protection. She appealed to the statements made 
by her guards themselves to the residency carkoon, to the effect that whenever she 
left her accustomed corner of the room they followed closely on her. She asked 
the Acting Resident whether such restriction did not more accurately come 
under the designation of imprisonment than under that of protection ; and she 
inquired if the Acting Resident would maintain that the inflictioa of such im- 
prisonment at the sole instance of her own unfaithful steward, a.nd in direct 
violation of my clear and explicit orders, was a just or proper act on the part of 
the Durbar. Respect for the honour of her deceased husband’s name, she very 
justly observed, should have prompted the Durbar to afford protection to his 
widow and infant son, to listen to their complaints, and redress their wrongs ; it 
was a pt)or pretext to offer for imprisoning the widow, and granting immunity 
to the abductor of the orphan. She solemnly denied that she was acting under 
the “ evil advice of vakeels she acknowledged that she required, and that 
she had made use of her vakeel’s knowledge and experience, and she asked the 
Acting Resident wherein lay her guilt in so doing. “I beg,” she wrote, “to 
submit, that in the whole world nothing is done without deliberation.” The 
following appeal is as true, as it is touching. 


“ For the ‘ upholding of the great respectability of the firm of Hurree Bhug- 
tee’ the Maharaj Sirkar has resorted to this very benevolent measure of placing 
gnards upon me. But, with only a single suit of clothes, 1 joined my mother 
Set DhacKjee’s Wada, and upon sending my people to n»y house the next 
day for my clothes, the Si rkar j)re vented their obtaining them. This, however, 
the Maharaj did not take into account, and as the expenditure of my house 
amounts to lacs of rupees, and thousands of people are being provided for 
thereby ; such being the case, yet up to the present time I had not been 
allowed a single half seer of flour from my house. Even to persons charged 
with the greatest crimes imaginable, the Company Sirkar, within the twelve 
hours of the day, allows them food. It is incumbent, therefore, on the part of 
Maharaj Sirkar, to take this into consideration, which however he does not do. 
Nafra having great influence over the Maharaj, how is it to be expected that 
the Maharaj should pay any attention to such matter r But the Resident had 
been written to aborit my expenses being defrayed from my firm; and the 
jResident, on the 31st December 1848, in his reply, stated that he conld not 
sanction the disbursements mentioned in my yad. But I did not wish the 
disbursements in question to be made from the Government Treasury, but from 
own firm ; regarding which, however, the Resident did not think proper to 
||to the Bombay Government, and refused the prayer at once. But the 
, - - pany Sirkar having pledged their word to the Dewanjee’s people, rendered 
;^|lens every assistance ; now the same Sirkar’s guarantee has been extended 
awards me, what objection therefore existed to the Sirkar permitting tny 
expenses to be (lisbursed from the funds of my firm ? At tb^pfesent time J* 
owing to my evil destiny that there is no gentleman who is wHlhig to 
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justice, but as I am put to much difficulty on account of my expenses, this 
disgrace the ResWent should take into consideration.” 

98. In reference to Captain French’s assurance, that her case was under the 
consideraticm of Government, Joitabaee very justly observed that, this was a 
poor answer to her petition for the removal of the Durbar guarelli seeing that 
Baba Nafra and his friends made open boast of the nature of the reply Captain 
French’s representations were certain to elicit from Government. Sne wrote : — 
“The clique of Baba Nafra congratulate themselves that the Resident has 
written to the Bombay Government, to induce them to withdraw their guarantee 
which the firm at present enjoys ; and that, upon this measure being sanc- 
tioned, as they enjoy the protection of the Guicowar Sirkar, they need not fear 
being punished, and that, as I had been formerly confined in a dark room, that 
the time is approaching when I shall again be subjected to the same treatment ; 
if such be the consequence of my having petitioned the Resident, I am 
hopeless.” 

99. Had Captain French read thus far it is to be hoped he would not have 
so summarily disposed of Joitabaee’s letter, on the score of its “ low” and “ un- 
becoming” language ; and had he perused what immediately followed, he 
would, 1 am sure, have admitted that Joitabaee was indeed a victimised 
woman, and have seen cause to suspect that he had been betrayed into an act 
of injustice by the plausible bad man on whose representations he had relied. 

“ One circumstance troubles me much, i. e., the Resident having written that 
my case is pending before the Government of Bombay, and that anariswer in the 
matter may be looked for shortly. But Colonel Outram had ordered that, con- 
sequent upon my mother Larbaee not having given in her deposition, the case 
had not been concluded, but that so soon as such deposition was taken, the 
case w'ould be completed at the Guicowar Sirkar’s, and would then be sent 
before him, and that when the case was brought before him, he would take into 
consideration what I had to urge on my part, and have the case adjudicated ; 
therefore my mother was induced to give in her deposition, but I am not 
informed whether, after giving in of such deposition, whether the case has been 
sent before the Resident or otherwise ; but the Sahib states that the case is 
pending before the Bombay Sirkar, therefore I beg that the Sahib will be 
pleased to afford me every information on this subject.” 


100. The motives that induced Baba Nafra to make open boast in the city of 
the reports and recommendations which Captain French, under the malign 
influence of Nursoo Punt submitted to Government, may be readily understood. 
The same motives prompted him to drive Joitabaee to madness and despair, by 
communicating to her that the Acting Resident had not only urged on Govern- 
ment the immediate cancelling of the guarantee, in other words, the immediate 
removal of the only check to the Baba^s persecution of her which still existed, 
but that he actually maintained that, in spite of the guarantee. Government had 
no right to invoke punishment on her persecutor even were all her allegations 
true. Coupling the information thus maliciously conveyed to her, with the 
extraordinary display of friendship made by the Resident towards Baba Nafra 
on the 28th of the preceding February, and taking furtber into consideration 
the unlimited power and influence that the Balia possessed, as illustrated by the 
Durbar’s acquiescence in all his irregular and lawless acts against his mistress, 
it cannot be a matter of surprise that Joitabaee trembled for her life, nor ought it 
to be a matter of reproach to her that, in her anguish and despair, she should 
have thus written : — 

“ The Bombay Sirkar had written to the Maharaj to remove Baba Nafra 
and his partners in crime from their several offices,* and it does not appear 
that the said Sirkar had given this order with a view of furthering their 
own interests, but it is evident that such order had been made with the 
view of 
kars, but, 


AHndtQg to ^ eorretpondeaca batween die two GovemmenU on the subject of the DhacldM* 
Jbi^Jee offiiir toi843. 

: 5 ^‘ YY2 


preserving the friendship which obtains between both the 
such being the case, any parties at the present tim< 
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they ever feel disposed to murder one in my position, they may do so with 
impunity, as fur as the Guicowar Sirkar is concerned, therefore I am induced to 
solicit the Resident, that he will be pleased to submit to me any order which 
may have been sanctioned by the Bombay Government, or any of the late 
Residents, permitting Jlaba Nafra to commit murder ; so that I may feel satis> 
fied, and not cease to adopt any measures calculated to secure me redress. The 
Sahib should forgive me for thus troubling him, because the Sahib would appear 
to be ignorant of the practice obtaining under the Guicowar Sirkar’s rule, as 
also with the people and customs of this country ; and consequently I am 
denied redress, and exposed to much inconvenience and suffering ; and there- 
fore I am compelled to urge that you should inform yourself upon these points, 
when only tliese intrigues are likely to be punished, and I relieved from my 
|)rcsent miseries.” 

101. Yet these were the representations, and such the language, which Cap- 
tain French rejected, on account of the “ low ” and “ unbecoming ” phraseology 
of the first three paragraphs. 

. (A.), No. :jo. 102. On the 20th of April, Joitabaee addressed another letter to Captain 
French. In the opening paragraph she reminded him that she had throughout 
implicitly obeyed the orders conveyed to her by myself and him. “ But,” she 
wrote, “ the road leading to what is called justice t have failed in finding; on 
the contrary, my several petitions have not only been unattended to, but I have 
been menaced ; extraordinary conclusions have been come to, and extraordinary 
decisions have been passed in my case.” 

103. Amongst other things she alluded to the fact, that without taking the 
trouble to investigate her case, and without affording her an opportunity of 
explaining it to him. Captain French had recommended its settlement by such 
a punchayet from which there lay no appeal ; and expressed her opinion that 
such a recommendation could only have been made at the instigation of Baba 
Nafra’s relatives, Gumnesh Punt, and Nursoo Punt, Captain French’s native 
agent. “ It is,” she wrote, “ evident that the Sahib has been misinformed, and 
has reported on this case without taking the trouble to inform himself of its 
merits; and when, in consequence of this, for the purpose of having it explained, 
according to the orders of the Sahib, and in accordance with the rules of justice, 
I happen to express myself anxiously in informing the Sahib, he becomes angry, 
fancying that In's orders are not respected.” 

104. She implored Captain French so far to do her justice as even at that 
late period to peruse her petitions, and thus be in a position to judge for himself. 
She complained that her lot was doubly hard, inasmuch, being ignorant of what 
reports Captain French had made on her case, she was “ at a loss to make known 
iier grievances to the Bombay Government,” and rectify the errors into which 
that Government might be betrayed through the ignorance of her case on the 
part of Captain French, and the false reports made to that ofiicial, and by him 
unsuspectingly communicated to Government. 

105. And thus accurately did she describe tlie course of her hopeless suit : 
“ Unnecessary delays have been permitted to interfere, having for their object 
tlie placing of the case, by procrastination, in such a position as to prevent its 
lieiijg ultiumtely established, and the charges therein contained brought home to 
the parties who have perpetrated them. Thus, on every 8i4e am I betrayed into 
difficulties; and all that the Sahib has done for me has been to remove the 
giiards and jassood who have been placed upon me by the Maharaj and the rebel- 
li(3us Baba Nafra ; beyond this the Sahib has done nothing towards relieving 
me from the difficulties I am surrounded by on every side; and the measures 
which, in accordance with the rules of justice, it was incumbent upon the Sahib 
to have adopted, he has entirely overlooked and set aside.” 

106. She complained, that while, in his letter to her, Captain French had 

never answered her remonstrances, he imparted irrelevant matters, and adduced, 
as an illustration, the letter of the 5th of April, in which the Acting Resident 
had, in vindication of the Guicowar’s conduct in reinforcing Baba Nafra’s guards, 
impugned her honesty and her chastity ; and she begged that she might be 
furnished with an attested copy of the representations in which he had , yen-' 
tnred to do so. . . . r 

IQTi In 
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107. In reference to Captain French’s request, that she would not listen to the 
'1>ad advice of her vakeel and “give unnecessary trouble,” she observed, “ I beg 
to submit, that this remark is at variance with the rules of justice and the usual 
practice in such cases ; if such a remark be made, it can only emanate from my 
• opponent or his “supporters ; but for such a remark to come from tfae Sahib does 
not appear proper.” She entered into the matter at some length to show that it 
was not her fault so much trouble was given ; and she wound up with expressing 
a “ sanguine hope that the Resident would be pleased to take the whole of the 
above circumstances into consideration, and not feel vexed at her writing to him, 
and not think it a labour to peruse her petitions.” Concluding by intimating, 
that she “ would feel obliged if the Sahib will be pleased to transmit with this 
petition all the papers which have, up to the present day, passed upon this sub- 
ject to the Governor in Council;” having previously, in the 1st paragraph, 
stated, “ If, however, the Resident be disinclined to write to the Bombay Govern- 
ment to the above effect, it is requested that this, my yad, may be transmitted 
for the above Government’s information.” 

108. This petition was, like the petition of the 10th, returned to the writer, 
and on it was the following endorsement by Captain French, dated 21st April. 

“ The order on this matter is, that on the 10th April 1849, your petition, 
improperly written, had been received, and was returned by endorsement. The 
present petition, upon a perusal of a portion of its contents, has been found to be 
similar to your former petition as regards the unbecoming language used therein, 
consequently it is returned to you wdthout the whole of its contents being perused ; 
therefore, if you are desirous of sending any petition, you should cause such 
petitions to be properly and temperately w'ritten.” 

P. S. — “ What is the benefit of your sending petitions ? The Bombay Govern- 
ment has been vvritten to regarding your case, and upon a reply thereto being 
received, the decision of the Bombay Government will be made known to you.” 

109. The Bombay Government had indeed been written to, and very erro- 
neous were the reports that had been written. Had Captain French granted 
■Joitabaee’s request, that if he failed to comply with her petition, he would at 
least send it on to Government, that body might at length have perceived the 
injustice of which she was the victim. But Captain French heeded not the 
widow’s request. 

110. The unhappy lady again addressed Captain French on the 25th of April, 
entreating him to “ take into consideration that I am being severely oppressed, 
and that besides yourself I have no other to look to for redress, and that, con- 
sequently, if 1 do not lay my grievances before the Sahib, where am 1 to seek 
for justice ?” And she once more entreated to be furnished with attested copies of 
the representations on which Captain French had been induced to justify her 
imprisonment on the plea that she was in possession of jewels not her own, and 
that she was unchaste. But no reply seems to have been vouchsafed to this 
affecting and most reasonable petition. 

111. On the 7th of May, Joitabaee, wearied with addressing an officer who 
treated her after the fashion indicated in the foregoing paragraphs, disappointed 
at his inattention to her request to forward to Government her petition of the 
20th April, and attributing the denials of redress she met with at the hands of 
the Bombay Government to the erroneous representations of Captain French, 
and the withholding by that officer of her several representations, sent a sealed 
petition to the Acting Resident foa transmission to Government. This petition, 
dated 7th May, which w'as written in Maharatta, contained Guzerattee copies of 
those she had addressed to Captain French on that day, and on the 10th and 
20th of April ; and her motive for thus addressing Government direct is thus 
stated in her concluding paragraph : — 

“ In the memoi;ial which your petitioner forwarded to the Resident ij^ion the 
20 th April 1849, she begged, in the event of his not acceding to the request 
therein contained, that he would forward her memoriid, together with its within- 
hmned papers, to your Lordship in Council, in order Uaat his report and the 
meihori&l mip“ht jbe simultaneouMy considered. The Resident not having acceded 
to ]jfour pettiionsr% request, she h^ewith forwards copies of »that memorial, and 
of one bearing this day^s date, 7 th May 1840. 

560 . , yy 3 P.-S.— “Your 
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P. S . — “ Your petitioner humbly requests tliat before despatching an answer 
to the Resident, your Lordship will direct him to supply the petitioner wi^ all 
papers relating to her case, in order that she may enable your Lordship to com- 
pare the Resident’s report with her statement, and so decide the case.” 

112. This toemorial was despatched by Captain French on the 10th of Majr, 
On the 13th of June, Government returned it and its enclosures to Captain 
French for translation, and at the same time referred him to the letter of the 2l8t 
May, in which Government had refused to interpose further, that is, at all, in 
Joitabaee’s belialf ; the said letter having been in reply to the communication in 
which Captain French had unjustifiably and inaccurately reported that Joitabaee 
iiad declined to consent to the settlement of her affairs by arbitration. 

113. On the 21st of July, Captain French transmitted to Government what 
he w'as pleased to call the translated substance of Joitabaee’s petition. And in 
doing so he added, “ From the memorandum appended it will be seen that the 
enclosures are mere repetitions in all respects of former complaints.” 

114. By what right, or on what grounds, or with what object Captain French 
abstained from sending to Government full translations as well of Joitabaee’s 
petition, as of its enclosures, it is for that officer, not for me, to explain. He had 
ample time for their preparation ; 40 days having elapsed between the receipt of 
the documents and the despatch of what he styles their “ translated substance.” 
The fact of the petition having been sealed, showed that Joitabaee had ceased 
to have confidence in the Acting Resident ; that she desired to appeal from him 
to his masters, and that she was anxious her appeal should reach those masters 
in its integrity, and not be tampered with at the Residency. The petition itself 
set forth, that the reason of its being sent was, the petitioner’s suspicion that 
Captain French had withheld some of her representations ; and Captain French 
was well aware that the surmise was well founded. Under these circumstances, 
surely delicacy, manly feeling, justice, and official decorum, prescribed that the 
widow should have the full benefit of laying her case before Government in the 
way she desired. And even if Captain French thought himselfjustified in with- 
holding those documents which Government had directed him to transmit in a 
translated form, surely nothing but the deception practised on him by Nursoo 
Punt could have induced him grossly to misrepresent them. And in stating 
that the enclosures to Joitabaee’s petition of the 7th of May were mere repeti- 
tions of her petition of the 21st of December, he did undoubtedly misrepresent 
them, just as on the occasion of his first letter to Government he had misrepre- 
sented the petitions she had written prior to my departure. 

115. I subjoin in parallel columns the memorial of tlie 7th of May and what 
Captain French called its “ translated substance.” He doubtless believed it to 
be so, on Nursoo Punt’s assertion that it was, but a comparison of the two docu- 
ments will show that the latter did not display what Joitabaee was anxious to 
make known to Lord Falkland, viz., her conviction that her ca.se had been mis- 
represented in the rt ports which tlie Acting Resident had sent to Government, 
and her anxious desire that she should be furnished with copies of those reports, 
to enable her to demonstrate and correct the erroneous statement they con- 
tained. 

Memorial addressed to Lord Falkland, “ Translated Substance ” of the Memo- 
dated the 7th May. rial of the 7th May. 

Para. 1. Your numorialist liumbly show- Pam. 1. In reply to my petition of the 
etb, that on the 2l8t December 1848 she 21st* December 1848, 1 was referred to the 
forwarded a petition lo your Lordship, who Acting Resident, to whom the document 
returned it,, with an endoisemeiit, dated 26th was forwarded; but whether it has since 
January 1849, and to the effect that it should been sent to Government I know not. A 
be forwarded through the Acting Resident, perusal of it is necessary to become ac- 
Captain French. This your petitioner ac- quainted with the tsrcumstances of my case, 
cordingly did ; but the Resident’s answer By refei ring to the petitions of the 20th April 
not clearly stating that the petition had been and 7th May, preferred by me to the Acting 
forwarded, she now begs that, in case it has Resident, the difficulties of my situation wifi 
npt begn, your Lordship will require it from become apparent, and I beg that the Retd- 
idin Resident. And if, upon perusal, the dent may be instructed to inquire into the 
orcumstances therein stated sltall not seem matter. 

tborodgMy intelligible, your Lordship will * ' 

consider that, owing to certain reasons, aU of which are stated in your petitioner's 

memorials 
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0f 20tii AprU (mth its ei»clo«i}fe of the lOtb idem) and 7th May 1840^ 
here eiioloaed> she is unahle ro enter into full details. Your petitioner further 
humbly hopes that your Lordship, having brought under his consideration the 
continued grievances she has suffered, owing to the overlooking of her former 
complaints, will be pleased to direct the Resident to hasten the investijgation of 
her case, as stated in the above-mentioned memorials. 


Fara. 2 . If, as requested in the vabove 
memorials, your petitioner shall be allowed 
copies of all papers relating to her case, she 
will thereupon furnish your Lordship with 
so clear a statement as shall save all trouble 
in the coming investigation. In the absence 
of those papers, being ignorant as to what 
the Resident may have written, your peti- 
tioner is unable to draw out the said state- 
ment, she therefore begs your Lordship 
to prevent any objections to her receiving 
the requisite papers being put forth. 

Para. 3, Your petitioner humbly begs 
that your Lordship in Council will invesri- 
gate simultaneously the Resident's report 
and lier statement, refraining from answering 
the former until such time as his final deci- 
sion shall have been published. 

Para. 4. That your Lordship will, and at 
his earliest convenience, dispose of the case, 
is the petitioner’s prayer. 

Para, 5. On the 2 d August 1847, your 
petitioner wrote to your Lordship, begging 
that arrangements might be made for the 
prevention of injury to the estate of her 
ancestor, Hurree Bnugtee. She has, more- 
over, on more than one occasion, and lastly 
on the 20 tli April, addressed the Resident 
upon this subject, but, as yef, without re- 
sult. She therefore anew solicits your Lord- 
ship’s notice of the matter. 

Para. 6 . In brief, your petitioner humbly 
requests these arrangements lor the preven- 
tion of injury may be made before the in- 
vestigation of the case, and that, in the inte- 
rim, she may be allowed resources adequate 
to her necessary expenditure. 

Para. 7 . This lawsuit has entailed upon 
your petitioner unavoidable debts, for the 
payment of which she is much pressed ; and 
to free her from which, and enable her to live 
after the manner of her ancestors, she has 
oefore petitioned your Lordship. Two years 
have elapsed since she fii*st represented her 
just claims, but, as yet, they remain unset- 
tled while difficulties Hccumulate. 

Para. 8 . In the memorial which your peti- 
tioner forwarded to the Resident, ufion the 
20 th of April 1849, she begged, in the event 
of bis not acceding to the request therein 
contained^ that he would forward her memo* 
rial, together with the within-named papers, 
to your Lordship in Council, in order that 
his report and her memorial might be simnl- 
tuneously considered Ti>e Resident not 
hi^ving acceded to your petitioner’s request 
she here forwards copies of that memorial, 
and of one bearing this day’s date, 7 th Msv 
1849. 


Para. 2 . Otherwise copies of all the cor- 
respondence on this subject should be fur- 
nished me, which will greatly facilitate the 
investigation, and without which Government 
will be unable to judge as to whether the 
Resident has taken a right view of the case 
or not. On receipt of these documents I 
will communicate the circumstances in de- 
tail ; after taking which into consideration, 
as also what the Resident may write on the 
subject, I pray that a just and decided order 
be issued. In the meantime I hope no in- 
structions will be sent to the Residency. 


Para. 3. I pray that eitiier of the above 
plans be adopted for the settlement of my 
affairs. 

Para. 4. Several applications have been 
made to Government, and the Residency, 
for the protection of the wealth of the firm 
of Hurree Bbugtee, but, as yet, nothing has 
been done. 


Para. 5, If the inquiry be instituted before 
these arrangements are made, much of the 
property will be lost. I beg that arrange- 
ments be likewise made for niy expenses. 


Para. 6 . My former petition the Resident 
was requested to submit to Government, 
should he be unable to effect a settlement ; 
but as this has not been done, I now beg to 
enclose copies of these papers for the inforv 
luation of Government. 


^ Fbeliw^^t—Your petitioner humbly requests that before despatching an answer to the 
Resident, ypiit Lordship will direct biin to suf^ly the petitioner with all papers relating io 
her case, in owfer that she may enable your Lordship to compare the Resident’s report 
^wtth iier slftteiiken^ 

V Dated f th Maf I84K 
560. 
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116. The memorandum alluded to by Captain French, as showing that “the* 
enclosures are mere repetitions, in all respects, of former complaints,” is as- 
follows : — 

Memorandiivi . — “The petitions sent to the Resident alluded to above are- 
mere repetitions of the grievances already recorded in the English petition of 
the 21st December 1848, received from Government under endorsement No. 356, 
January 1849, and expressing a desire that no orders be given to the Resident 
until the case has been strictly inquired into.” 

117. Two of the three enclosed petitions were those of the 10th and 20th 
April, the contents of which I have already had occasion to notice at some 
leugth ; and how Captain French could reconcile with his conscience the asser- 
tion that these documents were but repetitions of the petition of the 21st Decem- 
ber 1848, is more than I can comprehend. When he thus designated them, he 
had either read them or he had not read them. If he had not read them, he 
did a very reprehensible thing in pretending to give an account of them; if he 
had read them, he must have perceived that they chiefly referred to matters not 
alluded to in the December petition. He must have seen that they contained 
strong appeals against himself, and that they distinctly implied not only that he 
was under the influence of Baba Nafra and Nursoo Punt, but that his recom- 
mendation of a punchayct, from which there should be no appeal, had been 
suggested by these people. He must have observed that the wisdom and 
humanity of his recommendation for the immediate abrogation of the guarantee,, 
while Baba Nafra remained in the bank, had been seriously impugned ; and he 
would have seen that Joitabaee not only protested against the defence of her 
imprisonment, which he had urged, as gross and gratuitous insult to herself, but 
that she had exposed its flimsiness and absurdity in a very happy manner ; all 
of which grounds of complaint had arisen subsequent to the 21st December. 

App. (A.), No. 33 . 118. The other enclosed petition was that to himself, of the 7th of May. In 

that petition, in which Joitabaee distinctly accused Captain French of having 
remained wilfully ignorant of the merits of the case, by refusing to read the 
papers in which she endeavoured to describe them, she made some truthful but 
doubtless unpalatable strictures. On his request she would “ cease to give 
unnecessary trouble and she criticised the remarks he had made on her peti- 
tions of the 10th and 20th April, which it was clear she herself had not consi- 
dered “Tow and unbecoming,” else liad she not sent copies of them to Govern- 
ment. Yet these three documents, of which translations had been required by' 
Government, were withheld on the plea that they were “ mere repetitions of the 
petitions of 21st December 1848.” * 

119. Captain French, after thus summarily disposing of the widow’s petitions, 
went on to say, 

“The Baee, you will observe, always speaks as if she were the owner of 
Hurree Bhugtee’s firm, whereas there is an elder widow of the late Bechur 
Samuldass, besides a sou. For Joitabaee a distinct provision was made in the 
will of the deceased banker.” 


Appendi-x (L.) 


Appendix (C.)J 


120. The “distinct provision” referred to was contained in an unattested 
deed, which Baba Nafra professt.'d to have obtained from her husband, at a time 
when, as a medical committee (appointed by me to investigate the matter of 
Joitabaee’s pregnancy) clearly believe, the banker was not in a sfate of mind or 
body to attend to business aflairs ; and the circumstances under which the dee4 
was obtained, as well as the deed itself, savours strongly of fraud, as will, t 
think, be admitted by any one who candidly reads Appendix (C.) But be this as 
it may, the deed, even if knowingly signed by Bechur Samuldass, would be set 
aside by any equitable tribunal as having been written under the erroneous 
belief that his wife would not bear him a son. But even were it otherwise,. 
Joitabaee had surely a claim to be heard, in respect, at least, of that “ distinct 

provision” 


* l\^hen Captain French bad resolved on withholding the translations demanded by Government, 
and sending a “translated substance" in lieu thereof, it would have been betto' had be allomsd 
Mr. Oattye tit. draw up the “ translated substance," instead of Confiding to Nursop Punt the duty 
ofgiying the “ substance,” and leaving to Mr. Battyo simply tlie task of translating it, tbere^ 
making nis assistabt apparently responsible for the accuracy of the summary, while iii reSlity lii'wiiS'-' 
only responsible for the fidelity with which that summary was 'rendered into Engliib, - ; . 
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provision” to which Captain French referred. Whatever might be the precise 
amount of her pecuniary rights, it was undoubted these were withheld, under 
circumstances, if her tale were true, of peculiar atrocity. Captain French knew 
that they were withheld ; and he ought to have reflected that, if he had sent 
translations of the enclosures to Joitabaee’s petition, instead of withholding them 
on an erroneous plea, Government would have learned that Joitabaee had made 
many but inefiectual efforts to obtain, through Captain French, a subsistence 
from out of those funds, in part her own property, which Baba Nafra had been 
lavishing in suborning perjury against herself, and in buying up shares in 
Captain French’s projected Baroda railway, with a view to ingratiate himself 
with the acting Resident. 

121. In reference to the doubts expressed by Government, in their letter of 
the 21st May, as to Baba Nafra’s complicity with Joitabaee, whom they had 
assumed to be guilty of a fraud, and, in reference to their recommendation, that 
if Baba Nafra’s complicity were proved, the elder widow should be requested to 
dismiss him from his appointment. Captain French observed — 

“ With reference to the concluding paragraph of Mr. Acting Secretary Court- 
ney’s letter of the 21st May, No. 1 , 263 , the part borne by the Moonim Baba 
Nafra is perfectly well known to every inhabitant of this city ; but his services 
as active manager are indispensable to the existence of the firm, and the advice 
to the elder widow to dismiss him would be thrown away ; for she, like Joita- 
baee, all concur in saying, is more than wanting in sense.” 

122. How the services of a man who was “ perfectly well known to every 
inhabitant” of Baroda to have already prostituted his confidential post by the 
practice of a foul fraud and conspiracy against the elder widow and heir of his 
late master, could be indispensable to the well-being of the bank in which the 
fortune of the widow and heir were bound up, is, I confess, far from obvious 
to me ; but I have no difficulty in understanding why Baba Nafra’s relative 
and friend, the native agent, should have endeavoured to satisfy the acting 
Resident tliat such was the case. I can readily conceive that Meer Surfraz 
Alice and the other friends of tlie Baba, who visited Captain French, did their 
best to rivet that opinion in his mind ; and I think it is a fair assumption that 
the Baba himself lost no opportunity of impressing it on the niind of the acting 
Resident, during the three months that had elapsed between the cancelling, by 
Captain French, of the Government’s interdict, and the date of the letter under 
notice. The intimation contained in the foregoing extract, that Joitabaee was 
“ more than wanting in sense,” is the first and only one to that effect I have ever 
had ; and if all “concurred in saying so” to Captain French, all concurred in 
practising on him a gross delusion ; for she is not “ more than wanting in sense,” 
if these words be meant to imply that she labours under mental imbecility. 
But had it been so, surely every principle of humanity, justice, manly sentiment, 
and official duty should have prompted the acting Resident to sift the charges 
that had been brought against her with a jealous eye, to listen to and examine 
with scrupulous care into every complaint she made, and to insist that at least 
she should receive every thing to which she was entitled by the terms of the ' 
“ distinct provision ” referred to by Captain French. 

123. In his fourth nara. Captain French observed — 

“ If Government will persist in not further interfering in this matter, and tell 
Joitabaee that the decision come to in Mr. Courtney’s letter is final, it is more 
than probable that a reconciliation will come about between the parties.” 

124. The decision referred to was, that the British Government would not 
further interfere in Joitabaee’s behalf ; in other words, that it would leave her to 
the tender mercies of her enemy, and of a Durbar that had already ranged itself 
in a most irregular and reprehensible manner on the side of that enemy. To 
such an arrangement the Baba would doubtless be readily enough reconciled ; 
but how its finality was calculated, and “ more than probable” to promote Joita- 
baee’s reconciliation to that individual, is not quite manifest. 

In pam. 6 of his letter, Captain French went on to say — 

** ft is reported here by every one thi^ the deceased banker had not been near 
Joitahaee for more thw a year previous to his^ d as well as that the cere- 
moiw of * uggerney^in die se^ month of pregnancy was not performed, 
ffoo* Z z This 
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Tfcis rite is not secret or private, but one in which all of the caste are invited to 
share. In fact, that the Baee not only bore no child to her husband, but was 
not a mother at all, is perfectly well understood here ; but had it been the 
reverse, then the charge which she prefers gainst Baba Nafra is the child's 
abstraction ; and supposing this the case, can Government punish him, a subject 
of his Highness, for an offence in tins Raj, though he be the servant of a gua- 
rantee ? I presume all that could be done would be to request the Guicowar to 
see justice done j and I need not tell you that this foolish lady, or rather her 
mother Larbaee for her, declined all interference by the Durbar.” 

3 26. There are two distinct points here mixed up together. The first of these 
is, an assertion alleged to rest on universal belief, to the effect that Joitabaee 
never had a child ; the second, a practical denial that if she had a child, and that 
child had been abstracted by Baba Nafra, the British Government had any 
right to interfere in behalf of Joitabaee. In reference to the first of these points, 
I have only to observe, that unquestionable evidence exists, and will hereafter be 
adduced, to the effect that Joitabaee had a child, and that the reason of 
“ uggerney ” not being performed was the recent demise of her husband. The 
rite referred to \yide Appendix (J.) No. 38] is seldom if ever celebrated if the 
husband be very ill ; it cannot be performed at all after his death ; and if Captain 
French had taken the trouble to institute inquiries, he would have found that 
Joitabaee’s husband died ere she had accomplished tlie seventh month of her 
pregnancy. As regards the second point, I feel certain Government will deter- 
mine that so long as a guarantee exists, the terms of the guarantee render it 
imperative on the Resident to interfere in behalf of any of the subjects of the 
guarantee, who is the victim of so foul an outrage as the abduction of her child, 
imprisonment at the hands of the abductor, defamation of character, loss of 
caste, and deprivation of all her worldly goods. 

127. In the meantime Captain French received another petition from 
Joitabaee, founded on the Government letter of the 21st May, already quoted, 
which decided that as Joitabaee “ had declined to consent to the settlement of 
the dispute by arbitration, Government declined to interfere further on her 
behalf.” This letter is recorded as having reached Captain French on the 25th 
of May, and on the same day he communicated its contents to Joitabaee, who, 
in a petition, bearing date the 27th June, positively denied having given that flat 
and absolute refusal to the settlement of her case by arbitration which Captain 
French had attributed to her, and on w'hicli the decision of Government professed 
to be founded. Slie thus expresses herself: “ Your petitioner begs, liowever, to 
represent, that she did not refuse to have her case investigated by a punchayet, 
as when the decision of your honourable Board was communicated to her she 
presented a yad to his Highness the Guicowar, requesting that she might be 
informed of the names of the arbitrators chosen by Mahaluxmee or Baba Nafra, 
soliciting also that arrangement might be made for bringing her child to Baroda ; 
that the monies and property of her late husband might be kept in proper 
custody, and a suitable provision made for her (your petitioner’s) maintenance, 
till the final adjustment of the matters in dispute; for, situated as she now is, it 
is impossible for her to obtain that justice wliich she solicited from your Govern- 
ment against the oppressions, conspiracies, and frauds practised towards her by 
Mahaluxmee and Baba Nafra, To these, however, no attention was paid, and 
your petitioner has again been obliged to address your Lordship in Council on 
the sulject.” 

1 28. In this petition she enters into several of her grievances ; she notices 
what she declares to be the untruths told by the other widow of her late husband ; 
and in reference to the absurd jewel plea put forth in defence of her latter incar- 
ceration, under guards stationed over her, not only by the Guicowar, but by Baba 
Nafra, she remarks — “Your i)etitioner would ask whether this is a true and 
correct reason, and whether it is satisfactory for putting guards over her in the 
manner it was done, when it was too well known that your petitioner had left 
her husband’s house by order of the Resident, with nothing else but one suit of 
clothes, in presence of the people belonging to the Residency, and his Highness 
the Guicowar, and had since (her release) remained with her mother to escape 
I'urther injuries and oppressions from her opponents.” 

In another place, in the same petition, she more fully explained hdw 
little prospect there was of justice being done to her by any Baroda puhehayet, 

find 
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and made requests, the justice of which it is not easy to question. “ She there- 
fore trusts your Lordship in Council will perceive from the foregoing statement 
that a strong conspiracy exists against her, which is rendered the more powerful 
in consequence of her opponents, her bitter and hostile enemies, who have 
hesitated at nothing to ruin herself and her son, being in possession of the 
immense wealth belonging to her late husband, and retaining the management 
of the affairs of bis bank, to which numbers are indebted, many of whom will 
have to appear as evidences on the hearing of your petitioner’s case, and over 
whom, in consequence of the obligations they are under to the bank, the 
manager of the same must have unbounded influence. Where, then, is your 
petitioner, a friendless young woman, the object of an untiring and infamous 
jersecution, without means or assistance to enable her to obtain her rights, to 
! ook for justice and protection, but to that Government which guaranteed to her 
late husband, and consequently to herself, safety and protection from injustice 
and oppression ? Your petitioner appeals to your Lordship in Council for justice 
and protection ; the former she cannot obtain by arbitration, or any other court 
her case may be submitted to, unless she is placed on an equal footing with those 
opposed to her. She therefore prays that your Lordship will be pleased to cause 
the management of the affairs of her late husband to be taken from Baba Nafra, 
and entrusted to a committee of management, until the matters in dispute are 
settled, one of the committee to be chosen by the acting Resident, another by 
Mahaluxmee (the other of your petitioner’s late husband), and the other by your 
petitioner herself. Baba Nafra, whom your petitioner has accused of forcibly 
abstracting her child and her jewels,* and of fraudulent misapplication of the 
monies entrusted to him, should be required to furnish securities for a correct 
account of monies, jewels, &c., taken aw’ay by bim ; and he should not be allowed 
any control or interference whatever in the affairs of the bank. Your petitioner 
also prays that your Lordship will be graciously pleased to direct that a suitable 
maintenance be allow'ed to her and Mahaluxmee from their late husband’s 
property ; and that both of them should not be permitted to touch anything 
further in tlic bank until the case is finally disposed of ; but, above all that jmur 
petitioner has solicited at your hands, your petitioner entreats your Lordship in 
Council to cause her child, her only child, whose absence she now and has long- 
mourned over, to be returned to her. Your Lordship will not, as a British 
nobleman, and at the head of a just Government whose guarantee your petitioner 
enjoys, allow her (your petitioner’s) child to be forcibly withheld from her ; she 
prays and beseeches that your Lordship will not permit this gross outrage upon 
justice and humanity to be any longer persisted in, and that her boy may be 
restored to the arms of his widowed mother.” 

130. She further observed — “ In the statement furnished by her mother f she 
was necessitated to withhold the names of her witnesses, and other evidence, in 
support of her assertions, because of the powerful influence of her opponents, 
until arrangements were made by your Government and Resident for insuring 
a free inquiry into her case; her opponents being possessed of immense wealth, 
which they can lay out as they like, and as almost all the people who have any 
connexion in this matter are under pecuniary obligations to the bank, it would 
tend to ruin them were their names revealed in this stage of the affair.” 

131. If such were the improbabilities of her receiving justice from a punchayet 
partly nominated by herself, what must they not have been from the court 
appointed by the Durbar ? 

132. In allusion to the story of the kolie’s child, Joitabaee with much truth 
asked why, if the story had been true, was there any necessity for dragging the 
child off in the way it was ? Why was not the matter brought to the Resident’s 
notice, and subjected to his investigation ? Such a course, she oliserved, was not 
adopted simply because it did not suit the purpose of Baba Nafra. 

133. The above petition, dated Baroda, the 27th of Jane 1849, was on the 
23d July return^ by Government to Captain French, with instructions to that 

officer 


j belong to your ]>etitioner, and were taken by Dab« Nafra on loan from her, to 

t they are ttf ooatiderable aaaeimt, aiwi have not yotbeen returned, 
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officer to refer Joitabaee “ to the orders of Government already issued in her 
case;” that is, to inform her that Government declined to interfere in her 
behalf. 

134. Soon after this date it became known that I contemplated an early return 
to India, and it therefore became a great object with Baba mfra to get Joitabaee’s 
person once more within his clutches, and so prevent her going to Bombay to 
meet me on ray arrival, and inducing me to talce up her case at the Presidency. 
He apparently got Nursoo Punt to mislead Captain French once more ; for on 
the 12th of January that officer ordered Joitabaee to return to the banking-house ; 
that is, to place herself once more in Baba Nafra’s power. The next day Captain 
French left Baroda to accompany the Guicowar on his visit to Bombay. Joita- 
baee declined acceding to the suicidal course recommended by the acting 
Resident, and preferred proceeding to Bombay to join her mother, who was 
there alarmingly ill, and to prosecute her suit at the Presidency. On the 10th 
of February 1850 she reported her intended departure to Lieutenant Battye, and 
on the next day she left Baroda. What petitions she may have presented to 
Government while in Bombay I knew not ; but soon after my return to Baroda 
I received, on the 21st May 1850, a petition from her for transmission to Govern- 
ment, which, in ignorance of a Government notification published in my 
absence, prohibiting petitions being addressed to them direct, I returned, con- 
sidering myself precluded from entertaining the petition by the reiterated orders 
cf Government, which liad been recorded in my absence. In returning the 
document to the petitioner, on the 24th May, I assigned the following reasons : 
“ Why the unusual course of sending this petition from Bombay (for transmittal 
to the Right honourable the Governor in Council at Bombay), through the 
Resident at Baroda, has been adopted. Lieutenant-colonel Outram is at a loss to 
understand, but as it appears that the Government of Bombay has declined to 
enter into the petitioner’s case, unless under certain conditions, which have not 
been complied with, the Resident cannot render himself the channel for 
forwarding the petition to Government, and therefore returns it and its dupli- 
cate accompaniment.” 

135. On the 1st of June Joitabaee re-transmitted the petition to me, drawing 
my attention to the notification in question, and asked me to explain what I had 
meant when I said that she refused compliance with the demands of Captain 
French, She thus wrote: “With reference to the second point, I respectfully 
request to be informed of the particulars of the conditions which 1 have not 
complied with, and in wdiat respect I did not attend to them, more especially as 
1 feel that, as far as it was in my power, 1 did not in the least disregard the 
instructions that were issued to me, but have every reason to believe that persons 
who professed to be my friends wilfully kept many facts concealed from my 
knowledge ; and 1 should therefore esteem it a great favour to be furnished with 
a copy of such conditions, when I hope to be able to prove to your satisfaction 
that I have as far as practicable complied with such orders,” 

136. Her petition I forwarded to Government on the 8th June, and on 
the same day I wrote as follows to the lady : “ Lieutenant-colonel Outram, in 
reply to the second para, of Joitabaee Settanee’s letter, has the honour to 
inform her that the late officiating Resident no doubt intimated to her, and 
to the other party in the dispute, as directed to do by Government under date 
the 18th December last, that they should agree to a settlement by punchayet, 
each party appointing two members, and conjointly a fifth, or Sir Punch, giving 
under their hand and seal a written agreement to abide by the decision. 
Joitabaee Settauee having refused to consent to the arbitration of the dispute by 
a punchayet, the officiating Resident was directed to inform her, under date the 
aigt May 1840, that Government declines to interfere further in her behalf.” 

137. In reply, I received on the 24 th of June a letter from Joitabaee (dated 
18 th of that month), the allegations of which, if true, showed that, in describing 
her as refusing to submit her case to arbitration. Captain French had hardly 
done her justice. Other pressing duties had so occupied me since my return to 
Baroda, tnat 1 had not had time to enter into any careful examination of the 
oorrcspoodencc that had taken place during roy absence, beyond what 1 saw on 
the English records, the correctness of which, of course, I never doubted. 1 waa 
therefore unaware of the peculiar way in which Joitabaee’s petitions haii been 

treated ; 
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treated ; and 18 months absence, during which my attention had been directed 
to widely different matters, had caused many of the facts and features of the case 
to be effaced from my mind. The determination of Government, already three 
times recorded, not further to interfere in Joitabaee’s behalf, with the Honour- 
able Court’s acquiescence in that decision, seemed to me to have effectually 
closed the matter. But the letter of Joitabaee, and cursory glance at the docu- 
ments referring to her then in the office, led me to hope that Government might 
still permit her to submit to the arbitration, on her alleged non-acquiescence, in 
which was founded the refusal of Government further to interfere on her behalf. 
And if such arbitration were still open to her, I trusted to my influence securing 
a Sir Punch, who should not be entirely a creature of Baba Nafra, and yet one 
to whom neither party could object ; even a decision hostile to Joitabaee could 
not make her position worse or more helpless than it was ; and I was not without 
hopes that by keeping a sharp eye on the punchayet, and from time to time 
exercising my legitimate influence, I might secure for Joitabaee, if not justice, at 
least a mitigation of any gross injustice, of which, as the inquiry proceeded, she 
might seem to be the victim. 

138. I therefore, on the 24th June, when handing up Joitabaee’s letter of the 
18th, thus expressed myself : 

“ As the voluminous correspondence on this subject, submitted by the late 
acting Resident, is before Government, any remarks from me would be super*, 
fluous, beyond expressing my opinion, that although it is possible, and I think 
very probable, that the petitioner has received foul play at the hands of that 
notorious individual Baba Nafra, the mooneem goomashta of the firm of Hurree 
Bhugtee, I see no possibility of a dispute of this nature being adjusted excepting 
through the medium of arbitrators, as suggested by Captain French.” 

139. On the day I penned these words, the Secretary to Government directed 
me once more to tell Joitabaee that Government declined interfering further in 
her behalf ; and ere any reply had been made to the letter from which the above 
passage is extracted, the providential occurrence of a quarrel between Baba Nafra 
and his associates in crime gave an unexpected turn to the case, and led to the 
elucidation of the foul conspiracy of which Joitabaee Settanee had so long been 
the victim. 

140. The circumstances by which the Baba’s guilt was brought to light I shall 
speedily detail ; but, to preserve the continuity of my narrative, 1 shall merely, 
in this place, mention that on the 11 th of July I reported to Government the 
arrest of Baba Nafra, on suspicion of the double crime of abduction and murder. 
I intimated that the former of these offences had been established against him ; 
and I requested that Joitabaee might be directed to repair to Baroda. In another 
communication, despatched the same day, I further reported certain proceedings 
in reference to an attempt on the part of Baba Nafra to bribe my native agent. 

141. On the 19th of July, Government acknowledged the letter written by me 
on the 24th of June, in which, little dreaming of the revelations about to be made, 
I had suggested that Joitabaee should be still allowed an opportunity of having 
her affairs settled by arbitration. In acknowledging that letter. Government 
directed its Secretary to write as follows : 

“In reply, I am desired to state, that as his Lordship in Council is informed 
that Baba Nafra is under arrest, and has been detected in tampering with your 
native agent, his Lordship in Council will defer, until the receipt of your report 
on its subject, the consideration of Joitabaee’s case.” 

142. As the same post that had conveyed to his Lordship in Council the intel- 
ligence of Baba Nairn having been detected in tampering with my native agent, 
had made it known to Government that the far heavier charges of abduction and 
murder were pending against the Baba, it was a matter of regret to me, at the 
time, that my request to have Joitabaee sent to Baroda was left unnoticed. 

148. On the 29th of July, however. Government replied to my*letter of the 
11th; after announcing tbaf Joitabaee had been directea to come to Baroda, the 
Secretary proceeded, With reference to the suspicions which Joitabaee’s con- 
duct in deoliiiing the method of inquiry approved of by the Government gave 
ris#to, I am deiiFed.to et^ Lordmip in Council relies on you for the 

good treatment the any investigation that may take place.” 
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144. The meaning of this I did not exactly understand at the time, nor do 1 
yet fully comprehend it. It seemed to plead rather for the display of gentleness 
towards Baba Nafra than for the considerate treatment of Joitabaee. 

That lady’s reiterated representations of the cruelty and hardship to which she 
was subjected, had received no favourable notice, even before she had been 
represented as “declining the method of inquiry approved by Government ; ” 
and as the alleged (though erroneously alleged) declinature did not seem to be 
quoted as a circumstance increasing her claims to considerate treatment, 1 con- 
ceived my instructions to indicate the propriety of my insisting that Baba Nafra 
should experience more distinction and tenderness than any other suspected 
criminal similarly situated. 

145. When the undisguised preference shown to the Baba by the Durbar is 
taken into consideration, a preference of which, as the foregoing remarks show. 
Government must have been fully as well aware as myself ; and when it is 
remembered that the Baba was a prisoner of the Durbar, though at my instance, 
it is clear that had 1 been base enough to wish it, there was little fear of exces- 
sive severity being practised on this great offender. This I state in defence of 
my own conduct in ijaving taken no steps, notwithstanding the letter of Govern- 
ment, to secure for the Baba any particular consideration or tenderness of treat- 
ment. 

146. To have removed his arrest would have been not only to increase his 
power of evil doing, at the very moment when every sentiment of humanity and 
justice demanded that this power should be limited ; but it would have tended to 
strengthen the belief, here almost universally prevalent, that the Baba enjoyed 
the secret friendship of influential persons at Bombay. That belief, as it was, 
operated most mischievously during my subsequent inquiries, and to this moment 
it is patent in frustrating many of the collateral investigations, which a regard 
for the honour of my Government prompts me to institute. It is a matter of 
general belief at Baroda that 1 have shipwrecked my own hopes of further pre- 
ferment, and have given deep and lasting offence to Government and its Secre- 
taries, by my proceedings against Baba Nafra and similar characters, and it can 
be readily conceived that such a belief tends seriously to embarrass me, and 
greatly diminishes my means of usefulness. 

147. But though I saw no reason to interfere on behalf of Baba Nafra, in com- 
pliance with what I conceived to be the meaning of the Government letter of the 
19th of July, I nevertheless so far adhered to the spirit of my instructions as to 
take no steps for having tlie Baba kept in closer custody. And it remains to me 
to the present hour a matter of doubt whether by this forbearance 1 did not cul- 
pably tend to prejudice the interests of Government. For the Baba was allowed 
too much intercourse vvith his friends, and thus had it in his power to frustrate 
several of my investigaticnis, 

148. I have now' brought up the historical narrative 01 Joitabaee’s case to the 
close of the Government letter of the 29 th July 1850, and having done so, I think 
it unnecessary' to give increased bulk to my report, by analyzing the remainder 
of the correspondence which will be found at length in Appendix (E.), It is 
not unimportant, how-ever, to observe, that this correspondence established the 
fact, that Baba Nafra had been guilty of obtaining the signature of the elder 
widow of his late master to petitions the scope of which was very different from 
what he told her it was ; and that the fraud had been practised with the double 
object of damaging a former seiwant of Government, called Veenaik Moreshwer 
Furkey (alias Baba Furkey), and conveying charges against the lady’s sister-in- 
law, the Settanee Joitabaee. 

149. The elder widow, I may here observe, continues to adhere to the decla- 
ration that Baba Nafra made an unauthorized and unjustitiable use of her name ; 
and she solemnly avers, that though for some time after the death of her husband 
she resided in the same apartment as Joitabaee, and had constant opportunities of 
judging of that lady’s condition, she never doubted,* nor had reason to doubt 
(as alleged in the petitions professing to be hers), the reality of the pregnancy of 
the younger widow. She either says what is true or what is false. If she says 
what is true, the crime of forgery committed on a widow whose trustee and 
guardian he was, is established against Baba Nahra. If what she says i» foisei if 
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«he really d isbelieved the reality of Joi tabaee’s pregnancy as alleged in the petitions 
trairsmitted in her name, it is clear that she whose own interests, as well as those 
of her son, were being sacrificed, must have only been prevented from imme- 
diately denouncing the fraud, and calling for an investigation by some powerful 
intimidatory agency. And no human being of ordinary intellect and of ordinary 
honesty can suppose that the intimidating agent could possibly have been other 
than Baba Nafra. In other words, on either hypothesis Baba Nafra stands con- 
victed of having been guilty of the grossest treachery to the elder widow of his 
late master. He must either have fabricated mendacious petitions in her name, 
or he must have not only consented to a foul fraud deigned to injure herself and 
her orphan son, but have intimidated her against complaining of that fraud ; for 
no complaint was ever made in her name till after the appearance of the holies, 
whose advent had been preceded by misunderstandings between Joitabaee and 
Baba Nafra. 


Part III . — The Revelations made to me at the Residency, with the Investiyations 

to which they led. 

1. Before proceeding to detail tiie revelations made to me at the Residency, to 
which reference was made in the preceding section, it is necessary that I should 
so far summarise the contents of that section as will enable me to state exactly 
how matters stood prior to the revelations spoken of being vouchsafed to me. 

2. Since the year 1847, that is for upwards of three years, Joitabaee Settanee 
and her mother had been importuning the British Government to inquire into 
the truth of certain allegations made by them. These allegations were to the 
effect, that Balia Nafra had suborned false witnesses to swear that the child 
hitherto reputed to be Joitabaee’s son had been purchased from certain kolies, and 
that, under this plea, he had abstracted tbc infant, placed herself and her father 
under a prolonged and rigorous confinement, subjected her to much personal 
indignity, defamed her character, and reduced her to destitution. 

3. Tlie complaints and statements both of Joitabaee and her mother were from 
first to last uniform and self-consistent ; and they were more than uniform and 
self-consistent — they bore many marks of verisimilitude. 

4. That the child reputed to be beis was carried off at the instance of Baba 
Nafra — that Joitabaee and her father had been placed under a prolonged and rigo- 
rous confinement — that she herself had been subjected to much personal indignity, 
her character vilified, and all participation in the property of her husband with- 
held from her, — were facts which no one had ever attempted to deny. The only 
justification of these facts attempted by Baba Nafra was founded on certain 
depositions, which tended to show that Joitabaee had never borne a child, and 
that the boy whom she had passed off as her son had been purchased from certain 
kolies. Joitabaee and her father complained that the witnesses whose depositions 
tended to establish this point had perjured themselves, and that they had been 
suborned to do so by Baba Nafra. The presumptions were undoubtedly in favour 
of the complaints and assertions of Joitabaee and her mother. 

5. As was well known both to the Bombay Government and the local officers. 
Baba Nafra was a most unprincipled man ; and it was a fact notorious to the 
whole of Baroda, and a fact which Captain French and Mr. Andrews had 
officially recorded, that if Joitabaee hud really been guilty of the fraud attributed 
to her by Baba Nafra, she could not have perfected it without the collusion of 
that individual. In other words, not only was the individual against whom 
Joitabaee complained a man of notoriously bad character, but he stood practically 
self-accused of a conspiracy to defraud the elder widow and the infant son of his 
late master, having so strong a moral resemblance to the conspiracy which the 
younger widow laid to his charge, as to render it probable that he wmukl not 
shrink from engaging in such a conspiracy if supplied with an Inducement. 
And precisely such an induTeement* as might be supposed to ojperate on a man of 
]^ba Nafnt’s moral character was distinctly alleged by his accusers to have 
influenced ‘bim. They assigned as the motives which had induced the Baba to 
conspire agamat the younget widow and son of his late master the instincts of 
revenge and rapacity^ exasperated by Joitabaee’s tainted conduct in resisting and 

Sffo. ZZ4 appealing 
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appealing against the unwarrantable liberties he was taking with the property 
of her late husband — property in which she had herself a double interest, as her 
late hasband’s widow, and as the mother of his posthumous son. It was not the 
fault but the misfortune of Joitabaee, that Captain French damned her cause 
without taking the trouble to investigate it ; that he never thought it worth his 
while to inquire whether the-circumstances alleged by Joitabaee and her mother, 
as having excited the Baba’s instincts of rapacity and revenge, had really 
occurred. But in estimating the moral standing of her case prior to its investi- 
gation at rny instance, it is only just to recount that the circumstances had 
occurred precisely as detailed by Joitabaee and her mother. The Baba had 
taken liberties with her late husband’s property which she deemed unwarrant- 
able ; these liberties Joitabaee had resisted ; and further, she had petitioned the 
Durbar, to the effect that Baba Nafra should be called on to render an account of 
his stewardship. By removing her, and disinheriting her son, not only would 
the Baba amply revenge himself on the lady who had dared to resist his power, 
and who had publicly called his honesty in question, but his rapacity would have 
unlimited scope and uncontrolled enjoyment. The other widow had been 
oflScially pronouneed imbecile by Captain French, and it is a notorious fact that 
she was a mere passive tool in Baba Nafra’s hands ; while the sickly frame and 
weak intellect of her boy gave promise that he would fall readily under the 
thraldom of the man who was mismanaging the affairs of the bank, and misap- 
propriating its treasures. 

6. Thus, not only was Baba Nafra a man of notorious bad character, and one 
who stood practically self-accused of a conspiracy against the elder widow and 
son of his late master, bearing a strong moral resemblance to that which he 
was charged with organizing against the younger widow and son ; but before 
one word was uttered against either of the latter, circumstances had arisen 
which rendered it a matter of vital importance to him that these events should 
occur which it was the scope of the alleged conspiracy to effect, that Joitabaee 
should be driven from the Bank, and her child disinherited ; not until these 
circumstances had arisen had the pregnancy and delivery of Joitabaee been 
called in question by those whose interests were compromised by the birth of 
her son ; not till these circumstances had arisen had any one called in 
question the paternity of a boy, whose birth, naming, and betrothal had been 
celebrated with pomp, and under the sanction and patronage of Royalty ; who 
can say that these facts did not of themselves afford presumptions in favour of 
Joitabaee's allegation, that the witnesses brought against her were witnesses 
suborned by Baba Nafra in the prosecution of a foul conspiracy against herself 
and her infant son. 

7. But the presumptions in favour of the allegations of Joitabaee and her 
mother did not end here. If the evidence against the former was so clear and 
trustworthy, why was she not at once brought to trial, her fraud exposed, and 
the interests of justice vindicated ? Why, in violation of every principle of 
decency and justice, did the trustee constitute himself the denouncer, prose- 
cutor, and gaoler of his own mistress? Why was slie not only made a prisoner 
in her own house, but subject to a confinement more rigorous, and to indignities 
more galling than would have been practised on her in her Sovereign’s prison, 
had she been convicted of those offences with which as yet she had been blit 
charged ? Why did the punchayet, composed of personal friends of Baba 
Nafra, not hasten to lay before the Resident the evidence which, if satisfactory, 
would have ever shut the door of appeal against Joitabaee ? Wherefore all the 
delays, quibbles, evasions, and falsehoods by which the punchayet endeavoured 
to prevent the case coming in appeal before the British officials? Why did 
they pretend that their inquiries were checked by Larbaee’s refusal to give 
evidence.* If the child were the child of the Umliara Kolies, why was’ it not 

at 


* Tlie frivolous and dishonost nature of this plea for withholding their proceedingi and thus pre* 
venting the cate going in appeal to the Residencyt if' rendered sufficiently inanifest by the pro* 
eeediogf of the last punchayet. That body, composed in part of the same members as the first ooen 
coolly ^row overboard Larbaee's evidence^ on the ground ibat, as the mother of Joitaboe^^ her 
testimony is inadmissible ; and the same upright body, when trying Baba Nafra on cbargit Wbidhf 
if proved, would have involved him in impriionment for life, qtfieily appeal to iia oim asaenioiii 
most roipeetable and adequate testimony, > ^ 
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at once giveri to its patents? Why was it senf undef Arab custodiers to au 
empty house, its alleged mother being only called in three times a day to teed 
it ? *A11 these, and many other facts which it is not necessary to enumerate, 
make out such a case in favour of .foitabaee’s allegations, as to justify strong 
suspicions against the testimony adduced to iter disadvantage ; suspicions, the. 
complete removal of which, of justice, devolved 8n her assailants. But, hir 
from removing these suspicions, the very testimony brought against Joitabaee 
was itself suspicious. Had she been guilty of the fraud attributed to her, was 
it riot violently improbable that she would have failed in fulfilling her bargain 
with the holies? AM was it not violently improbable that she, who had pur- 
chased a child with the fraudulent intent of acquiring and maintaining enor- 
mous wealth, would have withheld the small stipulated reward, knowing that 
she was completely in the power of the kolies ? If she had committed the 
fraud referred to, was it likely that she would have dared to quarrel with, resist, 
and appeal against the unscrupulous man without whose collusion the fraud 
could not have been perpetrated — as was notorious to aH at Baroda, and as 
had been officially reported by Mr. Andrews and Captain French ? 

8. I might cover many sheets with an enumeration of the a priori impro- 
babilities attending the charges against Joitabaee, and of the a priori presump- 
tions in favour of that lady’s allegations ; but it is unnecessary. I have said 
enough to shpw that tlie presumptions in her favour were strong and w’cll 
defined. 

9. But, in spite of these presumptions, the Bombay Government, acting on 
Captain French’s reports, refused her that impartial and candid inquiry into 
lier allegations which w'as all she had ever asked for. The Court of Directors, 
misled by Captain French’s bold but completely erroneous assertions, endorsed 
the acts of Government, and thus, so far as human vision reached, that power to 
whose protection Joitabaee w'as entitled had closed the door of hope on lier for 
ever, and consigned her to infamy and destitution. Baba Nafra’s triumph had 
beeu complete; not only had his nefarious schemes against the widow and 
orphan of his late master prospered to the utmost of his ambition ; not only liad 
he now unlimited power over the enormous wealth of tlie house of Hurree 
Bhugtee ; not only did he think himself strong in tlie secret friendship which 
he flattered himself he enjoyed on the part of Mr. Reid and others ; but he h^d 
actually found liimself once more admitted to the Residency as a welcome 
visitor, by an officer who had but a few days previously officially expressed his 
conviction that he vvas an accomplished scoundrel. If ever “ Khutput” pos- 
sessed paramount efficacy in the eyes of the natives of Baroda, it must have 
been when they beheld these triumphs of Baba Nafra. If ever there w'as a 
woman whom they thought ruined beyond the hope of redemption, that woman 
was Joitabaee ; these vainly appealing to a Government whose answer to all her 
petitions was, from us you shall get neither countenance nor aid. 

10. But the widow was not deserted by that gracious Providence wiio had 
seen fit to subject her to these sad trials and siifi’eriiigs. 

11. 1 have alluded in para. 98 of the previous section to certain revelations 
made to me at the Residency; and I now proceed to narrate them. 

12. On the 2d of July 1850, I was waited on by a person who represented 
himself as the relative of three goomaslifas, who had been employed in the firm 
of Hurree Bhugtee, but wliom Baba Nafra had for some time subjected to a 
close confinement. The following extract from their petition will best explain 
its purport : 

“Thp whole of the aflfairs appertaining to our late master’s shop Baba Nafra 
had the charge of, and according to his (the Baba’s) orders, we the goomashtas, 
&C., performed all the business, regarding which on some occasions our late 
master’s widow, with reference to the management of the firm, might have in- 
terrogated us; when, however, owing to the fear v>e entertained*of coming 
unAer Baba Kafra’s displeasure, we withheld all information her, aitliough 
sett^^^ mistress, supportress, and patent, the hpving 

..%m qt ia^ormatiouf regarding the^inairiof the firm, which we having 

Kafra, Bh<^ Tamoi^ar the other carbare^ wktg ofjohe mind and, opiuion 

3 A ' therefore 
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thei’efore we reraained qHiiet ; yet at the thwe tlie Sbkar proceeded te Bomhay, 
Baba Nafra having consulted with the carbarees, brought sepoys fromt our late 
master’s firm, and placed them as sentries upon our house, incarcerated us, and 
placed locks upon the doors of our houses, and in various other ways greatly 
.inconvenienced us ; after which, as appeared best to accord with his persoual 
interest, he wrote out depositions in our names, whicli he forced us to sign, and 
which, having no alternative, we were induced to sign. After which we peti- 
tioned the Guicowar Sirkur, but Baba Nafra caused no notice to be talcen of our 
petition, and, by his influence with Bhow Tambakur, got us, without being 
gnilty of any crime, confined in the Government chubootra! * * • Up to 

the present time have we been compelled to undergo much misery, yet did 
not petition the Sahib ; the reason thereof is, that our houses, families, assets, 
ke., are situated in the Gu^owar territories, and the Resident’s late karbaree 
(Nursoo Punt) was also attached to Baha Nafra, and is also the Baba’s relative; 
therefore, under one or other plea, the above parties would have ruined us. 
Entertaining such fears, we submitted to the miseries we were loaded with up 
to the present time; but now’, being unable to suffer further misery, and seeing 
the ruin of our master’s family, and from the above conspirator's gang, \our 
karbaree Iiaving also become separated (alluding to tlie late native agent 
liaving been transferred to Ahnieclubad), w’e present this petition, and trust to 
tlie Resident taking it into consideration, with the precaution to keep the con- 
tents of this petition secret ; will cause the whole of ns to be lib(^ted from our 
present irnpri-suiiraent, upon wliicli, all the further particulars connected with 
the case which we intend to disclose, we wdll submit for the sahib’s infor- 
mation.” 

13. After reading this petition, I addressed a yad to the Guicowar, requesting 
that he would, on the following day, send the petitioners to the Residency. 
They were sent, and their deposition was taken by Mr. Battye. Joitabaee, they 
said, was in Bombay, and Mhaluxmeebaee, the elder widow’, kept under such 
strict surveillance and control by Baba Nafra that she could not come to the 
Residency to complain. But, they added, should both those “ Baees be called 
before the sahib, the whole transaction w’iil be explained by them ; but Baba 
Naira entertains great and certain fear, that if lie should permit tlie whole of 
the parties to become united, then the sou of Joitabaee, whom he had in the first 
instance admitted as the true son (and who was actually the true son), and sub- 
sequently pronounced to be spurious ; and further, his having ruined the affairs 
of the firm, and caused the dismiiori of the two widows, and dissensions amongst 
them, would be brought to light; therefore he, after having first imprisoned tis 
himself, then caused us to be incarcerated by the Guicowar Sirkar. The 
younger Settanee and Joitabaee has proceeded to Bombay, and the elder Set- 
lanee, Mahaluxmeehaee, is placed under surveillance by Baba Nafra; therefore, 
at present, if the Sirkar will take up the case, and institute an investigation 
regarding Baba Nafra having made out the true son as spurious, we are all 
willing to prove this charge against Baba Nafra ; but when the Baba is placed 
in imprisonment, and it becomes known to the people that the Baba is shorn of 
his infiuence, then w’e shall be enabled to produce proofs to establish the above 
jcharges. The above is all that we have to say upon this head.” 

14. After making their depositions before Mr. Battye, the men were brought 

to myself. 1 elicited from them that the child was dead, and that its death had 
occurred in so sudden and mysterious a manner as to justify grave suspicidn of 
foul play. They implored, however, that I would not record or transmit to the 
Durbar the information given by them till they were assured of adequate pro- 
tection agailst the power and malice of Baba Nafra ; and they entreated me to 
give them a guarantee that they should not be proceeded againat in i!«i$pect of 
the part they had taken in the Baba’s nefarious conspiracy. The first request I 
-acceded to; the second 1 so far complied with as to promise that I would solicit 
the Guicowar to grant them a full pardon for their complicity with Baba Nafra’a 
proceedings, proyded they told me the entire and simple truth. Without sui^ 
a promise, it have been obviously unjust to allow these men to ofimiugto 

themselvetr; and without their evidence, there was no hope of the truths 
hith< 8 iied. It was, moreover, evident that, however deeply they might^ 
pRcat^ iu the criminal acts of Baba Nafra, they were but the aictet? 

tors of schemes of which he 'wiis the deviser and. director. They had been the 
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servattls of a master who tolerated no remonstrance and -forgave no disobedience ; 
they had, beep placed in a position where to hint a doubt as to the propriety of 
their maker’s, plans, or to hesitate dislike to any duty proposed to them, would 
have been to invoke instapt and irreparable ruin on themselves and their fami- 
lies, as was proved by the treatment received by all the subordinates of (he bank 
who were suspected of being touched with pity for Joitabaee's unmerited suffer- Vide App. (A.) 
ings; and although, morally considered, their conduct was indefensible, still 
there were grounds for hoping that they had repented of the share they had 
taken in Baba Nafra’s proceedings long ere the date of their visit to tlie Resi- 
dency, and tliat, as they themselves alleged, they had only been deterred from 
making an earlier disclosure by tlieir ovei'whelming dread of Baba Nafra’s ven- 
geance, aided, as they knew that individual would be, by the late native agent, 

Nursoo Punt. That such was the case, and that Baba Nafra well knew such to 
be the case, may, I think, be legitimately inferred from the confinement to 
which they had been subjected by the Baba prior to the extortion from them of 
depositions to the detriment of Joitabaee, as well as from the fact that no sooner 
had tlie Guico war resolved on visiting Bombay, where 1 then was expected, than 
these men, who might have conveyed information to Joitabaee, which, if com- 
municated to me, would have enabled me to urge the widow’s cause both to liis 
Highness and the Government, were, under a frivolous pretext, committed to 
the close confinement of a Durbar prison. Be this, however, as it may, in hold- 
ing out the expectation of a pardon to the deponents, 1 was only acting ou an 
acknowledgecf principle of judicial procedure. 

15. The nature of the statements made by tliese men not only authorized me 
to seek a re-investigation of Joitabaee’s affairs, but rendered such a step impera- 
tive; and, under the circumstances of the case, 1 felt myself entitled to hold a 
preliminary investigation at the Residency, prior to subjecting the accused party 
to a formal trial by the Durbar. I therefore applied to his Highness the 
Guicowar to send me the various witnesses I required from Amleara, and, in 
sending back the deponents, transmitted the following yad to his Highness : 

“ I send back the three gomashtas, named Lulloo Bliugw'an, Baetqee Gella, 
and Bhugwan Bhowanee, whom your Highness sent to the Residency in accord- 
ance with the request contained in my yad of yesterday’s date. From what 
these persons represent, it is evident that tliey have suffered much oppression 
from Baba Nafra, the mooneem goomashta of Hurree Bhugtee's firm ; which 
circumstance, as it possesses the Bhantlry of the British Government, it will be 
necessary for me to investigate, after your Highness has been satisfied of the 
serious nature of the grounds of accusation against the said Baba Nafra, which 
1 shall hereafter make known to you. In the meantime, I have to request that 
your Highness will not permit these persons again to be placed in the power of 
Baba Nafra, who has held them in close confinement for a period of four months, 
during which period they represent they have been subjected to great hardship ; 
also that your Highness will have the goodness to cause three other persons 
(named so-and-so), who likewise have been detained in confinement, to lie set at 
•liberty pending the inquiry which I am about to institute. In the meantime 
a peon from the Residency will, with any others whom your Migliness may 
please to order for the same duty, remain in surveillance over these people; anil 
1 trust to your Highness also to cause measures to Iw taken for the? release of 
Mahaluxmeebaee, the elder widow of the late head of that firm, from the restraint 
under which it has been deposed. She also is held by the said goomashta. Baba 
Nafra. 

“I have the honour to inform your Highne.ss that the charge against Baba 
Nafra, being of so serious a nature as that of murder, it is iiecessary that indi- 
vidual should be placed in confinement until the case has been imHitigated, and 
th At prompt measures be adopted to prevent his having any access to tlie books, 
or to property of the firm; which I beg your Highness will direct to be 
sealed up and kept in safe deposit until the inquiry has been completed.” 

16. On the 6th of July the deponents again made their afipe^ancc at the 
B«8»d^cy, and again b^ged that, before being called mak^e individual 
deposMpnsi they might have a guarantee that they were irahfeinvolving them- 
aelyes in tha jpenalties due to complicity in Baba Nafra’s crimes. I repeated my 

» ^ ^onl<d . nse my interest wh:h his Highness to obtain for them a 

previously stated. In the meantime, as I had not 
■ ' ^ 3 AS had 
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had the opportunity of communicating with his. Highness on the subject, I - 
pp. (F.), No. 3. agreed to take from them a conjoint deposition. This deposition, dictated to 
my carcoon, in my presence, by Lulloo Bhugwan, was orally confirmed by the 
others ; and, next clay, having obtained from the Guicowar a promise of pardon 
for the deponents, I sent for another of them (Bhugwan Bhowanee), and 
examined him separately touching his individual concern in the Joitabaee trans- 
pp. (F.), No. 4. actions. His statcanent was given in a clear, unhesitating manner, which tended 
to impress me favourably as to his trustworthiness. It was not only consistent 
with the statement of I.ulloo, in respect of those transactions in which they had 
acted together, hut both it and Bhugwan's deposition confirmed the statements 
so frequently made by Joitabaee and her mother. 

17. J'he witnesses required by me from the Guicowar territory were furnishe 
in du(' course. Not so, liowever, those witne-sses who were British subjects. It . 
was not till the 14th of August that tlie latter attended. Two of them did not 
appear at all. One was reported dead, and the other, the most important of all, 
viz., the kolie who represented himself as having sold the child, to this day has 
avoided me. 

18. My first requisition on the Kaira magistrate was dated the 6th July. 
Again I wrote on the 13th, and a third time on the 22d, on which occasion I 
stated, “ As I have reason to know that, up to the day before yesterday, no order 
had reached Meitapoor, to direct the attendance of the said witnesses, and as I 
am aware that tlie koniavisdar of Nurriad is related to one of the parties * (Nursoo 
Punt) most interested in smothering the investigation now in progress, I take 
the liberty to inform you of the circumstance, on the supposition that your orders 
consequent on my requisition have been purposely delayed or evaded by your 
subordinate for the purpose of defeating justice.” Mr. Prendergast wrote in 
reply, dated 26th, “ 1 beg to express my regret that such delay should hgve 
occurred in sending the witnesses called for by you ; but it has arisen from the 
circumstance of my sheristedar having neglected to obtain jny signature to the 
order to the Nurriad mamlutdar to forward the witnesses, and not to any neglect 
on the part of the mamlutdar. The order was signed and despatched on the 
ITtli instant.” i^gain, on the 31st July, I thus addres.sed that gentleman: “In 
that case I am afraid suspicions must attach to your sheristedar, who must have 
received my first requisition on the 8th instant. And I hope you may think 
proper to sift the cause for his delaying to obtain your signature till the 17th; 
i'or the influences at work to delay the investigation ; for the prosecution of which 
tho.^e witnesses wore required may have been e.verted as easily with your sheris- 
tedar as with your mamlutdar at Nurriad ; end I beg to observe, that the latter 
likewise can hardly be exonerated from the blame of neglect, seeing that your 
order was sent to him on the 17th, and the witnesses have not yet made their 
appearance.’ 

19. The examination of these several witnesses extended from the 5th of July 
to the 15th of August; and it must, I think, be allowed that the tale unfolded 
by tlieir depositions possessed every tract of verisimilitude. It was clear and 
explicit, self-consistent, and consistent as w'ell with Joitabaee’s reiterated state- 
ments as with the anterior probabilities of the case, and with facts regarding 
which no doubt had or could have been entertained. 

20. The tale was this. Baba Nafra, having quarrelled with the younger 
widow of his late master, and being desirous of ruining her, and disinheriting her 
.son, deputed his then intimate friend, Lulloo Bhugwan, to procure false parents 
lor tlie son of Joitabaee ; “ he proceeded to Meitapoor, a British village in the 
Niiriad pergunnah for this purpose, and effected his object through the interven- 
tion of thakoors Jeithawa of Jessapoor, and Amersing, of Meetapoore. kotie 
iia.nied Rugoonath, and his wife, having agreed to represent the parehte, and 
kolie Goman to pass himself off as the uncle of Joitabaec’s son. 

21. Lulloo* brought these people to Baroda, secreted them in a garden beloi^<* 
iiig to Baba Nafra, and, to prevent any of the townpeojJle having access to them, 

''placed 

* I alierwardf ascertaioed that tha maa in queftion wai not relatad to Nurioo Puntt tbotifftit»of 
fsame Cdfta, and entirely in his intemts^ having been got into the si^rvice end advioc^ to ^ 
Highness' post through Nursoo Puat*s influence. 
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placed them under the care of some Arab guards, mercenaries in the pay of the 
bahk ; in other viiords, in the Baba’s own pay. 

22. After they had remained under Arab surveillance for about seven days. 
Baba Nafra visited them, taking with him “a false deed, purporting to be an 
account of the purchase of the child, in the name of Bhugtee Kandass (Bhanab- 
haee), promising to pay annually 200 rupees, so long as the firm was in being.” 
This deed was written by Lulloo’s son, Munsook, at the dictation of Baba Natra, 
and the signature of Bhanabaec was forged by Mohunlall, the Baba’s private 
goomashta. The fgiestion of the remuneration having been settled, they received 
their instructions. In oiredicnce to these, they proceeded to the house of Bha- 
nabaee, and demanded that tl)e bond should be implemented, or their child 
restored. Bhanabaee indignantly abused them, as had been expected. In con- 
formity with their orders, they raised a disturbanjje, proclaimed their story to 
the assembled crowd, and, proceeding to the bank, they produced the false deed, 
and demanded the fulfilment of its terms. Baba Nafra formally took down the 
depositions, paid them 100 rupees, the balance professing to be due to them, 

and dismissed them to their houses, after receiving back the bond. 

% .■ 

2.3. That the saidl)ond was received back by Baba Nafra admits of no doubt, 
as it was produced by himself before the punchayet ; and surely no other 
evidence of the conspiracy could be required by any candid person than this, 
•that the kolieS wiio came to demand the fulfilment of a bond, guaranteeing 200 
rupees a year “ while the bank lasted,” or, as an alternative, the restoration of 
their child, would have quietly resigned the bond after receiving 100 rupees, 
without obtaining or making any further demands for the child. 

24. As to the foregoing particulars, a perfect consistency exists between every 
one of the deponents, save Bharate Purtub, who is represented to have paved the 
way for Lulloo Bhugwan’s visit to Meetapoor. This man alone, of all those 
directly concerned in the Meetapoor affair, adheres to his previous statement; 
but the nature of tile connexion existing between Baba Nafra and this individual 
may be gathered from the Baba’s own admissions. That worthy, when explain- 
ing Ids accounts,* states, that of the 500 rupees shown in the books to have been 
paid to the Bhurateon the 6th and 11th January 1848, 400 were given as an act 
of charity, and 100 rupees as a loan. It will be remembered that at the date 
specified, the first punchayet were engaged in their pretended investigations, 
and for a year prior to these dates, that is, since the period he was said to have 
paved the way for Lulloo’s visit to Meetapoor, the Bhurate had been supported 
by Baba Nafra, as he continued to be up to the date of my investigations. Under 
these circumstances, I think the most punctilious judge would not attend much 
to this man’s statements, opposed as they are by the consistent testimony of so 
many others. 

25. The remuneration for their services, acknowledged by the khole actors in 
tlic scenes above detailed, was as follows : — 

Rs. 

Thakoor Jeitbaee - - - - - - 100 

Ditto Umersing ------ 100 

Colie Rugunath and his wife - - - - lOO 

Colie Guman ------- 25 

Jeebawa and Rungjee (each 25) - - - 50 

Rs. 375 


But botji Bugwan and Lulloo represent that 1,700 rupees were agp’eed on as the 
rewrard'ljf their united services ; but that afterwards V from time to time one of 
these kolies used to come to Baba Nafra for the purpose of getting money from 
Mm ; and as each of these kolies used to come to the Baba to demand money. 
Baba used to satisfy and despatch them, consequently the amot(;at stipulated 
wdth the kolies, viz., l,7Qip rupees, was completely lost sight^ and they received 
iltstead some two or tWo and a half thousand.'* 

26. The 

■ ' 
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26. The parties concerned in the Meetapoor aiiair vFOuld not unnatui^ly 

strive to give the lowest figure to the bribe® they had received, in dr^d of being 
called on to refund. And however they were distributed, there can be Uttk • 
doubt that sums very much larger than those made known to Bhugwan and 
Lulloo were disbursed by Baba Nafra. . , 

27. That individual, though he did not in his deposition given in 1847 allow 
that any bad been expended at Meetapoor, when cross-examined in 1850, as 
to certain iteni-s of expenditure in the bank books either erased or without 
names, which I had discovered in these documents, deposed in preference to one 
of the blank items that Lulloo Bhugwan had informed him'lihata **clue to'the 
boy’s parents was found, but that 15,000 rupees will be required to be expended 
to\‘ffect the consummation of the case;” again, “upon this 1 paid them (the 
Meetapoor coolies) 200 or* thereabouts, took the writing back, and also att> 
acquittance from them. Liiiloo Bhugwan took 15,000 rupees for the expenses, 
as entered on the books.” * 

28. How the difierencc between the 1,700 rupees and 375 rupee.s acknow- 
ledged by the kolics was disbursed, and in what proportmns, I have not ascer- 
tained, nor is it a point the ascertainment of which is of much importance. But it 
is a very important fact that Baba admits large sums of money to have been given 
in tracing out tlic r(‘al parents of the child, which seems quite preposterous when 
viewed in relation to the alleged object of their expenditure, but |Hicli sums as 
might readily be believed to have been expended in carrying out the conspiracy 
with which the Baba stood charged. I repeat, that it is intrinsically irrational 
to suppose tliat an influential man like Baba Nafra, knowing thjict a child had 
been pqrchased in a certain village, should have required to e.xpend sucli sums 
of money in tracing out the humble individuals who gold the child. And tlie 
absurdity of the explanation given of the expenditure of these sums becomes 
still more transparent, when we call to mind what was notorious to every one in 
Baroda, and what was reported to be thus notorious both by Mr. Andrews and 

Captain 


* Besides this item marked as having been paid on the 24th April 1847, there is an item of 
1,100 rupees debited as paid to Lulloo Bhugwan on the 16th April 1847. But, as Government are 
well aware, from the evidence adduced by me in my report on Mr. Andrews’ case, no reliance is to 
be placed on the dates of the entries appearing in the books of the firm, antedating and postdating 
and concealing the recipients and depositors of money under fictitious names, and the namea of 
Hindoo deities, bting part of Baba Nafia's system of tactics. That these large sums would have 
been paid to a subordinate, like Lulloo Bhugwan, for his share in the transactions, is very improbable, 

' afid had it bcea, entrusted to Lulloo for distribution he would, most probably, have declared the fact 
at his examind^n ; I thertTure incline to believe that the Baba himself distributed, or found some 
other agent for the distribution of the larger sums, being anxious not to put himself more than he 
eould help in the power of Lulloo, whom it is clear he viewed with suspicion soon after the com- 
mencement of the plot. 1 subjoin Bai»a Nafru’s seb-condeninatory evidence on this point, given 
before the Durbar, on the i8th of August 1850, 

Questitm, ** Since Lulloo had found out the real parents from IMetapoor, what made you give 
15,000 rupees; did you then make proper inquiries about them? — dnstoer. Because Mahalux- 
meebaee was very anxious to find out the real facts; Lulloo said he would nc'ver give correct infor- 
mation witliout giving him 15,000 rupees, and the parents who were found out belonged to the 
Company Sirkais Furgunnah Had they been Guicowar subjects, inquiries would have been made 
at his Highness' consent. I'ht* money was paid upon Lullo’s responsibility, for he said these people 
were the hoy’s legal parents.” 

“ Dill you ascertain from the Meetapoor Coolies who had come from Lulloo the legality of thebe’s 
parents; and if so. in what manner ? — 1 had no acquaintance with these Coolies; but Lulloo brought 
them, and said that they were the parents of the boy who was brought first, and after whose death 
another l;oy was brought fnun somebody ; upon which 1 told Lulloo that the money would be paid 
on bis proving all this before the Sirkar.*’ 

“ Did you inquire and ascertain from any other person than Lulloo the legality of the parent* of 
both Joirubaee’s Amleeara and Meetapoor boys, or were you assured of it only by Lulloo? If you 
did make the inquiry, state in what manner it was made ? — Lulloo assured me of the facts of the 
Meetapoor boy, with which he was acquainted; be knew nothing about the Amleeara btiylfaffairs/* 

‘‘ The money was agreed to be paid to Lulloo, on his proving everything before the Sirkaf; state 
whether the payment was made before or after the fact was proved ?—'rhe money was paid after 
the fact of the Meetapoor boy was proved by the depositions taken before tlie Sirkar. I imagiSe 
so; but the chppr.is would elucidate this point more clearly.” 

I have only to say thtft the depositions referred to were taken, not “ before the Sirkar,” but lit the 
firui) by Baba Nafra himself; and that both Mahal ux meebaee (.thp elder w'ldow) and h# father 
utterly deny having'hitd anything to do with the bii*i*i|MW ; f and Liilloo Bhugwan, on being eon- 
frOQled with Baba Nafra on the day this deposition ^as taken, contradicts the Baba in every par- 
ticular, and tells a very different Ktorj^ 

t Vidi Noi /84 and 42 o! Appendix and yad tram the £)!i»hir, dated dteiMry IB51, No. $2 (jX with 
encloiore* 
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'Cftptam Fvendl^ viz., tfaiat il Joitabaee hiid been guilty of the hraod attributed to 
hor, she could enly have effected it by favoor <xi' Baba Nafra’s oollusion; in other 
"WOrd% that W must have known right well whereto find the parents. And 
1 may mention it is a circumstance possessing some significance that the sum of 
100 rupees acknowledged to have been received by the kolies on restoring the 
bond is ostentatiously entered on the books. Why should not the larger amounts 
have been marked in the books with equal explicitness, had they been expended 
in searching out the “ real parents *' of the boy after so much publicity had been 
given to the alleged fraud — a fraud as fully recorded by the entry of “ 100 rupees 
paid to Riigoonatb'^olie,” as it could have been by an open entry of the largei- 
sums? 

29. The information given in the depositions of Lulloo Bhugwan and Bhugwan 

♦Bhowaney ^lade me address a yad to liis Highne^ requesting that he would 
attach the papers of Baba ISafra, the account books of Hurree Bhugtee, and those 
of Narrain Ifow Runchore and Purshotum Runchore, nominally belonging to 
the Baba’s sons, but in reality liis own, and into which there is but too good 
reason to believe he was gradually transferring the wealth of the firm of which 
he was the manager.^ Had my request been properly complied with, I should 
doubtless have now been in a position to trace out the pecuniary history of his 
intrigues agaipst Joitabaee. But treachery was at work to baffle my eftorts, both 
in my own qjfflce pttd at the Durbar- 1 have reason to believe that immediate 
intimation olf^he intended seizure v'as transmitted to him by Narrain Row, one 
of my carcoon8, and it is before me in deposition that that individual, disguised 
with a view of. preventing recognition, was closeted with Baba Nafra the greater 
part of that lii^t. ’ 

30. My yad was sent to the Durbar at 3 p.m. on the 3d of July ; an' answer 
was returned that my request would be complied with ; but having received 
information on the 6th that the Baba, or his. sons, still had access to the books 
and papers said to have been attached, I then sent my native agent to see w'hat 
had been done. The Guicowar, w'ho had on the receipt of my yad issued orders 
for immediate compliance with its request, demanded of the minister why these 
orders had been neglected. The minister threw the blame on Sumbooram, the 
kotwal, to whom the service of attaching the papers, &c. had been entrusted. 
On the etli July I again addressed a yad to his Highness, requesting that the 
books, &c. might be sent for my inspection. On the,7th, as the books had not 
arrived up to 10 a.m., a second message was sent, another at noon, and a third 
in the afternoon, when a reply was received that Sumbooram had been sent to 
bring them from Hurree Bhugtee’s. In the evening I sent the n|^ve agent, td 
his Highness, who despatched an officer of the Durbar with him to Hurree 
Bhugtee to expedite Sumbooram’s movements. On reaching the place, they 
found him. Baba Nafra, engaged in arranging his various papers, the officer 
sent to seize them sitting beside him with the utmost coniposure. The papers 
found were sealed up, and brought to the Residency ; but' though they contained 
memoranda throwing light on some of his corrupt practices, which he ha^d not 
yet had time to search out and conceal, none scarcely were discovered bearing 
directly on the Joitabaee case. These had first claimed ’“his attention, and he 
openly avows that he has his secret papers in safe concealment. Amongst the 
ntisaing documents are the chopras in which Lulloo Bhugwan an<l Bhugwan 
Bliowanee deposed that the expenditure in the Meetapoor and Amleara affairs 
was recorded. During the time that elapsed between my first yad and the actual 
seizure of the documents, his confidential goomashtas had been industriously 
engaged in destroying papers, and erasing from the bank books such entries as 
were likely to tell against him ; the ink on some of the erasures was hardly dry 
when^tj^e books reached the Residency ; and amongst the items itf this condition 
was a Sum of 1,200 rupees supposed to have been giNien to Narrain Row. As 
the results of my examination of the accounis will be given in a separate report, 
I need not now enter on the subject. 

81. Whether the rapacity of the Meetapoor Kolies ca^ed i^a Nafra to 
d&peai# filacing the boy tlieir hands. Test when he ceased to jp^et their demands 
^ey llitgltt proclaim tho child’s legitimacy and expose the fiivd to the British 
; or whether, on second thoughts, it occurred to him, that should an 
p^^ Resideiic|:, he could not implicitly rely ou the 

iUitagri^ of t!li^ British si^^ to beBeve, he was 
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influenced by distrust of his accomplice Lulloo, and the knowledge that the 
caste had evinced symptoms of dissatisfaction with the evidence adduced by that 
man, and with the summary disposal oF Joitabaee’s casd on that evidence, I 
cannot tell ; but ere many day^ elapsed, a different parentage was found* for the 
boy. With a view to facilitate this measure, he caused a^^report to be circulated 
to the eflect, that when the Meetapoor coolies demanded their . boy of Bhanab- 
haee, that individual informed them, that their child having died of small-pox, 
he had been under the necessity of purchasing another child in its place. And 
he sent for certain holies of the village of Amleeara, a village within the 
Guicowar territory, but mortgaged by the bank, and ther#ore tet* all practical, 
intents Baba Nafra’s own property. 

32. There is an inextricable confusion about the dates of these transactions, a 
confusion probably intentionally created by Baba Nafra, by whom the several 
depositions and documents were dictated. It is impossible, therefore, to deter- 
mine when the idea of summoning the Amleara Kolies first suggested itself ; 
but it appears that lor several days after their arrival at Baroda they were 
kept in one of the Baba’s garden-houses, till his arrangements could be per- 
fected. The delay' in perfecting them arose from the <fiisinclination of one 
Dada Meeya, a havildar in the employment of .the firm, to join in tire con- 
spiracy'. This individual was placed in irons, and deprived of food till he 
agreed to depone as Baba Nafra desired, that is, till he agfepd to depone that, 
at the instigation of Joitabaee’s mother, he had purchased a child from the 
Amleeara Kolie Dullia, for 100 rupees; and brought him by night to the house 
of Joitabaee’s parents. Having signed this deposition, «nd haylhg thus, as Baba 
Nafra thotight, committed himself beyond recall as his tool, he w^bs releascjd ; he 
received 415 rupees, and was afterwards appointed by Baba Nafra to the office 
of havildar of the village of Goreyad, also an appanage’ of the firm. Nurbhey- 
ram Bhatia, who was employed to induce the havildar to depone according" to 
the Baba’s wishes, received 49 rupfees, and a turban. 

33. At first sight it may appear strange that Baba Nafra should have sought 
to carry out such a plot by unwilling agents, whose subsequent divulgence of 
the real facts of the case would have proved fatal to his schemes. But this 
seeming inconsistency admits of ar ready explanation. 

34. ' Relying on his enormous personal influence, on his immense pecuniary 
power and resources, and, above all, on his almost unlimited sway over the 
Ilurbar, he had little reason to dread that any Guicowar subject whom he had 
once succeeded in implicating as his confederate in serious criminal proceedings 
weuld turn^'aitor. The allegiance of the wretched Amleeara Kolies was 
secured at a mieap rate, by the power he possessed over tliem as the manager 
and virtual owner of the village in which they' lived, and, therefore, as the 
object of all their hopes and fears. As regarded Dada Meya, a mere havildar 
of mercenaries, ahen,pnce he had succeeded in alienating that individual from 
his former friends, and exhibiting him as their denouncer, he might, he 
thought, safely rely' on his future fidelity', which was secured, as well by the 
man’s natural fear of the punishment which woidd overtake him for the part he 
had taken in the conspiracy, should this be discovered, as by a personal dread 
of the wrath and vengeance of the all-powerful Brahmin, and by the direct 
interest he had in keeping on good terms with one who rewarded him libera|||^ 
for his services, whose patronage would secure him against all foes, and whole 
displeasure would reduce him to destitution, and, if need be, to imprisonment. 
And the man on whose fidelity he thought he liad these holds, was one whose 
participation had become absolutely' necessary ; for Joitabaee’s caste had shown 
symptoms of dissatisfaction with the Meitapoor story', and it therefore becauie 
important to a’dduce the evidence of one known to possess the confidmee of 
Joitabaee’s mother to such an extent as would make it probable he hao* been 
entrusted w'ith the execu;tion of her plans ; such a man was Dada Meeya, and as- 
he was bound by no natural ties to the family, his partisanship, so necessary to 
the accomplishment of the Baba’s schemes, became a matter of mere calculation 
to a man who believes that every human being has his price, and to one'who.: 
could go into the"*market of human depravity with such enormous purchasing 
means and advantages as the Baba. 

85.^ The requisite depositions having been obtained, Baba Nafra then puMicly 
proclaimed Joitabaee to be an impostor, placed her in confinement in one of tbei' 
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tooins of the bank, and sent off to secure her parents and child. The mother, 
as has been seen, contrived to escape, but the father was seized and imprisoned 
in his own house, and the child and its nurse were brought away under a guard 
to the bank. 

36. Next day the child’s ornaments were removed ; it was conveyed to the 
garden-house, where the kholies were kept, and handed over to these people. 
At first, they refused to have anything to do with it; but as Dulleea had received 
100 rupees, and his cousin Jooria eight inaunds of grain and two rupees in cash, 
they were compelled' to take the child to Amleeara, under a guard of Baba 
Nafra’s Arabs. 

37. The child was suffered to remain in their house for two days, when, by 
Baba Nafra’s orders, it was removed from the dweRIng of its alleged parents, 
and placed in an empty house, under .\rab guards. No one had access to it 
save Dulleea’s wife, who visited it thrice daily to give it the breast. In about 
three months it died suddenly, after a few hours’ illness, apparently from 
cholera, which scourge was raging in the village. 

• • • 

38. §uch is the narrative to be gathered from the depositions of the witnesses 

examined at the Residenc}', between the 5th July and 16th of August; and I 
think it must be allowed by any one who has read the foregoing papers, with 
even moderate-care, that it bears the stamp of verisimilitude. 

39 . It in every respect confirms the self-consistent and reiterated statements of 
Joitabaee, .which, as I have already shown, had anterior probability in their 
favour : it throws light on much that was before obscure, and explains much 
that was before inexplicable : it is consistent with several acts avowed, and 
admissions made, by Baba Nafra himself; acts and admissions which are irre- 
concilable with the story he puts forth. 

40. The narrative possessing those traits of verisimilitude is derived from, 
and substantiated by — 

Ist. The joint deposition (No. 3) of Lulloo Bhugwan, Bhyejee Jella, and 
Bhugwan Bhowaneedass Goomasta, taken 6 th July 1850. 

2 d. Deposition (No. 4) of Bhugwan Bhowaneedass, taken 6th July 1850. 

3d. Ditto - (No. 13) of Dulleea, Kolie of Amleeara, taken 10 th July 1850. 

4th. Ditto - (No. 14) ofMunsook Lullo Goornashta, taken 11 th July I 860 . 

6 th. Ditto - (No. 16) of Patel Bhyjee Bechur, of Amleeara, taken 16th 

July 1860. j#i. * 

6 th. Ditto - (No. 17) of Patel Nurrotum, of Amleeara, taken *1 6th July 
1860. 

7th. Ditto - (No. 18) of Kholie Jooria, of Amleeara, taken 16tli July 
1850. 

8 th. Ditto - (No. 19) of Arab Syud Munsoor, taken 16th July 1850. 

9th, Ditto - (No. 20 ) of Arab Chous Mahomed, taken 16th July 1850. 

10 th. Ditto - (No. 21) of Mehta Hurjeeram, taken 17th July 1850. 

11 th. Ditto - (No. 22 ) of Goldsmith Wisswanath, taken 17th July 1850. 

12 th. Ditto - (No. 23 ) of Blacksmith Atmaram Luxmeedass, taken 17tli 
July 1850. 

llpi. Ditto - (No. 24) of Wetnurse Ganga, taken 18th July 1850. 

14th. Ditto - (No. 26) of Kolie Woman Dhode, of Amleeara, taken 21 st 
July 1860. 

16th. Ditto - (No. 26) of Havildar Dada Meeya, taken 21 st July 1860. 

16th. Ditto - (No. 27) of H.* H.* Nurbeyram Doolubh, taken 2l8t July 

1860. 

17th. ^tto - (No. 28) of Set Vuzoobhaee (father of elder widow), taken 
Ist August I860. 

18th. Pitto - (No. 29) of Thakoor Aimersing, of Metapoor, taken 14th 
August 1860. 

18th. Ditto - (No. 30) -of Thakoor ^eebhaee HurreebhaeeofMetapdbr, taken 
14th Au^st I860. 

20 th. Ditto - (No. 31) of Carbaree Runjee Bhica of Metapoor, taken 14th 
August 1850. 

1850**' ^*^*^ ' 32) of Thakoor Jetbhaee of Jesfapoor, taken 14 th August 

560. 3 B 32d. 
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22 d. Deposition (No. 33) of Kolie Guman, of Jessapoor, taken 14th August 
1850. 

23d. Ditto - (No. 34) of Kolie Woman Rullyat, of Meetapoor, taken 
15tll August 1850. 

41. Every precaution was adopted to prevent these witnesses holding any 
communication with each other prior to their second examinations, which 1 need 
hardly say were separately conducted. The written record of their depositions 
cannot, of course, give an index to the tone in which these depositions were ren- 
dered. But I can most conscientiously say that the impression left on my mind 
by their tone, manner, and appearance, was, that the deponents spoke the truth, 
and that, too, under the idea that everything had then come to light, and that 
deception would be useless, 

42. The narrative from these depositions receives confirmation from the testi- 
mony of the elder widow of the deceased banker,* who, after being released from 
the tyrannical control of Baba Nafra, declared that she never doubted the perfect 
good faith of Joitabaee, and complained that she had been made a tool in the 
hands of her unfaithful steward ; and that the petitions*eent by that person in 
her name, with a view to destroy the reputation of the younger widow, were either 
themselves fraudulent documents, or that their signatures were improperly and 
fraudulently obtained. 

43. And still further confirmation of the narrative above detailed was afforded 
by the cross-examinations of Joitabaee, her mother, and two females wiio were 
present at the accouchment. These cross-examinations were conducted under 
circumstances which could leave no doubt on the mind of any reasonable or 
candid man of the perfect truthfulness of the statements they elicited. 

44. It was not till the 26th Augu.st that Joitabaee and her parents returned 
from Bombay, and on the 4th of September they were summoned to the Resi- 
dency, to be examined in my presence by the minister and other Durbar 
officials, this plan being deemed fair, as there was but too good reason to 
believe that their previous examinations before the punchayet had been neither 
fairly conducted, nor accurately recorded. 

45. The examinations of Joitabaee and her mother were conducted in person 
by the minister, who had from the commencement of the dispute professed to 
believe, whether truly or otherwise, and had frequently tried to make me 
believe, that Joitabaee had never been a mother. Whether from the mere desire 
of vindicating the soundness of his judgment, or from worse motives, I stop not 
to determine; but he endeavoured in a very marked manner to entrap them 
into self-committal in tlie separately conducted cross-examinations to which he 
subjected them. But all his efforts were unsuccessful, and he was constrained 
to admit that their story, in harmony with the statement they had been 
reiterating for three years, and in harmony with the narrative unfolded in the 
depositions of the other witnesses, was the true story. 

46. But that no means of elucidating the truth should be left unemployed, 
I suggested the propriety of sending for the women whom Joitabaee and her 
mother had alluded to as having been present at the accouchement of the fomer. 
To this the minister could not demur. The midwife (whose husband testified to 
her having delivered Joitabaee), and a female neighbour who had been present, 
were both dead, and the grandmother was too feeble and ill to attend ; but 
a carriage was at once got ready, and Sumbooram Kotwall was despatched to 
summon Muncha and Mahakoovur. I should have preferred any other mes- 
senger to this individual, whom I knew to be one of Baba Nafra’s staunchest 
and most unscrupulous friends and partisans ; but official etiquette demanded 
that he should be employed on the occasion, and 1 consented that he should be 
sent, though much fearing that he would intimidate or cajole the women on their 
way to the Residency. 

47. That my fears were realized, I have good reason to believe ; for the two 
females were apparently much alarmed as they severally entered the room in 
which the examinations were hhld. I, however, assured them, in the presewce 
ef4tie minister, who was obliged to confirm my assurance, that if hereamr they 
should be oppressed or ill-treated in consequence of the evidence they were about 
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to give, whether for or against Joitabaee, they should receive redress and pro* 
tection at my hands. 

48. Under this assurance, given to them individually as they were conse- 
cutively called in for examination, their trepidation subsided, and both of them 
delivered their statements, and answered the questions put to them by the 
minister in a manner so earnest and touching as to leave not a single doubt of 
the veracity of their statements on the mind of any one present. 

40. So thoroughly conclusive was the result of this examination, as to the 
reality of the birth of Joitabaee’s boy, that the minister, in spite of the deep 
interest he took in Baba Nafra, and the active partisanship he displayed in that 
individual’s behalf, could no longer pretend to have a doubt on the subject. He 
expressed himself now thoroughly convinced that Joitabaee had been a mother, 
and this he did in the presence not only of Govind Row Roria and Sumbooram, 
the other Durbar official, but in the presence of my native agent, two carcoons of 
my establishment, a motley assemblage of jassoos, peons, and attendants of 
various grades, and of Joitabaee, her relatives, and the witnesses who were 
called in to hear the minister’s declaration. 

60. Before all these assembled individuals he avowed himself thoroughly 
satisfied of the truth of all Joitabaee’s allegations ; he declared that the aspersions 
cast on her character had now been utterly and for ever dissipated, and he 
pledged himself in behalf of the Guicowar that immediate steps should be taken 
to demonstrate in a practical manner to the whole city of Baroda that her 
honour had been fully and satisfactorily vindicated. 

61. He kept his word. A few days afterwards Joitabaee was summoned to 
the palace, and a dress of honour conferred on her. 

62. Would that I could here conclude my narrative ; but I have the pain to 
record that the wretched Amleeara Kolies, when called before the punchayet, 
before which Baba Nafra was arraigned, recanted, or in their depositions have 
been represented as recanting,* the confession they had made at the Residency, 
reverting to their original story of having sold a child to Joitabaee. 

53. These kolies, as has been seen, were Guicowar subjects, and belonged to a 
village which was to all practical purposes the property of Baba Nafra ; it is 
therefore not to be wondered at that they should have yielded to the threats and 
cajoleries of Baba Nafra’s private and Durbar friends, if such were made. And 
that cajoleries and threats would be resorted to by these worthies, no one who has 
read the foregoing pages with any degree of attention could doubt, even were 
there a total absence of proof to that effect. 

64. But proof to that effect is not wanting, as I proceed to show. 

66. On the 10th of September Bugwan Bowanee, whose deposition had been 
given before me on the 6th of July, came to the Residency to complain of a gross 
attempt on the part of certain of the Durbar officials to induce him to retract the 
deposition of the 6th of July, and to testify to further falsehoods. The witness 
declining to do this, the Durbar officials adopted the barefaced procedure 
of perverting what he did say. This perverted deposition t he was at the time 
indiSifced to sign, from dread of the parties engaged in the disgraceful proceeding; 
but he seized the first opportunity that presented itself of evading the vigilance 
of the Durbar officers to come to the Residency with his complaint. His depo- 
sition of the 10th of September is given in the Appendix (F.), No. 37. From a 
prusal of that deposition, it will be seen what he really did state, viz. that he 
had at the instigation of Baba Nafra forged a deed purporting to be a written 
confession of her fraud on the part of Joitabaee. 01 the existence of such a do- 
cument J had not previously heard, and I therefore asked him why he had not 
before mentioned it to me. His reply was, that he had been Baba Nafra’s tool 
in so many infamous proceedings against Joitabaee that he had not thought of 
this one wheii he gave his deposition of the 6th of July. Of this nefarious docu- 
ment. 


♦ A reference to the report of the Judicial CommiMioners Sberiat^ar (Appendix (K.)), on the 
feaudi committed by the Durbiur and Punchayet, on the several depositioos will show that no credit 
M attadiable to any of the depositions on which the latter body professed to found their judgment. 
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ment, the forged deed, I shall have occasion to speak when commenting on the 
punchayet’s proceedings. 

• App.(F.,', No. 38. 56 . Bhugwan’s statement was partially confirmed by Lulloo,* who seemed in 

a state of great alarm : and learning from these people that an attempt had like- 
wise been made to tamper with Dada Havildar, I immediately sent for that indi- 
vidual, and questioned liim on the subject. His deposition is given in Appendix 
App. (F.), No. 39. (F.), No. 39 . He stated, that eifiht days previous he had been sent for to the 
Durbar, when the same officials who had been named by Bugwan “ threatened 
and frightened me, and desired me to pronounce as false the true statement 
previously given by me, instead of the false one 1 had formerly given before his 
Highness,” &c. &.c. He declared that he had adhered in all respects to the evi- 
dence he had given at tlie Residency ; he could not say whether or not they had 
honestly recorded his deposition. He further deposed that a shastree, named 
Vissonath, had come to him, sought to instruct him what to say, and promised 
him a liberal reward if he would recant what he had said at the Residency. 

57. While this witness was under examination, a message was brought from 
the Durbar by Sumbooram, one of the officials referred to, as having practised 
intimidation. I confronted the two, and afterwards confronted Sumbooram with 
Bugwan and Lulloo. All three men were evidently afraid of the kotwal, who 
not only denied the charge, but endeavoured, so far as he dared in my presence, 
to browbeat them by sinister and menacing looks ; but all three adhered to their 
statements, the strict accuracy of which the systematic conduct of the Durbar 
would of itself autliorize us in assuming. 

58. Under the circumstances just detailed, I feel confident that no impartial 
man could hesitate to believe that the recantation of the Amleeara Kolies can be 
viewed in any other light than as illustrating tlie foul system of perjury which 
was so long successful in defeating the ends of justice. 

59. But as I am anxious to leave none of my opinions open to doubt or cavil, 
I will briefly endeavour to make this point clear. 

GO. If credit be given to the recantation of the Amleeara Kolies, we must 
assume that all the otlier witnesses examined at the Residency perjured them- 
selves ; and they who proceed on this assumption are bound to show that the 
probabilities arc, at least, as great in favour of this assumption as they are in 
favour of the assumption that the perjury was perpetrated by the recanting kolies; 
that such is not the case, a moment’s reflection will suffice to satisfy any reason- 
able mail. 

61. It may indeed be alleged that the tliree approvers were animated by feel- 
ings of revenge towards Baba Nafra. and that therefore they had a powerful 
inducement to give false te.stimony against him ; but the same motives cannot 
be attributed to the other witnesses, and to their testimony therefore the same 
a priori suspicion does not attach. 

62. Then, again, the three approvers were well aware of the almost boundless 
power of Baba Nafra, and of his unscrupulous and unforgiving disposition; they 
knew that if their accusations were proved to be false, they would fall again under 
the Baba’s power, and be further subjected to the severest punishment that' the 
Durbar could inflict on them for engaging in a conspiracy against a Brahmin. 
To suppose, therefore, that they would have ventured to concoct a false story 
against the Baba, without being well assured that their falsehoods would be borne 
out by an overwhelming amount of perjured evidence, is to make a supposition 
outrageously improbable and profoundly absurd. Not less profoundly absurd 
would be the supposition that they, humble men, incarcerated in a Durbar gaol, 
without one vestige of the power necessary to make them formidable, and without 
the means requisite for bribery, should have ventured to adduce as witnesses in 
behalf of a false tale, trumped up against the most powerful subject in Baroda, 
the immediate dependents of that subject, the thakoor of British villages, and 
other parties whom, even with the full resources of my high office, I nad the 
utmost difficulty in bringing before me. And still more profoundly absurd would 
be the supposition that an extensive system of bribery and subornation of penury, 
involving the corruption not only of inhabitants of the village of whioh Baba 
Nafra was de facto owner, but of the thakoors and other inhabitants of English 

villages, 
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villages, could have been organised by or in behalf of the oppressed, contemned, 
indigent, and apparently God-forsaken Joitabaee, then absent in Bombay ; in 
vain attempting to pour her wrongs and sorrows into the deaf ears of a govern- 
ment which had oft and emphatically refused to interpose on her behalf, or even 
to reconsider the grounds of their refusal. 

63 . Yet one, or more, of these suppositions must be made, if any weight be 
given to the recantation of the Amleeara Kolies ; a recantation easily explained 
by the nature of their dependence on Baba Nafra, and the nature of the efforts 
made by the friends of Baba Nafra to procure such a recantation. 

64 . Further, it would devolve on those who should choose to give any weight 
to the recantation to explain away all tlie anterior improbabilities of the recanted 
story, and all the arguments in favour of that story, derived as well from the 
light it sheds on points previously dark, as from the harmony it displays with 
authenticated facts. 

65 . They would have still further to explain away the unrecanted portion of 
the testimony given by the Amleeara woman Dhodee,* which goes to prove that 
the only child of suitable age she could have had to sell to Joitabaee is still alive ; 
and it would devolve on them to reconcile, with probability, the fact that the 
Amleeara woman would have unrepiningly consented to nave had her child 
removed to an empty house, and placed under Arab guards, and that Baba Nafra 
should have dreamt of so unnatural a course. 


Part IV. — Proceedings of the Punchayet and Dtirlar. 

1 . I believe that no one who lias read the foregoing portion of this report with 
even moderate care, can entertain any doubt as to the guilt of Baba Nafra in 
respect to every charge 1 had made against him, save that of murder; and 
though I am inclined to believe that the abducted child of Joitabaee actually died 
of cholera, I considiir that the abductor cannot be held altogether guiltless of 
the boy’s death, inasmuch as he removed him at a tender age from the ceire of 
his mother and the comforts of his grandparent’s house, sent him to a village 
wliere cholera was raging, and kept him there under circumstances most unfavour- 
able to the health and vital vigour of an infant. 

2. I have little doubt that the view I take of Baba Nafra’s conduct will be 
cordially approved of, as wi'll by the Bombay Government as by the Court of 
Directors ; and I believe it will be a matter both of grief and surprise to Govern- 
ment and the Honourable Court, that the [lunchayet apjiointed by the durbar to 
try Baba Nafra on the cliarges which 1 preferred against him should have returned 
a verdict opposed to every principle of justice, and the clearest inductions of 
common sense. 

3 . That the verdict is such as I have characterized it will be seen on a perusal 
of the punchayet’s proceedings, to which I have attached a few remarks — \vide 
Appendix (G.)J 

4 . Despite the sophistries, charitable hypotheses, and special pleas which they 
skilfully diffuse through their very confused recital of the evidence against their 
friend, the punchayet are constrained to admit, in respect of the Meetapoor affair, 
that Baba Nafra “ abused the confidence placed on him by his late master, and 
from the love of gain conspired with Lulloo Bhugwan, and, forgetting what was 
due to the character of his late master, laid a most villanous and diabolical plot 
against the wife of that master and though they profess to have a doubt as to 
whether the forged deed, purporting to have beat given to the Meetapoor Kolies 
by Joitabaee, “ was got up under the instructions from Baba Nafra,” they are 
compelled “ to consider Baba Nafra guilty of an attempt to impose a felse docu- 
ment as evidence before the sirkar, with the view of strengthening the evidence 
produced liy him in this case.” 

6. As regards the Amleeara affair, they admit that no demand for the child 
had Wn made by the Amleeara Kolies, and that “ no investigation had been 
held in the matter.” They observe, that “ if Baba Nafra had actually believed 
that the lad was spurious, and not the son of the Settanee, at the time of his 
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being given up to the kolies, Baba Nafra would have made the same known to 
the sirkar, and, agreeably to the usual course in such matters, got the sirkar to 
have investigated the case by one of the Government kamdars, after which he 
could have acteil in the affair as a|)peared to him just and proper.” Yet, despite 
these admissions, notwithstanding that they had found Baba Nafra guilty 
of engaging “ for a love of gain” in “ a most villanous and diabolical plot 
against Joitabaee” in the Meetapoor affair; and notwithstanding that they knew 
that the Amk«ara child was only alleged to have been obtained in consequence of 
the death of the pretended Meetapoor child ; notwithstanding all this, they did 
not hesitate to profess to experience a difficulty in detcnnining whether the child 
abducted by Baba Nafra was really the child of Joitabaee, or of the Amleeara 
Kolie. 

6 . The difficulty they pretend arose from the discrepancies in the statements of 
the witnesses, these discre))ancies consisting in the recantation of the Amleeara 
Kolies, and from the want of clear evidence as to whether Joitabaee had ever borne 
a child. 

7. I have already in the foregoing section shown what amount of value is to be 
attached to the recantation of the Amleeara Kolies, and, as illustrating the justice 
of the remarks therein made, I need only draw attention to the fact, that while the 
punchayet profess to lay stress on that recantation, they take no notice whatever of 
the depositions sent to them tlirougli the durbar of nhugwun* and others to the 
effect that bribery and intimidation had been had recours(! to, with a view to elicit 
from them also a recantation of the evidence they had given against Baba Nafra. 

8. Nay, further, the punchayet W(;re well aware that the dcjwsitions in which 
the Amleeara Kolies recanted, or were represented as having recanted, the evi- 
dence given before me contaim'd gross and barefaced falsehoods. The punchayet’s 
proceedings were from first to last conducted in the presence of the minister ; this 
official called on me the day after the Amleeara Kolies had been brought before 
the punchayet, when he told me of their recantation. They liad, he informed me, 
declared that when their depositions wore taken at the Residency they were only 
examined by the carkoon as to the fact of the boy having been returned to them 
by Baba Nafra; that they had only, therefore, deponed to what took place subse- 
quent to the restoration of the child, and that Lulloo Bhugwun had caused the 
carkoon to write down a false version of what tliey stated, as well as to attribute 
to them much that they liad never stated. He told me further, that the woman 
had declared that the carkoon compelled licr to depose to the spurious statements 
rticorded in what professed to be her Inisband’s deposition, notwithstanding her 
protest against tlu; accuracy of those statements. 1 asked the minister in what 
manner he fancied the Residency depositions had been taken ; in reply, he pro- 
fessed to imagine they had been taken in the office;, and then brought to me to be 
read over and signed in my jnescuce ; 1 assured him that such was not my way 
of conducting business ; that (!very witness was examined by myself, and that the 
answers which had been written down in my j)res(!nce were read over to the depo- 
nents ere they were allowed to append their signatures ; and in proof of tlie 
accuracy of my statement, 1 showed liim the list of queries which I had addressed 
to the kolies, which I told him to compare with those appearing in the depositions. 
The minister was on this obliged to express his conviction that the kolies had 
been tampered with, and that they had doubly forsworn themselves. He affected 
to be very angry with Sumbooram, the kotwall, who was present, for not pointing 
out to him these questions which were contained in the kolies’ depositions sent 
from the Residency ; and he declared that the p(;rj ured worthless testimony of the 
kolies should not be recorded. To this 1 objected ; I recommended that every 
deposition should be recorded, it being left to the punchayet to take what notice 
they pleased of the facts then brought to the minister’s knowledge ; but, as we 
have seen, it pleased the punchayet to ignore these facts, just as it pleased them 
to ignore the fact that the minister, after a severe and unfair cross-examination of 
the witnesses of Joitabaee’s accouchement, had declared himself perfectly satisfied 
that the lady had borne a child, and the additiomd fact that her perfect innocence 
of the frauds attributed to her had been officially proclaimed by her sovereign 
weeks before the punchayet’s proceedings were sent in. 

9. As re^rds the question of whether Joitabaee had, or had not, borne a child, 

I beg to refer to the Report of the Medical Committee,t to whom I deputed the 

task 
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task of entering on a full medico-legal investigation of the matter. Their Report 
not only places the fact of Joitabace’s confinement beyond the region of doubt, 
but I think most satisfactorily shows that they who professed to doubt it, assigned 
most absurd and most disingenuous reasons for their doubts. 

1 0. That Report is so exhaustive of the entire matter, that I will not unnecessarily 
give length to this section by importing into it tlie Committee’s remarks ; but I 
would beg, in confirmation of what they say in reference to the untrustworthiness 
of the woman Punnee, to rtifer to my analysis of that witness’s several depositions 
given in Appendix (M.) ;* and in confirmation of what they have said regarding the 
(feed, confessing the fraud alleged to have been executed by Joitabaee, I would 
refer to Appendix (N.), in which the merits of that document are considered. In 
this place I may, however, observe, that the punchayet’s audacious dishonesty 
is singularly illustrated in their allusions to the forged deed in question. They 
had received from the durbar the deposition of Bhugwan Bowanee, made before 
me on the 10th September 1850; they knew that Bhugwan had complained 
tliat gross attempts had been made on the 8th, to induce him to rexjant his previous 
evidence, as given at the Residency, and onc(! more to aver that Joitabaee had 
consented to grant the deed in question ; they had further been officially apprized, 
that he had on the 10th September complained that on his resolutely adhering to 
his foimer evidence, the punchayet had falsified the record of the deposition made 
by him on the 8th. Yet, notwithstanding this, not only did they make no 
attempt to purge themselves, or tin; durbar officials who had aided them, of 
charges so destructive of their characters as lionest men ; but, passing over those 
charges unnoticed, tliey balance the depositions given before me on the 6th and 
<ith July 1850, agaijist that wliich they professed to have received on the 8th Sep- 
tember, and coolly decide, that as the statements given before the R<‘sident “ are 
q)jite at variance witli their former statements, consequently their statements 
cannot be relied on as true.” 

11. The few remarks I have just made will suffice to show the animus of the 
court appointed by the durbar nominally to try Baba Nafra, but in reality 
d(;8igned to screen that great and influential criminal, by every artifice that 
Braliminicid subtlety and Maharatta unscrupulousness could devise. To form any- 
thing like a just conception of the shameful and shameless artifices resorted to by 
certain members of tin; durbar, and their creatures of tlie jmnehayet, it is necessary 
to read the Report given in Appendix (K.) in which the Judicial Commissioner, 
Mr. Grant, (to whom I had officially submitttsd the Avhole of tin; papers received 
from the Durbar, for reasons stated in my letter addressed to that gentleman 
then;in sul)mitted), forwards the analysis by his shcristedar of the proceedings of 
the punclmyet. In doing so, that gentleman expressed his own conviction “ that 
most of the depositions have been falsified, and that the object of the falsifications 
was to screen the prisoner is, I think, beyond a doubt. The complicity of the 
[)unchayet in this attempt, is, I fear, tex) obvious.” Referring for full particulars 
to the sheristedsir’s report, it is enough that in tliis place 1 give a cursory glance 
at some of the artifices which 1 myself discovered, and the discovery of which 
satisfied me that it wtjs a duty I owed the state to obtain all the legal aid that 
the judicial Commissioner, then jKissing through Baroda, was in a position to 
render me. 

12. The second punchayet, that is, the one apjK)inted to try Balia Nafraf in 
August hist, served itself heir to the entire mass of documents that had been 
collected by the first punchayet, wliich was assembled in 1847, but which, as has 
been seen, finding that it could not make out such a case in behalf of Baba Nafra 
as would stand the review of a British functionary, abstained, under various false 
and frivolous pleas, from drawing its procciedings to a conclusion, 

13. These documents, as referred to and numbered 1 to 104 in the second 
puuchayet’s report, are given in Appendix (H.) 

14. Of 


* In Appendix I have analyzed the principal witnesses adduced in behalf of Buba Nafra. 
f This, the punchayet of 18.50, was composed of— 1, Bheemashunkur Oungadhur ; 3. Bbasker, 
ttow Withul; 3. Gopal Row Myral; 4. Ciioonelall Lulloobbaee; 5. Narrain Row Muzmuodar. 
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14. Of these, the following eleven documents; viz. — 

D^osition of Rugoonath, of Meetapoor (No. 2), dated 25th February 1847 ; 

iUitto - of Pholee, woman of Meetapoor (No. 1), of Punchayet, dated 25th Februa^y 
1847; 

Ditto - of HaviJeiar Dada Meeya, of Meetapoor (No. 31), dated 8th March 1847; 
Ditto - of Dhulleeali of Amleeara, of Meetapoor (No. 32), dated 9th March 1847; 
Ditto - of Dhoodee, woman of Meetapoor (Ni). 33), dated 9th March 1847; 

Ditto - of Jooria Tallaveeya, of Meetapoor (No. 34,) dated 9th March 1847 ; 

Joint ditto of Patels Eshwer, Ryejee Bechur, and Nurrotum, of Amleeara (No. 38), 
dated 15th June 1847 ; 

Deposition of Arab Syud, Munsoor, (No. 37), dated 16th June 1847; 

Ditto - of Mehta Hurjeewun, of Amleeara (No. 39), dated Idth June 1847, and a 

deed of acquittance, by Rugoonath Kolie (No. 4), dated 22d March 1847 ; 

professedly taken before the Guicowar, were actually written down in the bank at 
Baba Nafra’s dictation, and all except the first (the writer of which is unknown) 
by tlie hand of his confidential clerk, Vrujhokun Esliwer. In addition to these, 
there was placed before them a deposition by Punnee woman, similarly taken by 
Baba Nafra, and professing to have been taken at the Durbar. This document 

t It will be found the punchayet did not deem it wise to record. f 
at the end of 

Appendix (H.) 26 . The dates of these depositions afford confirmation of what has been stated 

in para. 30 of the previous section, founded on the after-confessions of the wit- 
nesses, to the effect that the Amleeara Kolies were held in confinement until Dada 
Havildar could be brought into Baba Nafra’s schemes. Ills deposition, it will be 
seen, was written on the 8th March 1847 ; ihcirs the next day. 

16. The 35 depositions enumerated below are all in the hand-writing of Hurry 
Punt, a carkoon belonging to Trimbnck Row Shastree : 

Punchayet 

Numbers. 

6. Koolie Rugnath, of Meetapoor, 10th, 11th, 13th, and 15th November 1847. 

10. (^ooman Mowsing, of Meetapoor, 11th and 13th November 1847. 

9. Runjee Bheeka,* of Meetapoor, 13th December 1847. 

82. Bhanabliaee Kandass,* of Baroda, 20th, 23d, and 24th November 1847. 

81. Settanee Joitabaee, of Baroda, 21st and 24th November 1847. 

84. Daie Khooshallee, of Baroda, 3d and 23d December 1847. 

12. Lulloo Bhugwun,* of Baroda, 7th December 1847. 

93. Baba Nafra,* of Baroda, 29th November, and 9th December 1847. 

94. Mahaluxnieebaee, of Baroda, 10th and 12th December 1847, 

83. Daie Gunga, of Baroda, 22d December 1847. 

96. Jemedar Settaram, of Baroda, 24th December 1847. 

66. Bliatia Nurbheram,* of Baroda, 19th January 1848. 

86. Rewa, woman of Baroda, ‘20th January 1848. 

86. Muncha, woman of Baroda, 2()th January 1848. 

36, Confession of Joitabaee Settanee, of Baroda, 21st March 1847. 

41. Dhullia Bhana, of Amleeara, 8th, 10th, and 13th September, and 10th October 1848, 

44. Dhoodee, woman of Amleeara, 8th and lltli September 1848. 

42. Joria Jussa, of Amleeara, 8th September 1848. 

47. Bhooder Bhana, of Amleeara, 11th and 13th September 1848. 

46. Bheeca Hurree B how, of Amleeara, 11th September 1848. 

43. Byjee Bechur, of Amleeara, 11th September 1848. 

50. Patell Eshwur Vunarsee, of Amleeara, 11th September 1848. 

45. Patell Nurrotum Narrain,* of Amleeara, 11th September 1848. 

54. Syud Munsoor, Arab, of Amleeara, 11th, 13th, and 14th September 1848. 

53. Hoosain Nasser, of Amleeara, llth and 13th September 1848. 

62. Sallum Velludo, of Amleeara, llth September 1848. 

65. Mahomed Buddo, of Amleeara, 13th September 1848. 

51. Hurjeewun Mehta, of Amleeara, llth September 1848. 

40. Dada, Havildar,* of Amleeara, 8th September 1848. 

5. Phoolee, woman of Baroda,* 18th September 1848. 

48. Punnee, woman of Bai'oda, of 18th September 1848. 

99. Desaie Dyasuuker,* (dead), 24th September 1848. 

97. Vyud Mootteeram,* native Doctor, 24th September 1848. 

98. JosieTrebhowun,* 2Gth September 1848. 

49. Bhugwan Bhowanee,* 25th September 1848. 

And the following five depositions, written by Mooljee, the carkoon of Bapppo 
Shastrce : 


Jeebha^e 
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Jeebhaee Hurreelhaes,* of Meetapoor (No. 8), dated 12th and 13th November 1847. 

Thakoor Umersing,* of Meetapoor (No. 11), dated 12ih and 13th November 1847. 

Thakoor Jeetaing, of Jessapoor (No. 7), dated 11th and 13th November 1847. 

Barber Bechur, of Baroda (No. 87), dated 26th November 1847. 

Bharote Purtal,* of Sowlee (No. 13), dated 8th December 1847. 

17. Of these the dates of the depositions of the Amleeara witnesses, No. 40, 41, 

42, 44, 46, 47, and 51, have been altered; why such alterations were rendered 
necessary, it is impossible to say; but the object of other irregularities in these 
documents is more apparent. Tnus only 15 of the depositions are signed by the 
deponents themselves,! the signatures to the rest having been appended by the f Marked thus 
carkoon. The 15 which are signed are, with one exception, those of parties to 

the conspiracy, whose familiarity with the unscnipulous character of their chief 
and confederates doubtless made them insist on attaching their signatures to the 
end of their depositions, to prevent their hereafter finding themsdves implicated 
to a greater extent than tnej^ reckoned on ; the exception referred to is that of 
Bhanabhaee, the father of Joitabaec, who had taken the precaution to afiix his 
signature across all the junctions of the bunds (leaves) of his deposition ; the last 
bund, however, having been detached, some of the intermediate leaves were 
abstracted, others substituted, and then the last leaf containing the signature was 
re-attached. The obvious object of the karkoon signing for the other deponents 
was to facilitate the falsification, if lujcessary, of the evidence given before the 
punchayet, by the substitution of new bunds at pleasure. 

18. Again, on not one of the depositions is it stated before whom they were 
taken, a neglect of established usage which could only have bmi practised with a 
view of preventing the Resident affixing to any member or members of the 
punchayet responsibility for any of the frauds that might be detected. 

19. In addition to tlu! depositions derived from the first punehayet, the second 

punchayet had all that were taken before myself at the Residency, and they 
further summoned personally before them the following witnesses, all of whom, •; 

with the exception of the woman Punnee, whose name had never been mentioned ( 
to me, had been previously examined by myself. The numbers affixed to the I; 
depositions are those given them by the punchayet : C. 

Punchayet 

dumber!. C, 

28. Lulloo Bhugwan, dated 18th and 20th August 1850. f 

100. Baba Nafra, dated 18th August and 6th September 1850. 

29. Jemadar Yusoof, dated 18th August and 6th September 1850. 

92. Bhugtee Kandass (Bhunabhoy), August 31st and 6th September 1850. 

73. Bhateea Nurbheyram, dated Ist September 1850, 

72. Dada Meeya Havildar, dated Ist September 1850. 

101. Bhugwan Bhowanee, dated 8th September 1850. 

80. Seetaram Jemadar, dated 8th September 1850. 

79. Ounga, wetnurse, dated 9th September 1850. 

74. Dulleea, of Amleeara, dated 24th August 1850. 

76. Patell Ryejee Bechur, of Amleeara, dated 24th August 1850. 

77. Patell Nurrolum Narrain, of Amleeara, dated 24th August 1850. 

75. Dhoodec, woman of Amleeara, dated SIst August 1850. 

23. Ummersing, of Meetapoor, dated ICth August 1850. 

24. Sha Runjee Bhicka, of Meetapoor, dated 16th August 1850. 

27. Jeebhaee Hurreebhaee, of Meetapoor, dated 17th and 20th August 1850. 

26, Jeetsing, of Jessapoor, dated 17th and 20th August 1850. 

26. Goman Mowsing, of Jessapoor, 17th and 20th August 1850. 

22. Ruleyat, woman of Meetapoor, dated 17th and 20th August 1850. 

78. Punnee, woman of Baroda, dated 23d September 1850. 

20. All these depositions are in the handwriting of Sumbooram Kotwall, and 
most of them are signed by him for the deponents : these, like the previous ones, 
are unattested, and no indication is given as to their having been taken in presence 
of the punchayet. Four others, similarly unattested, are written by Hurry Punt, 
carkoon of Tnmbuck Shastree Munbore. 

21. Of the 71 depositions comprised in the above enumeration, Nos. 29, 30, 79, 

82, 92, 80, 96, 99, 102, and 104, were altogether withheld by the punchayet. 

Their reasons for withholding them is obvious. After the preparation of tlieir 
report, the flaws and discrepancies contained in some, and the bungling alteration.s 
in others, d|)pear to have occurred to some one who had passed their proceedings 
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in review with more than ordinary care. It was probably therefore de«aiied best 
to keep them back, trusting to their absence being unnoticed amidst such a con- 
fused mass of papers. But as dieir numbers had been referred to in the punchayet’s 
report, 1 was enabled to demand them, and they were subsequently produced. 
On inspecting the documents, ray suspicion was confirmed that they had been 
withdrawn btwause telling against the prisoner. The first deposition of Punmee, 
moreover, which will be found at tlie end of Appendix (H.), and Nos. 2, 3, 4, 6, «, 
7, 31, and .32 of the deposition taken at the Residency Appendix (F ) were left 
entirely unnoticed and unrecordt^l : as, however, it would occupy much time and 
space to trace and explain all the artifices, discrepancies, &c., observable in them, 
I shall here confine myself to a few illustrations, referring to the elaborate report 
of the .ludidal Commisrioner’s Sheristedar for more detailed information on the 
subject.* 

The deposition of LuUo Bhugwan, No. 30, dated 22d September 1860, makes 
referenfjt* to certain of Baba Nafra’s chopras, that auitain the record of sums 
disbursed in bribtTy, which it was the duty of the punchayet to call upon the 
durbar to cause the production of, which it was of course in the power of the 
durbar to enforce, and th(!y doubtless apprehended I should insist on being pro- 
duced when this deposition came, under my observation. 

Gunga’s dcqMwition, No. 79, dated 9th September 1850, makes an inconvenient 
disclosure of Joitabaee’s distress, when she fimt heard of the removal of her son, 
quite opposed to what she had b<i(*n made to say in her previous deposition. No. 83, 
(a notice of which will be found among the tampored-with documents hereafter 
enum<!rated), and (|uite confirmative of the comjdaints which .Toitabaee made at tlie 
time her deposition was taken, of an attempt to corrupt Gunga, and in failure of 
that attempt, of the perversion of her testimony.t With the same view apparently, 
viz., to keej) out of view Joitaba(*e’s natural f(!eling for her offspring, the puncha- 
yet altogether omittal to record Bhugwandass’s deposition, No. 32 of (F.) (dated 
4th September I860), in which he described .loitabaee’s distress and disafjpoint- 
ment on not receiving tidings of her lost son on her return to Baiocla. 

The reasons for withholding Bhauabhaee’s two depositions of the 31st August 
and 8th September 1850, Nos. 92 and 82, are very obvious. In the first he 
solemnly denies the deed executid in his name, the forgery of which is distinctly 
proved, moreover, by Lulloo Bliugwaii’s and Blingwim Bbowanee’s depositions, 
Nos. 3 and 4 of ApjM'iidix (F.). which are among those adverted to above as having 
neither been noticc'd nor recorded on their proceedings. The second too plainly 
betrays the* lumd'ace'd alterations in Banabhaee’s evidence (with a view to turn it 
against liis dauglitt^r so far as a father’.s testimony could bo made; to appear adverse 
to her cause, and the clumsy attempts to forge his signature), to leave a hope that 
it cotild escape notice if subjected to scrutiny, an ordeal which it had not been 
contemiplate'd tlu^ document would be submitted to : a notice of this mutilab'd 
deposition will be found in the list r»f altered documents hereafter enumerated, and 
Bfianabhaeri’s testimony regarding it is given in No. 42 of Appendix (F.) 

The reason for withholding the two depositions of Seetaram Jemedar, Nos. 80 
and 96, date d 8th Septrimber 1860, and 24th December 1847, will appear suffi- 
ciently obvious on a perusal of the notice of this individual’s evidrmce in Appendix 
(M.) Not only are the discrepancies between the two statements most glaring, but 
tlie contradictions on liis cross-examination, contained in No. 80, are absurdly 
downright. Moreover, thc/ breaking open of the door in Bhanabhaee’s house, 
which is flatly denied by Seetaram in No. 96, had been sworn to by every other 
person who had been present on tlie occasion : as therefore Seetaram’s testimony 
given at the Residency No. 9, was less flagrantly inconsisteut, it was thought 
better to reteiin that alone, withholding those under notice, as less troublesome than 
entirely reconstructing them. 

The withholding of the deposition of Dessaee Dyashunker, No. 99, dated 24ffi 
September 1848, was obviously had recourse to with a view to evade the necessity 
of convicting Baba Nafra of the forgery of Joitabaee’s pretended confession. To 
this end it was requisite that the original deed should not be produced before them, 
and they admitted therefore without question Baba Nafra’s assertion that he had 

given 


* *rfae punchayet little anticipated that I would call for all deyuiaenta in original, and were not A 
litda takeo aback at my demand to that effect, 'i'beir uneaeinesi, 1 need hardly wy, WM vastW 
increased when they knew that 1 had aubjected their proceedings to the review of an expetienden 
jacjicial sheristedar. 
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f ives R ta the late Gnwowar, taking it for gmited that it coaid not now be found. 

low the d^Kieition under notice, which was cm record before them, ptoves that 
the original docpment was randuced before the former jmnchayet on the date of 
Riat deposition, viz., 34th September 1848, nine months subsequent to the late 
Maharaj’s demise. The object of withholding this deposition, therefore, speaks 
for itself. 

Bhu^anBhowanee’s deposition. No. 104, makes the inconvenient confession 
tliat he mmself had written, at Baba Nafra’s dictation, the documents Nos. 94 and 
85, in Mahaluxmee Haee’s name, without her cognizance, which documents the 
punchayet have received and recorded as evidence : its suppression was therefore 
necessary. 

Baba Nafra’s deposition, No. 102 , appears to have been intended to meet certain 
discrepancies in his previous statements ; but, notwithstanding the explanations 
therein elicited under cover of leading questions, and notwithstanding subsequent 
attempts to render it more satisfactory by alterations and substitutions, it must 
have beeti deemed more damaging tlum otherwise to his cause, ns tliey preferred 
the chance of iny overlooking such discrepanckrs to drawing my attention to them 
1 ) y recording the document. 

'Ihe deposition of Punnee before the first punchayet, datt^d 23d March 1847, 
was altogether cast aside, and 1 should havi* had no clue to its existence, had 
not a reference to it in a subsequtmt deposition accidentally remained. The sup- 
pression of this document w'as necessary, becaus<* no allusion whatever is made 
therein to Joitabaee’s confession, in which this witness is made in her other state- 
ments to appear as a principal agent. As the pretended written confession is dated 
2 l 8 t March 1847, only two days prior to this dept)sition, so important a fact must 
have been mentioned therein, had it really occurred ; therefore was it suppressed. 

The motive! for suppressing Labaee’s deposition was to screen the former 
punchayet and th<! durbar, who had declared that Larbaee’s refusal to give her 
evidence prevented the closing of their proceenlings.* 

22 . A careful examination of thest; documents show that many of them have 
bt^en feloniously tampered with. Whole bunds (leaves) have been abstracted, and 
new ones pasted in their place ; and where the t.errainal leaf ccaitaining the sig- 
nature has been thus removed, it has, of course, l)een necessary to forge fresh 
signatures, excc'pt in those instances in which the parti(>s were sufficiently under 
command to be induced to affix fresh signatures. The documents thus tampered 
with are 26 in number, as follows : 

No. 23. That of Thakoor Umersin^, of Metapoor, has had the last four bunds 
(leaves) changed. His signature is written at the back at the points of junction 
of the first three bunds, but not at the junction of the remaining four bunds. 

No. 24. Rungjee Bheeka has had one bund changed, as shown by there 
remaining only one-half of his signature at the jiinction of Unit bund. 

No. 26. Jeetsing has had all save the first three bunds changed, as shown 
by his signature appearing on the back of tliese, but on none of the subsequent 
bunds. 

No. 27- Jeebhaee has had the second bund changed, as sliown by tlio absence 
from that bund of liis signature, which is affixed to the junction o^ all the other 
bunds. 

23. The changed portions in the above depositions contain the cross-examinations 
of the witnesses by Baba Nafra. As the evidence recorded on the altered bonds 
is confirmatory of what the witnesses had previously deposed at the Residency, 
the object of the substitutions cannot be .assigned with certainty. But there is . 
good reasou for believing that the abstracted bunds contained, as the result of the 
cross-examination to which the witnesses were subjected, evidence more damnatory 
to Baba Nafra than that given in the changed bunds. In confirmation of this 
supposition, I may mention, that I was informed at the time that these Meetapoor 

witnesses 


* True, the Durbar had aent out a copy of Larbaee'a examination to the Reridenry ; but, as bas 
been saeo, Noraoo Punt liad deluded Canuin French into the belief that the inquiry bad yet to be 
coiQitMmeed ; and tliey doubtless hopea that this deposition would be overlooked, and thus no 
evidraw idPurd«l of the eron dishonesty both of the first punchayet and the durbar, in not closing 
the cake, and sending in their proceedings to the Reudency. 
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witne^ had been subjected to a most searching and intimidating cross-examina> 
tion befofe the durbar, in presence of Baba Nafra, and that they had resolutdy 
adhered to the statements previously rendered by Aem at the Residency. Next 
day the minister, apparently fearing that I might hear of the severity and intimix 
dating nature of these cross-examinations, and hoping to blind me as to hia 
duplicity, and as to the partisanship he displayed to Baba Nafra, waited on me, 
and observtd that when I came to read the depositions, I might possibly suspect 
him of having acted as the Baba’s advocate, and of having endeavoured to puzzle 
and entrap the witnesses ; but, he added, sudx was not his motive ; he had simply 
deemed it his duty to submit the witnesses to a severe cross-examination, their 
I'vidence before myself having been so opposed to that given by them in 1847 * 
yet, in the depositions under notice there is no trace of these severe cross- 
examinations. 

No. 2 .'). The signatures are forged ofGooman Mowsing, in which that individmd 
is made to contradict himself by averring one day that he did, and on the other 
that he did not, see Baba Nafra in the garden, where the Meetapoor khoHes were 
located. 

No. 28. The deposition of Lulloo Bhugwan, the approver, has several bunds 
substituted. 

The substitution contains nothing in favour of Baba Nafra ; but, asin the cases 
above adverted to, it is most probable that the original record must have contained 
what would have been still more prejudicial to the Baba, he (Lulloo) having 
informed me a few clays afterwards, that Baba Nafra had endeavoured to tlirow on 
him the onus of the money expended in bribing the kholies, regarding which he 
had “ answered the Baba to his face,” and given a clear account of the disburse- 
ments, which does not appear in this deposition. 

No. 41. In the deposition of Dulleeya portion of tlie last bund having been 
cut off, the date and signature are entered at the back : what may have bcien 
abstracted, it is difficult to say. 

No. 46. The first bund in the deposition of Nurrotum has been changed, and 
in the substituted bund is contained tui acknowledgment of the tnith of the 
dtiposition taken by Baba Nafra in 1847. 

No. 50. The same cliange as in the foregoing has been made, and with the 
same object, in the d(!position of E.shwur Patell. 

No. 48. Punnee’s de]X)sition taken by Baba Nafra (the alteration iii which 
\ riybhookum, the Baba’s scjcrc'tary, declares he himself made at the Baba’s 
dictation*), in the substituted portion she is made to throw doubt on the reality of 
Joitabacfe’s pregnancy, by saying that during that period Joitabaee concealcHl her 
jjcrson by muffling herself up with shaivls, and allowed no one to see her bathe, or 
dress, save the persons who came fi'om lusr mother’s hous(; ; and the deponent is 
therein also made to say, that when on the niglit of Joitahae(!’s delivery slie saw 
the child of which .Joitabaee professed to be d(!livered, it presented none of the 
appearances of a recently bom infant. 

No. 49. In the substitut(!d bunds of Bhugwan’s deposition, he is made to say, 
tliat when on Dessai Dyashunker remarking, when directed by Joitabaee to sign 
on her behalf the confession of lier fraud, that a witness was required, Joitabaee 
told him to write Shree Runchorejee (Deity) as witness, and tliat she had then 
given her confession to Baba Nafra with her own hand. 

No. 86 . In the substituted portion of Nurbheyram’s evidence he is made to say, 
that Dada Meerya’s first deposition was made in his presence, mid signed by him 
,as a witness. 

No. 74. In the substituted part of Dulleea’s evidence is contained a question as 
to the birth of the child he is said to have sold to Dada Havildar. and the portion 
of the reply explaining this, and stating that Dada Meechat came to bargain for it 
the day after its birth. 

No. 76. In the substituted portion of Ryjeepatell’s deposition he is made to say, 
that “ Dulleea’s son, whom he had given away at Baroda, had been returned to 
him.” 

No. 77. In the substituted portion of Nurrotum Patell’s evidence, he is made 
to say, “ I and all others saw Dulleea’s wife pregnant lj:j; years before the boy was 
returned to Dulleea from Joitabaee Settanee, but the cluld of that pregnancy was 
not, however, seen after its being bora.” 

No. 88 . 
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No. ftS. In the substituted portion of Gunga s deposition, she is made to give 
evid^oe ceJcnloted to show that Joitabaee displayed no violent grief when told that 
her child had been abducted. I subjoin in parallel columns the evidence given by 
Gunga, and that which she is made to give in the substituted portion of her 


d^iosition : 

Before the Punchayet (No. 83). 

22d December 1647. 

“ Khosshallee, the Jemadar and 
Baba, conveyed the child away from 
thence, and I also went to Joitabaee Set- 
tanee, and intimated to her of the child 
having been conveyed away ; but she 
made no answer.” 


At the Residency No. 20 (F.) 

18th July 1860. 

“ I secrt^tly informed Joitabaee of ail 
that had passed ; upon hearing which, 
she began weeping and beating her 
head and breasts, and became much dis- 
tressed, when I consoled her till, she 
became collected ; but for days she eat 
nothing.’* 


No. 08. In the substituted portion of the deposition, of Tribhowan Jossee, he is 
made to say, that .Toitabaee had in his presence confessed to the physician Mot- 
teeram, that she was feigning a pregnancy, and that she promised not to persist in 
the deception. 

No. 104. Bhugwan, in the substituted bunds of his deposition, is made to say, 
that Joitabaee “ got him to write a paper signifying that the boy was not her own.” 
What their precise object was, in substituting bunds in an evidence they had 
already falsified to suit their own purposes, it is difficult to say, but doubtless the 
act was not objectless. 

No. 100. The substitutions in this deposition of Baba Nafra’s, dated 18th 
August and ,5th Septeml)er, have been subsequently introduced in five different 
places to strengthen his case, harmonizing as they do with other altered deposi- 
tions. Tlie first substitutions state, that tbe late Maharaj had advised him not to 
expose himself, but to institute inquirit^s through “ Vuyoobhaee, and that he 
instructed the latter accordingly, and authorizes! him to expend 6,000 rupees to effect 
the object,” (rendered necessary to account for the expenditure of cash as disclosed 
by th(! Bank books, of which no mention had been made in his previous deposition 
of the 29th November 1847, No. 9.3). Tlie second substitution introduces the 
pretended confession of Joitabaee. The third substitution states who were present 
on the occasion. Tlie fourth states, that Joitabaee sent Punnec to ciill the Baba to 
take her confi^ssion ; and the fifth states, thiit ivlum Baba Nafra’s wife visited 
Joitabaee, after her accouchement, the child was not shown to her; that Joitabaee 
was on bad terms with him during the sett’s life-time, owing to her bad conduct ; 
and that, since the birth of the child, Joitabaee had the people of the firm, her 
mother and others, to guard her, so as to keep off liis (Baba Nafra’s) pwple. 

No. 102. The portion substituted in this deposition of Baba Nafra gives his 
('xplanation of some awkward circumstances, queries having been put to him 
with the view apparently of introducing an explanatory screen ; but the. result 
must have been considered unsatisfactory, as thi; deposition was withheld, in the 
trust probability* that the circumstances referred to would escape my notice. 
They are, 1st, The descrcpancy in his statement in deposition No. 100, that “ 10 or 
12 days had elapsed subsequent to taking the depositions of Dulleea, &e., before 
he imprisoned Bhanabace, and seized the boy whereas the dates of the depo- 
sitions showed that these events occurred on the same day. 2d. His having stated 
that he had paid Lulloo 16,000 rupees, with interest, for finding the parents of 
the child before he had ascertained that they were really the parents. 3d. His 
having stated that Joitabatie wrote her confession, of her own free will, when the 
•depositions show that she had been imprisontnl and separated from her child for 
1 5 days when the writing was taken. 

No. 13. Tliat portion of Purtab Bharote’s evidence is substituted, wherein he 
describes the means by which he ascertained that the child had been obtained from 
Kolie Rugponath. 

No. 81. In the substituted portions of this ileposition, Joitabaee Settanee is 
m^e to say, that she does not recollect who she sent to intimate to tlie elder 
ttidow that she was about to proceed to her father’s house to be delivered; tliat 
she djOes pot recollect 5yha.t women were present when she was delivered ; that she 
knew not what midwife attended, or what was paid for her service; that she was 
560. 3^3 
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not five months pregnant when her hushand died, &c. A reference to this 
• deposition will show the objections Joitabaee naade to it when read to her by the 
radical committee (recorded on its margin). This is the deposition referred to in 
the 26th para, of the 2d section, which she complained to the Re»dent, at the 
time it was taken, iui.sre{)res< ntol what she. had stated. Not contented with their 
misrepresenting what sin; Imd stsited, it a])pears that still further falsification has 
been the oliject of these substitutions. 

No. 82. In this deposition of Bhanabhaee (.loitabaee’s fatlier), the first eight 
and last two bunds have been changt'd, as ^wn by the fact that his signatures, 
which he had taken the precaution to write across all the junctions, have dis- 
appeared, excepting at the junctions of the intermediate bunds. It had been 
attempted to forg(' his signature at two of these places ; hut this was effected so 
clumsily, th(' nttenipt was not made at tin* others ; and altogether tl»e gross liberties 
taken with this deposition were too apparent for the punchayet to venture to 
send it up. 1’his aceordingly was orm of the 10 depositions withheld from me. 
The object could only, of course;, be to vitiate his testimony in his daughter’s 
favour. Blianaldiaee’s deposition Ix'fore' me, regarding tlie alt(;ratiou8 made in 
F»<i'Appendi.x(F.), this document, will bt; found in No. 42 of Apjxjndix (F.) 

No. 94. MahHluxm(;ebaee, in the substituted bunds of ]u;r deposition, is made to 
explain why she celebrated the “ Shustic Poonja ” and “ Bhai'sa ” ceremonies on 
the birth of .loitabai'e's son, uotwitlisUmding she .suspected the spuriornsness of the 
child, and to declare that Bal)a Nafm never opened tlu“ Trea.sury except by her 
orders, and in jui'seuce of witnesses. 

No. 78. Punnee is made; to say, in the substituted portion of this deposition, 
that Bhugwaii was present when she gave the oatlis to Dada Meeyah. 

No. 9.3. Ill the substituted portions of this deposition. Baba Nafra introduces 
his explanation regai’ding the “ will asserts that his wife, on visiting Joitabaee 
after delivery, ivas not allowed to 8<'e either mother or child; declares that 
Mahaluxmeeliaec consulted him about sending Lulloo to inquiri* aliout the real 
jmrents of Joitabaee’s son, &c., and introduces the story of Joitabaeti’s confession. 

24. The object of the tamperings with Baba Nafra’s own depositions above 
noticed cannot he mistaken, nor can it be doubted that tliey were effected either 
by the Baba himself, or by bis friends, in con.sultatiou with him with a view to 
strengthen his case. Still 1 deemed it right to have the alterations pointed out to 
the miui, in order to afford Jiim tlii* opportunity of disclaiming t}u;ni,and declaring 
what he reall}' had stated, should any thing have been introduced without his 
cognizance. For this purpose I sent the original pajiers, by my native agent, to 
be shown to him ; In- flatly refused to look at them. Sub^qutmtly I forwarded 
them to Ills Higliness, for the explanation of the punchayet, whose declaration 
that the alterations were Baba Nafra’.s own doing will be found in No. 48 of 
Appendix (J.) 

25. How far tlie si;cond punchayet is answerable for tlie tricks played with the 
depositions taken by the first one, I do not pretend to detennine ; nor is the deter- 
mination of this point a matter of the slightest importance. Both bodies have 
b(‘eu shown to have acted in a most disgraceful spirit of partistinship towards Baba 
Nafra ; and the; proc<;cdings of the second one distinctly prove, that while its 
mmlxirs were coirqjelled to give a decision adverse, to their friend, they did not 
hesitate to adopt the most shameful <!xpedients, witli a view to render their verdict 
as little damaging as possible. 

26. 'rhes{; exjKxlients 1 should have, becju able to expose more fully than I have 
done had I received that aid from the Durbar which it was their duty to render 
me. But as tlu! punchayet had betm merely the tool and puppet of certain 
influential members of the Durbar, it cannot be a matter of surprise that my 
efforts should have been unsupjiortcid and negatively frustrated — frustrated so far 
as the Durbar could veiitun; to frustrate them. I say the Durbar, and I beg that 
neither the Bombay government nor the Honourable Court will conceive that I 
mean to implicate the (luicowar personally. Against his Highness I have no 

* complaint to make; on the contrary, 1 owe him a deep debt of gratitude for the 

aatdety he has ever displayed to forward my views and to facilitate my measures ; 
and had his Durbar given corditd effect to the Prince’s orders, and fulfilled yriMit 

they 
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they knew to be liiB wishes, 1 should have been able to make a eiearer and a more 
concise repart 

27. But the durbar, by which I mean the official servaats of the Guicowax 
government, are almost to a man the friends and partisans of Baba Nafra ; and, 
considering what I have said in paras. 14 to 19 of my introductory remarks, it can 
liardly be a matter of surprise that their friendship remains uncooled, and their 
partisanship uj^abated, notwithstanding the tempoiary disgrace that has fallen on 
their friend. The sentence under which tlie Bal>a lies will, they confidently 
believe, be set aside by the Bombay (iovemmeut; for not only do they rt^y on the 
omnipotent efficacy of “khutput” in thci ahstmet, hut they believe that effectual 
“ khutput ” lias long since been made by Baba Nafra and his friends ; they know 
that die Baba is ready to pay down almost any imaginable amount of money ; they 
are aware that since his conviction enormous sums have actually been remitted to 
Bombay ; and tht?y have learned, further, not only that one of the lea ding 
members of tlie Bombay bar has been retained in his behalf, but that Captain 
French takes a deep interest in his cause, and Is strenuously e.vei’ting himself in the 
Baba’s behalf. 

28, As illustrative of tlie tactics of the durbar, friends of Baba Nafra, I 
may observe, that while thi* several investigations were being conduct^, they 
aflfected an immense zeal for the elicitation of truth, and would fiiin have deluded 
me into the belief that they viewed the Baba with no friendly feelings, a favourite 
Maharatha tactic, just as Nursoopimthad succeeded in similarly deluding Captain 
French, They were constantly waiting on me to report progi’ess, and to ask my 
advice. They sent rne the original draft of the punchayet’s finding, while yet the 
shastrees were deternuning what were th(^ punishments prescribed for the particular 
kinds and slmdes of villaiiy of which Baba Nafra hud been convicted ; and when 
the various punishments assigned in the sacred books for the Baba’s crimes liad 
been emimerat(‘d by the sluistrees, they came to consult me as to those I widied 
inflicted. 

20. Tlieir motives were not difficult to <liscem. Not only did they wish to 
cloak their partisanship of Baba Nafra and* th<; underhand obstructions they were • S. 0, 

raising to his full conviction, but they were anxious to make me, as it were, a party 
to the punchayet’s proceedings, and tlius put me out of Court, should I attempt 
hereafter to expose and set aside these pr(K;('(.>ding8. IJeing unable to meet., or 
openly dtmou nee their intrigues, I had no alternative but to let things go on in their 
own w'ay, resolved, when the case came in review before me, to do my best 
to countoact their disgraceful machinations by a searching scrutiny ; 1 tlierefore, 
in reply to all their demands for advice, contented myself with simply recommend* 
ing that the investigation should he conducti'd in such a candid and o}>en manner 
as should prevent the public fi'om supposing that tliere was a leaning to either 
party. The rough draft of the puncliayet’s proceedings sent to me I returned to 
the durbar, after having caused a copy to be taken and retained in my office, a 
precaution, the wisdom of which is sufhciently illustrated by the fact, that the clean 
copy afterwards sent me by the durbar, differs in some respects from the document 
of which it professes to be a transcript. In reference to the rcKjuest made that I 
would select, out of the assignable puuisliments, tliose I thought best suited to 
Baba Nafra’s di'serts, 1 declined offering any opinion at all, beyond suggesting, 
tliat if they selected “ confiscation to tin; state of ali his property,” one of the 
punishments assigned in the shasters for <Mie of the Baba’s crime.s, tliey would 
probably cause reflections to be cast on his Highness. My suggestion was as dis- 
tasteful to them as it was unlooked for. 1 hey wen; in hopes that I would have 
recommended this very punishment, in wliich case Baba Nafra and his friends 
would have endeavoured to strengthen their appeal to Government, by attributing 
die conviction of that great criminal to the influence against him exerted by tlie 
Guicowax, who, as they would have alleged, had been stimulated to compel a con- 
viction by the lastf of appropriation. t S. 0. 

80 . 1 have said that the pundiayet’e pFooeedings, as sent to me officially, 
differed from the original draft first submitted. This circumstance I communicated ^ 

to his Hij^ness ly yad, a»d requested explanations ; and from that day up to the 
preserii I nave ocoaskm to call for fur^reiidanations expecting the 

3 c 4 various 
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various discrepancies, suppressions, gnrblings, and other discreditable artifices in thte 
puuchayet’s proceedings, which have from time to time come to light I will 
not give unnecessary bulk to this report by describing the unsatisfactory nature 
of these explanations ; but a reference to Appendix (J.), which contains the corre- 
spondence on the subject which passed between the residency and the durbar, 
while it will show how sorely my temper and patience have been tried, and what 
local obstacles I have had to contend with m my researches after truth, will, 
I hope, when taken in connexion with what 1 have said in paras. 16 to 19 of my 
introductory section, satisfy Goveniment that their own dignity, and the welfare 
of thosemnder their protection, imperatively demand that they snould, whenever it 
is in their power, render me that prompt, active, cordial, well-marked, and ener- 
getic aid, without which it is in vain 1 attempt to" vindicate the purity and 
incorruptibility of British justice, and to eradicate that universal and deeply-rooted 
belief in the efficacy of “ khutput,” which tends daily more arid more to demoralize 
the people of ’Baroda, and which, while it remains uneradicated, will inevitably 
bring forth a succession of Baba Nafras and Nursoo Punts, of Joitabaees and 
Moreshwer Fudkeys, to the scandal of the British name. 

31. In drawing to a close the most arduous, the most humiliating, and the most 
painful task I have had to pcrfonn, during the 32 yf;ars I have had the honour to 
serve the East India Company, by requesting that the sentence passed on Baba 
Nafra by his Highness may be confirmed, I have only to beg that I be instructed 
to see that effectual measures are adopted to cause the delinquent to make good 
the large sums which it will be seen from my separate report, about to be sub- 
mitted, he has embezzled from the firm, together with the value, as well of the 
jewels, which, it may hereafter be ascertained, have disappeared under his steward- 
ship, as those which he obtained on loan from Joitabaee, and neglected to return. 

32. I would beg, moreover, that when communicating to his Highness the 
Government confirmatiion of Baba Nafra’s sentence, 1 may be authorized to state 
to him that Goveniment only confirm that very inadequate sentence from a feeling 
of personal respect for his Highness, who has individually done all in his power 
to promote the elicitation of truth, from a disinclination to hurt the feelings of so 
amiable a Prince, by formally setting aside the decision of his court, and from a 
confident hojie that his Highness will take effectual means to prevent a recurrence 
of conduct on the part of those invested by him with judicial functions similar 
to that displayed by the punchayets appointed to investigate Joitabaee’s com- 
plaints in 1847 and 1850. I would further beg that I may be instructed to 
communicate to his Highness the deep regret of Government that the state of 
morals in his capital should be at so low an ebb as the history of Joitabaee’s 
case proves them to have fallen, and the earnest request that his Highness will 
henceforth, with his best energies, and all the influences at his command, co- 
operate witli them, and their local representative, in eradicating the dishonouring 
Jielief in the eflicacy of “ khutput.” 

Baroda, 31 March 1861. (signed) J. Outram^ Resident. 


Nott . — The Appendices to this Report, marked (A.) to (N.), form Separate- 
Collections , — Vidt pages 445-724. 


— No. 2.— 

Minute by the Honourable Mr, Willoughby. 

1. The voluminous proceedings in the case of Joitabhaee did not reach me till 
the 24th instant, and as I vacate my seat in council this day, I shall not be able 
to take part in the discussion to which it will give rise. 

2. I very much regret that ; because, from the cursory perusal I have been able 
to make of this letter and of Lieutenant-colonel Outram’s Report on the awe (Ac 
voluminous Appendices I have not been able even to look at), the subject appears 
to me to be one of more than ordinary importance, and deeply invplying 
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character and honour of the Gaekwar government, and indirectly that of the 
British Government. 

3. I siiall only add, that primd facie, and subject to the severe test to which it 

must be subjected to ascertain how far it is confirmed by the evidence on which 
it is founded, namely, that in the Appendices (which I repeat I have not had 
Idsure to peruse) Lieutenant-colonel Outram has, in my opinion, made out a 
strong case, and that it really does appear that Joetabhaee is me oppressed woman 
he describes. * 

4. If this is confirmed by the patient inquiry which no doubt the Board will 
institute, and by a comparison of the text with the Appendices, then Ftrust all 
parties, whether British or Gaekwar subjects, implicated in these nefarious pro- 
ceedings, will be visited with condign punishment. 

0. I have hastily written in the margin of this letter and of the report a few 
observations which occurred to me on first perusing them. I request the chief 
secretary will have the goodness to embody them in a memorandum, and annex 
them to this minute. They are necessarily very imperfect, from not being founded 
on a consideration of the whole case, but nevertheless may be of some slight use 
to the Board in its future deliberations on the case. 

6. I beg in particular to refer to the note at the commencement of Part II. of 
the Report, alluding to the point which most nearly touches the honqur of Govern- 
ment, and in the satisfactory solution of which, as a member of this Government, 
I feel deeply interested : it is this : Government must clearly show how it was for 
so long a period induced to believe that Joetabhaee was a wicked impostor, endea- 
vouring to palm off a spurious child obtained by purchase as her own son, to 
inherit a moiety of the vast wealth of Bechur Samul, instead of being the injured 
and cruelly oppressed woman now described by Lieutenant-colonel Outram, the 
victim of, perhaps, as foul and nefarious a conspiracy as was ever hatclnsd. If the 
latter is clearly proved, I need not add that too much praise cannot be awarded to 
Lieutenant-colonel Outram for having with so much labour and zeal unraveled 
so intricate a plot, and thus enabled Government to afford all the redress tlie 
case admits of to the injured parties, and to visit with condign punishment all 
those who united together to ruin and oppress one entitled to our protection and 
support. 

7. I have no doubt that our records will show that we were kept m ignorance 
of the real facts of the case by our representatives, and that trusting, when we had 
no reason to mistrust, the information they afforded us, we for a long time repelled 
all the strong appeals for redress which Joetabhaee made to us, under the impression, 
formed on the lights afforded us, that she was an impudent deceiver : several of 
my notes are particularly directed to this point. 

8. If I am correct in this assumption, I think that both Lieutenant-colonel Out- 
ram and Captain French will find it difficult to exonerate themselves from blame 
in not haring communicated to Government long ago the suspicions which had 
evidently arisen of the real nature of Joetabhaee’s case before Lieutenant-colonel 
Outram’^3 departure on sick certificate for Egypt. And if the case, as now represented, 
is clearly proved, a much greater degree of blame will attach to the latter officer. 
But on this point I will not enter further, except, that as his proceedings and 
political sagacity are so seriously called in question by Lieutenant-colonel Outram, 
1 beg to refer to the discussion which took place on his nomination to the high 
office of Resident at Baroda, to which I was opposed, as I did not consider him 
qualified to fill it. 

(signed) J. P. PFilhughby. 

28 April 1851. 


--N0.2A.1— 

Notss by the Honourable Mr. Willoughby on the Letter from lieutenant- 
oolonel J. Outram, c.b., Resident at Baimda, dated the 31st March 1851, No. 47, 
on tilie case of JoeUAhaee, the Widow of the late Samul Bechur. 

^ at the eiid of para. 5.— This requires to be carefully looked into. It 

ie eertainly most strange that Gov«iim«it was so long deceived, and kept in 
560 . . 3 ® ignorajnoe 
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ignorance of the nature of the case. For this the Govenunent were not to blame^ 
for it could not, unless suspicion were roused, but put faith in the lejMrts of its 
officers. Those reports from tire beginning should be very carefully coUated. 

Remark at the middle of para. 6. — Quite true. 

Remark at the end of para. 6. — Quite wrong. How have they, or how could 
they have influenced Government ? I can only for my part say I have not hdd 
communication with any native regarding Joetabaee’s or Nursoo Punt’s cases. 
An agent of Baba Nafra’s sougflt an interview ; but I refused to see him, and did 
not see him. 

Remafic at the end of para. 9. — Tliis would be a proper order. 

Remark at the middle of para. 13. — An explanation here seems necessary. 
Those paras. 13, 14, 15, 16, and 17, should, I think, be sent to Captain French 
for his reriy, and he should be peremptorily prohibited from all intercourse with 
Baba Nams agents, and from in any way interfering with the case, or with any 
matters connected with Baroda. 

Remark at the beginning of para. 14.— Ditto, ditto. 

Remark at the middle of para. 17. — Tliis ought most certainly to have put 
Captain French on his guard, and have induced him carefully to inquire into 
Joetabhaee’s case. 


Notes by the Honourable Mr. Willot^hby, on the Report on the Case of 

Joetabhaee Setanee, forwarded with Lieutenant-Colonel UtUram'i Letter, dated 

31st March 1861, No. 47. 

Report on the Case of Joetabhaee Setanee. 

Introductory Remarks. 

Remark in the middle of para. 1. — Of this there can be no doubt. 

Remark at the end of para. 10. — TJie accused, I believe, assert they, or at all 
events some of them, are the reverse. The real fact should be ascertained. 

Remark in the middle of para. 11. — If Baba Nafra is really guilty, I would 
certainly not mitigate the sentence, whicli in that case is not too severe, but, on the 
contrary, too lenient. 

Remaik. at the beginning of para. 17. — In this person’s case my views very 
materially differed from those of the majority. 

Remark at the middle of para. 17. — I am not at this moment awnre of the final 
result of this inquiry, which was entrusted to Captain H. Barr, in communication 
with Lieutenant-colonel Outram. Captain Barr frequently consulted me on the 
subject, and received from me all the aid it was in my power to afford, by advice 
and otherwise. 

Remark at the middle of para. 17. — See note to para. 6 in lieutenant-colonel 
Outram’s letter of the 31st March. 

Remark at the end of para. 1 7. — The referees drawn by the natives of Baroda 
are totally erroneous and scarcely deserving of the importance Lieut. -colonel 
Outram attaches to them. I would suggest that a tabular statement be drawn up 
of the different petitions presented by both parties, their dates and date of receipt, 
and how disposed of. What is said of Joetabhaee’s may perhaps be accounted tor 
by the tenor of the reports Government received from its local officers.— [fifee my 
note to para. 6 of Lieutenant-colonel Outram’s report of the 31st March.] 
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Part II. 

Remark at the beginning of para. 1. — This is undoubtedly true and correct. 
It should be clearly shown in what manner Government were led to believe that 
Joetabhaee was a wicked impostor, who had endeavoured to palm off a spurious 
child as her own to inherit a moiety of the vast wealth of Bechur Samul, instead 
of being the injured and oppressed woman now represented, the victim of, perhaps, 
as foul and nefarious a conspiracy as was ever hatched. If the latter is proved, 
too much praise cannot be awarded to Lieutenant-Wonel Outram for having with 
so much labour exposed and brought it to light, and thus enabled Government to 
afford all the redress in their power to the injured party, and to metej^ut due 
punishment to her opponents. 

Remark at the middle of para. 2. — This is all very strong presumptive proof 
in favour of the legitimacy of the child ; but I presume was unknown to Govern- 
ment at the commencement of the ca.se. 

Query at the end of para. 3. — Was this the first notice of the case Government 
received, or how did it first come to the knowledge of Government ? 

Remark at the beginning of para. 6. — Government did all that was necessary 
at this stage in referring the appeals to Lieutenant-colonel Outram for report. 
This is the usual and invariable course pursued on such occasions, and, in fact, the 
only one which can preliminarily be adopted. 

Remark at the beginning of para. 8. — True; but at this time altogether un-. 
known to Government. On the contrary, we had Mr. Andrews’ report, giving 
Strong primd facie grounds for the opposite belief. 

Remark in para. 14. — I am not satisfied that in so serious a case this was the 
correct courst*. A direct, or at all events a joint inquiry was called for, and might 
have been justified. 

Remark at the beginning of para. 15. — This is not a satisfactory explanation. 
Did the Resident communicate these impressions to Government, and thus rouse 
its suspicions ? 

Remark at the middle of para. 16. — The first petition was referred on the 23d 
July. Was the delay of the beginning of the inquiry until late in November 
reported to Government ? 

Remark on para. 1/. — Was this report of such a tenor as to excite the suspicion 
of Government that Joetabhaee was an oppressed woman ? 

Query about the end of para 18. — What was done upon this communication ? 
With the lights we now have, it is to be regretted that the inquiry was not taken 
out of the hands of the Gaekwar. But had the Resident at this time indicated his 
suspicions, and advised Government on tlie subject ? 

Query at the end of para. 21. — What measures did tlie Resident adopt on this ? 
Did he report to Government ? 

Query at the middle of para. 22. — Why not? The family had our guarantee, 
and were entitled to justice and protection from oppi’ession. 

Query at tl»e end of para. 24. —Was any report made to Governmeait ? 

Remark at the end of para. 26. — This was highly improper, and a proof of 
obstructing justice. 

Remark at the beginning of para. 31 . — It is much to be regretted that lieutenant- 
colonel Outram was obliged by ill health to leave Baroda at this time ; but had he 
ever given Government reason to believe the foul play which he Umself long 
before his departure suspected was going on ? 

Query at the begiiming of para. 35. — Did Lieutenant-colonel Outram com- 
muoicate his views to his successor, and his suspicions in the case so strongly 
excited ? 

Remark at the end of para. 38. — Why so ? All that was required was a fair 
fxid i|GQ|M|rtial tend to elicit the truth. 

5®o. 


3 D 2 


Remark 
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Remark at the end of para. 42. — This was a very proper direction. 

Remark at the end of para. 44. — Under the information then before it, this was 
not a wrong step on the part of Government, the assent of both parties being the 
condition. 

Remark at the beginning of para. 55. — I am not certain whether these pro- 
ceedings had been reported to Government. 

Remark at the end of para. 65. — I do not think it so certain that there would 
have been no appeal on good grounds shown. 

Remark at the end of para. 57. — I think Joetabhaee’s request was reasonable, 
and that it ought to have been complied with within moderate limits. 

Remark at the beginning of para. 68.- — I agree. 

Remark at the middle of para. 68. — I agree. 

Remark at the middle of para. 68. — Certainly. 

Remark at the end of para. 68. — I concur generally in all the remarks in this 
paragraph. 

Remark at the beginning of para. 59. — And I disagree in the propriety of this 
reply, especially the threat at the close. 

Remark at the end of para. 60. — This wild remonstrance seems just and reason- 
able. Her father being an imbecile, was not a fit person to conduct the case. 

Remark at the beginning of para. 61. — This was throwing Joetabhaee entirely 
into the hands of the durbar, who, there is now great reason to believe, was in 
the interests of the opposite party, but more especially H. H., the late Seeagee Row 
Gaekwar. The present Gaekwar seems blameless. 

Remark at the middle of para. 62. — I concur in these remarks. 

Remark at the middle of para. 66. — This part of the case seems made out. 

Remark at the beginning of para. 67. — Very suspicious. 

Remark at the end of para. 68. — This certainly goes far to prove that Captain 
French was not in ignorance of the real state of the case, and he ought undoubtedly 
to have made a strict inquiry. 

Remark on para. 72. — This report ought not to have been made except on the 
best and surest foundation, but how could Government instruct an officer holding 
the high office Captain French did, except on strong gi’ounds, which at this time 
certainly did not exist. 

Remark at the beginning of para. 75. — Our records of 1843 should be referred 
to, and the real facts connected with this interdict and its withdrawal set forth. 

Remark at the middle of para. 77. — Tliis places the intolerable nature of the 
grievance in a strong, and, as far as I can judge without consulting the Appendices, 
unanswerable light. 

Remark at the end of para. 81. — I concur in these remarks. 

Remark at the beginning of para. 82. — I am not sure, but I think I objected to 
Captain French’s suggestion at the time. At all events, I have on more than one 
occasion resisted his proneness to get rid of these troublesome guarantees at the 
expense, as 1 conceived, of our good faith. 

Remark in the middle of para. 83. — The reasoning in this para, seems strong 
and conclusive. 

Remark in the middle of para. 84. — If I recorded a minute on this subject, I 
should wish it to be entered as a note here. 

Remark at the beginning of para. 86. — I equally condemn them in principle ; 
but they are existing and necessary evils, and their origin ought not to be, as is so 
frequently the case, lost sight of. 

Renuirh at the middle of para. 88. — Government and the Hcmounffile Gouil 

acted 
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acted in good faith, , on the supposition that the case had been carefully inquired 
into, and correctly reported by its local representative. 

Remark at the end of para. 94. — The freest and most confidential communica- 
tions ought to have been allowed between the vakeel and his client. 

Remark at beginning of para. 96. — He was bound to read the whole, whatever 
might have been its tenor. 

Remark at the middle of para. 97. — This appeal from one entitled to our 

S rotection ought not to have gone unheeded ; but the acting Resident did not con- 
escend even to read it. 

Remark at beginning of para. 108. — This was very wrong, a denial of jus- 
tice, &c. 

Remark at the end of para. 110. — Wrong, very wrong. 

Remark at the end of para. 114. — This presses forcibly agaiiist the acting Resi- 
•<dent, and requires explanation. 

Remark on para. 123. — This was certainly calculated to blind Government. 

Remark at the middle of para. 125.— Of course Government could, if the man 
were really guilty. 

Remark at the middle of para. 126. — A point to be determined on by custom. 
There are no doubt certain ceremonies to be performed in the fifth and seventh 
months of pregnancy, called Punch and Subinasa ; but there may be exceptions 
in particular cases, and under particular circumstances. 

Remark at the end of para. 126. — I quite concur in this. 

Remark at the beginning of para. 136. — In what terms? Did Lieutenant- 
colonel Outram write in such a way as to excite the suspicions of Government ? 

Remark at the end of para. 138. — ^Then of course Government could scarcely 
Rave done otlierwise than sanction the arrangement. 

Remark at the end of para. 141. — This order was a very proper and natural one. 

Remark at the beginning of para. 149. — A strong fact in favour of Joetabhaee’s 
case. 


Part III. 

Remark at the middle of para. 4. — This is scarcely correct. 

Remark at the middle of para. 1 2. — If tlie case is proved as now represented 
■by Lieutenant-colonel Outram, this man, and all otliers concerned in these nefa- 
rious transactions, should be severely punished, and prohibited access to the 
Residency. Lieutenant-colonel Outram diould report how Government could best 
testify its displeasure. 

Remark at the beginning of para. 16. — These men must be viewed in th^ light 
,of approvers, or Queen's evidence. 

Remark at the beginning of para. 16. — ^This was an undesirable step. 

Remark at the middle of para. 1 6. — I think the Resident should now have 
taken up the case himself as a regular judicial inquiry, in the presence of all 
parties, accused and accusers, and think it is to be regretted he did not do so. 

Remark at the end of para. 29. —This treachery, if proved, should be most 
severely punished. 

Remark at the end of para. 30. — On what grounds ? 

Remark at the end of para. 31. — ^A very important feature of the case requiring 
'Strict examination. 

Remark at the end of para. 32. — How is this proved ? 

Resmark at the middle of para, 40.*— Of course the whole case dq>ends on the 
A; 560. 303 truth 
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truth and credibility of this large mass of evidence, which I have not even 
perused, but which must be closely sifted and scrutinized. 

Remark at the middle of para. 42. — A very important ftict. 

Remark at the end of para. 43. — The whole case, I repeat, mainly hinges on 
this fact, that Joetabhaee was really delivered of a son, and that that son was the 
offspring of her husband. 

Remark on para. 44. — Here lieutenant-colonel Outram adopted tifie mode in 
which I think the whole inquiry ought to have been conducted. 

Remark at tlu; end of para. 4(j. — The case as now represented would have fully 
justified departure from official etiquette. 

Remark ^t the beginning of para. 49. — Apparently strong and conclusive. 

Remark at the beginning of para. .55. — The Gaekwar, if the case is proved, 
should be strongly advised to punish all parties concerned in this nefarious plot. 

Remark at the beginning of para. 62. — Lieutenant-colonel Outram’s promise of 
protection would have shielded them. 

Remark at the end of para. 62. — Government refused, under the reports of its 
local representative, who it could not mistrust, until suspicion was excited. 


Part IV. 

Remark on para. 2. — Of course Government will be rejoiced that so much 
villany, if it has been committed, has been brought to light, and will give due 
credit to the officer who has exposed it. 

Remark at the end of para. 9. — This requires to be carefully looked into. The 
Committee laboured under the disadvantage of conducting the inquiry long after 
the alleged birth. 

Remark at the middle of para. 2.3. — Oui s’excuse s’accuse. 

Remark at the end of para. 26. — This testimony to the honest conduct of the 
present Guicowar is extremely satisfactory. 

Remark at the beginning of para. 27 .— The Gaekwar should be requested, if 
the case is proved, to visit one and all with his severest displeasure. 

Remark at the middle of para. 27. — Certainly not, if he is found guilty, or 
ratlier if the conviction is affirmed. 

Remark at tlie end of Part IV. — On this section I shall only remark, ^httt 
primd facie it is forcible and strong, but requires, like all the otliers, to be care- 
fully compared with the Appendices on which it is founded. Admitting that the 
guilt of the parties referred to is established, the concluding recommendation doe* 
not go far enough ; but, as I have already suggested, his Highness the Gaekwar 
slH)uld be earnestly and urgently (ixhorted to visit all the parties, his subjects, who 
are implicated in these nefarious and unprincipled transactions, with suitable 
punishment, as the best mode of checking the corruption and dishonesty which 
prevails at Baroda. We are bound to give this advice to our ally, and to afford 
all the redress in our power to Joetabhaee, if she has been really oppressed in the 
manner described. 

(signed) J. P. WUUmgiAy. 

(True copies.) 

(signed) A. Malet, 

28th April 1851. Chief Secretary. 
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— No. 3. — 

Minute by the Right Honourable the Governor, dated 10 November 1851. No. 911 C. 

1. The direct and avowed object of this voluminous report is to induce the 
Government to confirm in its integrity a sentence of confinement in irons, and 
a fine of 16,500 rupees, passed by a punchayet assembled at Baroda upon one 
Baba Nafra. 

2 . This individual was the managing gomashta of the firm of Hurree Buktee, 
and has been Convicted upon the first of the three following charges, %nd in 
part upon the third : 

1st. With having bribed certain koolies belonging to the British village 
of Metapoor falsely to assert that Joetabhaee, the younger wife or Beichur 
Samul, nad purchased from them a boy which she had passed off as the 
posthumous child of her deceased husband, with a view to defraud the 
other widow and child of the deceased banker. 

2d. That he had suborned false witnesses to assert that the first spurious 
child having died, Joetabhaee, with a fraudulent intent, supplied its place 
by another boy purchased from koolees of Amleeara, a village situate 
within the Gaekwar territory, but the property of the firm of Huree Buktee, 
of which he. Baba Nafra, was the managing agent, and over which he 
exercised absolute control. This count was pronounced not proven. 

3d. That he had procured the forcible abduction of the boy whose spu- 
riousness he had thus endeavoured to establish by the subornation of per- 
jury ; and as the abducted boy had died while in the hands of certain Arabs 
to whose custody he had been consigned by Baba Nafra, it was further left 
to the punchayet to determine whether, in addition to the crimes of con- 
spiracy, subornation of perjury, and abduction, the Baba had not been guilty 
of the heinous offence of compassing the child’s death. 

3. The prisoner, as I stated, was found guilty of the first charge of bribing 
the koolees of Metapoor, and of having caused a false deed to be written. On 
the second charge the punchayet were not convinced that Joetabhaee had borne 
a child to her deceased husband Beichur Samul, and returned a verdict of not 
proven. Upon the tliird they found Baba Nafra guilty of the forcible abduc- 
tion of a child from Joetabhaee, without, however, declaring that child to have 
been hers. 

4. It might have been deemed sufficient had Colonel Outram submitted the 
proceedings on this extraordinary case to Government in the usual course, with 
a clear and concise memoir, exposing the dark intrigues of which he believed 
Baba to have been guilty towards his mistress, and which had in part been 
proved. 

6 . It appears to me that no more would have been required to induce us to 
refrain from interfering in a sentence passed upon a subject of Our ally the 
Gaekwar by a court appointed by that prince. 

6. Colonel Outram has, however, judged otherwise. He openly proclaims 
his fears lest the Baba’s influence should ultimately be exercised upon the 
members of this Government (for such is the plain meaning of his words), and 
lead to our mitigating the sentence. 

7. To prevent this dreaded consummation, he has traced and exposed the 
frauds and deceitful policy of Baba with astonishing industry and minuteness. 

8. Whether he have fathomed all the mysteries of these perplexing and 
obscure intrigues, I am inclined, for reasons which 1 shall hereafter allege, to 
doubt ; but he has done enough to have entitled him, but for certain considera- 
tions which 1 shall presently mention, to our unqualified approbation for the 
sympathy which he has shown for a persecuted woman, for the protection which 
he has extended to her, and for the contest which he has mistained in her behalf 
with all the corrupt influences of a native court. 

Tim CQiisidendioia whioh leads me to qualify my amiirobatioa is the highly 
<A>jectioKnhle manner in which Colonel Outram has uought fit to place his 
, 5 ^ 0 . 3 D 4 researches 
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researches before Government, the terms he uses, and the reasons he assigns for' 
using them. 

10. These, in fact, are so phrased as to convey an ambiguous meaning to those 

who are ignorant of the facts of the case, andi may, whether intended to be so- 
understood or nof, be thought to imply a covert accusation of the Government 
for the part it has already taken in Joetabaee’s case. • 

11. Colonel Outram has divided his report into four parts. The first contains' 
the introductory remarks, which, in my opinion, expose Colonel Outram to the 
charge of disrespect, as I shall endeavour presently to show. 

12. The second professes to contain the history of the case of Joetabhaee' 
Setanee to the commencement of the investigation conducted by Lieutenant- 
colonel Qutram. 

13 . The third compjrises the revelations made to Colonel Outram at the Resi- 
dency, by certain parties to the intrigues carried on against Joetabhaee. 

14 . The fourth, a sketch of the proceedings of the punchayet. 

15 . It is the first of these sections with which we have to do at present. 

16 . Colonel Outram considers the sentence passed by the punchayet upon 
Baba Nafra as quite inadequate, and to be owing to a culpable sympathy with 
the culprit on the part of the court, composed of the culprit’s own friends. He 
believes that he has satisfactorily demonstrated that Joetabhaee was the real 
mother of the abducted child, a point on which I shall have subsequently to offer 
some remarks ; and he states as the reason for entering into the case in such 
detail, his desire to prevent any clemency being shown to the convicted Baba 
Nafra in mitigation of the sentence. Such a result would be attended, he 
believes, “ with the most calamitous moral and political consequences," by con- 
firming the prevalent idea that Baba Nafra possesses some mysterious influence 
in Bombay. 

17 . Colonel Outram goes on to tell us, that Baba Nafra, unprincipled and 
unscrupulous as he has depicted him, had aspired to bribe our latejcolleague, 
the Honourable Mr. Reid. In the following para. ( 16 ), he brings forward' 
the belief so prevalent as he assumes it to be at Baroda, that the higher officers 
of Government are not inaccessible to corrupt influence, as a full justification of 
the excessive length of his report ; not only this, but as supplying, in his 
opinion, a valid reason why the report should be attentively studied ere Govern- 
ment do aught that might be indirectly construed into a confirmation of the 
popular belief. 

1 8. Is not this palpably to convey the expression of Colonel Outram’s opinion, 
that Government would most probably act in this case so as to confirm the popular 
belief, if he did not take this extraordinary measure to prevent them ? And uoes- 
not this convey an indirect accusation that we were likely to act on this report 
without having made ourselves sufiiciently acquainted with its contents ? 

19 . He next proceeds to enumerate the decisions of Government in other 
cases, which, in his opinion, afford examples why such a belief should exist ; and 
finally he concludes the list with these remarkable words, in which (as if he had 
not already said suflScient to cast a censure upon the proceedings of Govern- 
ment), he states, without a word of explanation, what is unquestionably true in- 
itself, but phrased in such a manner as directly to impeach the conduct of 
Government on the present remarkable case. 

20. Additional confirmations, he observes, (to the prevalent belief in the dis- 
honesty of high Government ofiicers at the Presidency), have been derived from 
the fact, that during the whole of the persecutions of the unfortunate Joetabhaee, 
Government never, in one way or other, interposed to secure a mitigation of the 
harsh treatment she suffered, though oft and loudly importuned by herselfi and 
her mother; while, on the other hand, no sooner was Baba Nafra placed in 
custody, prior to trial, than Government hastened to express a hope that he 
would receive good usage. 

21. This language,! regret to remark, like that which preceded it, can hai^ly 
be reed otberwiin than as a direct accusation. It is no reply to say that censure' 

is- 



401 


PBIQ34 f HE OE EESIIMNT AT BABm>A- 

■Hi 

is not mtendeii ; that blame is not imputed to Govemroeot, but to the parties by 
wboiia Gbvarni|ient has been misled. This may be all that the writer intended, 
but I believe no one who reads the above, in connexion with the rest of the first 
sectioDf can be sure that this is all he means. A casual reader would construe 
it far otherwise. # 

22. In short, were the assumption that Joetabhaee has been harshly used at 
the bftnds of Government maintainable upon the facts of the case, still the 
general tone of this section cannot be viewed otherwise than as most improper 
and unbecoming when addressed to his Government by an officer in Colonel 
Outram’s position. 

28. One of the least objectionable consequences of such a proceeding is, that 
it in a manner obliges the Government to stand upon its defence. But the grave 
responsibility which a subordinate incurs who places his Government in spch a 

1 )OSition as to feel it necessary to defend its acts, must be enhanced tenfold^ if it 
)e shown, as I shall presently show, that in the case in question there has not 
been a single act or order on our part which affords the slightest pretext for 
animadversion. 

24. Colonel Outram, it is true, in his 18th para., expresses his implicit 
faith in the honour and immaculate purity of the Government, which he is 
pleased to add that he esteems and honours. What be says of the conduct of 
Government, and the low dishonesty imputed to it, is not the less calculated to 
impress those who have access to this Report with a different notion. 

26. I cannot, on the other hand, omit to notice that these extraordinary 
remarks as respects their avowed object of influencing the conduct of Govern- 
ment are not less unbecoming. They not only openly denounce as pregnant 
with mischief and injustice a decision differing from that at which Colonel 
Outram has arrived, but they appeal to considerations as properly influential, 
which are altogether alien to justice, and which, in a case of this nature, could 
only influence the weak or the really corrupt. 

26. We arej in short, strongly and directly urged, in the 17th para., to 
confirm the sentemee passed upon Baba Nafra, not because it is right and just, 
but because, if we were lo modify or anuul it, we should be suspected of acting 
wrongly. 

27. Colonel Outram has failed to perceive that suggestions like these are 
alike wanting in respect and decomra, because, to suppose that they could pos- 
sibly exert an influence upon our decision, is to suppose that the public belief on 
which they profess to be based has some solid foundation. 

28. Fortunately, as Colonel Outram may consider it, the guilt of BaJra Nafra 
is too clearly established ; if not to the extent believed in by the Resident, at 
least to a degree which would necessarily preclude any desire to interfere with 
the sentence of the Gaekwav’s Court, the judges who passed it being, as we are 
informed, the Baba’s personal friends. 

29. But I will not permit equivocal remarks upon the conduct of Government 
in such a case as that of Joetabhaee to remain on record unrefuted. 

30. The machinations from which she is said to have suffered so directly 
challenge our best sympathy, that I should be sorry to think they had been ^ 
encouraged or prolonged by any act or omission of ours which could expo^ us 
to the charge of unfairness, or to the ^scarcely less blameable impulatiop of 
neglect. . ... 

81. It is an agreeable duty to demonstrate, that not in a single insMuoe has 
an order been given by this Government which, on restrospeotion, is Coufd to 
have Iraen inconsistent with the rule of the Government in similar insttgic^s, «nd 
with equity of the case, as at the time appatent from the represeuitatipns of 
our pnlv pcisibly advisers and infprmeints, the several Residents, gnd jroin l^e 
best evHt(^i^ it bur command. ^ 

It u so satisjiactory to discover thgt, sei^erely as Golojuel 

Otttl^ hbs cehlured in this Report his successor, Captaia jfr^yneh, for the part 
he pursued towards Jmtabhaee, he is himself answerable (1 say it with regret) for 

SE ' 83. Before 
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83. Before I enter upon the inquiry which I propose to make into the conduct 
of Government and its officers, with reference to Joitabhaee, I desire ,to record 
a few preliminary observations. ^ 

34. I have first to express my astonishment that an officer of any political 
experience in this country should have used the language which Colonel Outram 
has employed in commenting in the belief in the efficacy of khutput, which he 
tells us is so prevalent in Baroda. The Resident’s remarks distinctly imply that 
the Government has occasioned this belief by their unfair decisions, and that, 
but for such decisions, no such belief would have been current. 

36. As if faith in what is termed khutput were not in the very nature of 
things inseparable in the ideas of an Asiatic from the possession of power which 
he believes to he absolute. 

36. A very slight acquaintance with mankind might have convinced Colonel 
Outram that where the interests, lives, and fortunes of the subjects depend upon 
the will or caprice of an absolute monarch, subject to the influence of those who 
surround him, men who have any object to attain will endeavour to secure that 
influence, rather than trust to the abstract justice of their cause, and that no laws 
can be devised that will eradicate the practice. Nor is it less certain that the 
native who has found the practice conducive to success within the sphere of his 
own experience will with difficulty be brought to believe that it is not of univer- 
sal efficacy, or that, partial to low intrigue himself, he will be induced to give 
credit, at the expense of his own self-estimation, to the existence, either in indi- 
viduals or in the governing body, of those sentiments of purity and honour which 
are characteristic of an English gentleman. 

37. Colonel Outram ’s acknowledged rectitude of conduct will necessarily exert 
a favourable influence upon those natives who are habitually brought into com- 
munication with him ; but I fear that he lays himself open to the charge of 
credulity, if he can suppose that the subjects of a native state like Baroda can be 
generally induced, by any acts of his or of any other ofilcers of Government, to 
disbelieve the efficacy of khutput all over the world. 

38. The difficulty of combating native notions on a point like this is not 
inaptly illustrated by Colonel Outram ’s own experience. An attempt was made 
to prove that the origin of the generous interest which he has taken in Joita- 
baee’s behalf was “ the receipt of an enormous bribe.” The attempt sliows the 
value set upon personal honour by the people of Baroda. 

39. Men do not suborn evidence to prove what all the world would dis- 
believe. 

40. I can well imagine that Colonel Outram views such a report with the 
scorn it deserves, and that his concern is truly and honestly for the honour of 
his Government ; but, once for all, I affirm that unless Government had, in his 
opinion, laid itself open to the imputation of deliberate unfairness, from motives 
oi favour and affection, or upon still baser considerations, the tone and nature of 
his observations on the opinions current in Baroda, upon the efficacy of khutput, 
are altogether as irrelevant as they are unbecoming. 

41. The peculiarities of the present case will next require to be briefly 
noticed. 

42. I need scarcely call attention to the fact that a subject of the Gaekwar 
possessing our guarantee is not the less a subject of his own Government. All 
that he can claim from us is protection from injustice on the part of his prince, 
whose proceedings, or the proceedings of his court, in the case of a guaranteed 
party, can be brought on appeal before the Resident. 

43. It must be obvious, as the direct conseouence of this most inconvenient 
and embarrassing of relations, that every act or direct interference on the part 
of the Resident will be re^rded by the prince and his subjects with a jealousy as 
natural as it is intense ; that every appeal to the Resident, oq the other hand, by 
a ^aranteed subject, will be viewed as an act of rebellion a^inst his lawful 
prince. It also follows, from the nature of the connexion, that fhe supralor 
Government at the Presidency, upon whom the ultimate disposal of every case 
may devolve, must be left entirely at the mercy of the Resident, whose authority 
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and opinion, except under very extraoi^dinaiy circumstances, it is almost com- 
pelled lo support. 

44. What other means of information are indeed at our disposal, or how can 
w’e possibly act on the statement of the parties •themselves, or confide in the 
fidelity of representations which are not vouched for by the same Resident ? 

45. So long as the guarantee system remains, we must be subject to these 
difficulties. Knowing this. Colonel Outram should have hesitated before he 
used t he language which 1 have quoted in a previous place, so worded as to 
impute, or at least to seem to impute, partiality and favouritism towards Baba 
Naira on the part of this Government. 

46. I now proceed, according to my promise, to a strict review of the part 
taken by Government in these transactions. This review I shall divide into, 

1st. The period from the commencement of the dispute to the departure 
of Colonel Outram on sick certificate from Baroda. 

2d. During Captain French’s agency. 

3d. Subsequent to Colonel Outram’s return. 

47. My own conclusions on the case, arrived at after a very careful study of 
the Report and its accompaniments, will close this paper. 

48. For the length of it I shall not apologise, since, whether we regard tlie 
quarter from which the Report proceeds, the extraordinary facts brought forward, 
and the questionable value of the evidence taken, the severe censures passed 
upon Captain French, the officer who acted for Colonel Outram during the 

{ )eriod of his absence, or the unfavourable impression which the Report is calcu- 
ated to have upon the mind in regard to our proceedings (which should be 
shown to be free of stain or reproach), I do not think that a few desultory obser- 
vations would be proper or sufficient. 

49. The very opinion we may form of the transactions in which the case origi- 
nated, and the final decision at which we may arrive, will necessarily be received 
with some qualification, unless we place on record a clear, consistent, and satis- 
factory detail of the part which we have ourselves taken in them. 

50. From Mr. Andrews' original memorandums, dated the 22d March and 
the 14th April 1847, we first became acquainted with the occurrences at Baroda 
connected with the house of Hurree Buktee, which have led to all the subse- 
quent proceedings, but in which the Gaekwar had not interfered, nor had any 
parties preferred complaints at the Residency. 

51. Current report averred that the child of Joetabhaee, the younger setanee, 
had been ascertained to be spurious, and had been taken from her ; that she had 
been confined, and had given a written confession of the fraud ; that her father, 
Banabaee, had in consequence been turned out of caste and the child given to 
koolies who claimed it ; that Baba Nafra, the managing gomashta of the firm, 
who had acted in the affair in a most authoritative manner, and was supposed to 
have the concurrence of the Gaekwar in what he did, must have known i^m the 
first that the child was not Joetabhaee’s. 

52. Her mother was stated by Mr. Andrews, in these memorandums, to have 
first gone to the palace to complain, and afterwards to have escaped. 

63. When they were received, the members of Government present were Sir 
G. Clerk, Sir W. Cotton, and Mr. Reid. They decided very consistently witih 
right and usage, that the memorandums were not to be noticed until a guaranteed 
party preferred a complaint. 

54. It was in April, not long afterwards, when the first direct appeal on behalf 
of Joetabhaee was submitted. One Ramdass Mooneedass addressed a petition to 
Government, dated the 3d May 1847, containing a very clear account of 
intrigues stated to have been put in motion by Baba Nafra to ruin his mistress. 
Thispetition not being preferred by a principal or by a party directly interested, 
wa«L according to the invariable usage of Government in the like cases, returaed 
tp the writer. 

65. A petition from Joetabhaee herself was referred for report to Colonel 
Outram on the 23d July. This officer had assumed charge of the Residency on 
the 26th May. On the 4th of November following he was requested to expedite 
560. 3 £ 3 his 
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his report, and again on the 29th. Immediately he addressed to Government 
his first letter on the subject, dated the 26th November. In this letter *we were 
informed that the inquiry into the circumstances had been deputed by his High- 
ness to a Commission consisting of 
Gopall Row Myral. 

Meer Surfraz Ali. 

56. He requested that Larbaee, .Joetabhaee’s mother, might be sent to Baroda, 
and also the petitions made by her and her daughter to the British Government. 
Colonel Oulram promises in tiiis letter to forward the correspondence and report, 
together with the proceedings of the Commission, when the investigation had 
terminated. 


Trimbuckjl ei ^ 
Bapoo, J Shastrees. 


67. A second and final letter on the subject was receive*! from Colonel Outram, 
dated the 21st January 1848, submitting a request from tlie Durbar that Larbaee, 
who had not arrived at Baroda, might be ordered to proceed there, which she 
was peremptorily told to do. 

58. This is the last communication on the subject from Colonel Outram, who 
left Baroda to proceed to Egypt on sick certificate on the 12th September 1848. 

59. In the interim much correspondence had passed between Colonel Outfam 
and the Durbar, winch was subsequently forwarded to Government by his suc- 
cessor, Captain French, w ho assumed charge of the Residency on the 2d 
November 1848, nearly two months after his predecessor’s departure. 

60. I am here compelled to call the particular attention of my colleagues to 
these facts. Colonel Outram has now given us to understand that he suspected 
foul play on the part of the Durbar Court long before he quitted Baroda. But 
he could not interfere, as he would otherwise have done in Joetabhaee’s behalf, 
. because, as he alleges, all the principals were subjects of his Highness, and could 

only come before the Resident as appellants (14). He believed “ that from no 
tribunal the Durbar could appoint was strict justice to be looked for on the part 
of Joetabhaee,” 15 para. The translated proceedings of his correspondence with 
the Durbar at this time, and his report. Part II. para. 37, certainly show that he 
used his best efforts to bring the proceedings of the commission of inquiry to a 
close, bearing patiently with obstructions on the part of Joetabhaee herself, 
persuading her mother Larbaee to submit to examination, urging the Durbar 
to excuse her seeming want of respect, and to take her evidence, and interfering 
to procure for Joetabhaee some amelioration of the hardships to which she was 
exposed. 


61. Paragraphs 28 to 30 of the Report, Part II., which notice the communica- 
tions on the 4th and 6th September 1848, between Joetabhaee and his Highness 
demonstrate the pains taken by Colonel Outram to ensure Larbaee a fair hear- 
ing. In his yad of the 6th, he reiterates the request made in his yad of the 4th, 
the motive of which is now stated to have been “ to afford my successor an im- 
pregnable ground on which to take his stand in insisting on the examination of 
Larbaee being taken, and the inquiry brought to a close.” No reply was received 
to this, adds Colonel Outram, till the 1 6th September, four days after I hud left 
Buroda. 

62. When we come to examine the correspondence of the Resident at this 
period with the Durbar, in connexion with his present report, we are at a loss to 
understand how, with his opinions, he failed to leave on record for the guidance 
of his successor, or to communicate to Government the strong suspicions which 
he states that he entertained that the punchayet did not act fairly to Joetabhaee. 

63. He left Baroda without a sign, without a word to intimate his suspicions 
or intentions either to Government or his successor. To the latter he becmeathed 
indeed a mass of correspondence with the Durbar in part translated. But that 
he entertained a suspicion of unfair play, can hardly be deduced from & close 
study of these papers, and would certainly not be suggested by a casual perusal 
of them. 

64. He appears, however, from this Report, to have been clearly aware, even 
previous to entertaining these suspicions, of the endeavours which me punchayet 
^ere making to defer the comfdetion of the case till after his departure. His 
avowed object was to get Larbaee’s deposition taken, the prooeedingt cloAcd, 
and the whole case transferred to the Resident. Government also, I have 
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405 


FROM THE OFFICE OF RESIDENT AT BARODA. 

ftfaown^Jiad repeatedly called upon him for his report on the case, and was in 
total ignorance of every thing that had occurred, or was occurring. Desiring, 
as be did, that justice should be secured, and suspecting, as he did, that mea- 
sures were in progress to thwart and prevent it, there was no course so obvious, 
and which gave such diiect promise of good results as to have communicated his 
opinion in the case to Government, and to have left a clear abstract of what had 
taken place, and of his suspicions and intentions, for the information and 
guidance of his successor.* It is to the neglect of this evidently necessary 
precaution that 1 am com|)clled to attribute the ill success which attended 
Joitabaee’s efforts to secure a fair inquiry, and much of her subsequent 
suflerings. 

65. Had sucl) a record been placed before him, who can suppose that Captain 
French would have thought it right to substitute for an inquiry brought almost to 
a close, and which he could, if unjust, have set aside aud rectified, new proceed- 
ings, and a new court, the most influential members of which were the same 
biassed and unfair judges who had so long trifled with the inquiry and with the 
patience of the Resident, and whose award would now be final. 

60. There was, indeed, on the face of the proceedings left behind him by 
Colonel Outram no evidence of the intention of the punchayet to behave 
unfairly, so distinct as to be apparent to a stranger to the case. Whatever con- 
viction those proceedings miglit have suggested to one who had watched them 
from the commencement, there w;is nothing in them that I can see even to 
induce a suspicion on the mind of Captain French that he was doing Joitabaee 
an irreparable injury, in recommending that the matter should be settled by a 
punchayet, to whose decision the {)arties were bound to agree, or to lead him to 
believe that the parties about him were endeavouring to cajole and use him as 
their tool. 

67. A brief record from Colonel Outram of the grounds which he had for 
suspicion would in a great measure have protected the new comer against the 
intrigues going on around him, both at the Durbar and the Residency. 

68. Colonel Outram’s departure, without a report to Government or a line 
of explanation to Captain French, was therefore, I must repeat, a very serious 
error of judgment. 

69. Under the disadvantages of this omission and want of accurate informa- 
tion, as well as under the pressure of public business, which necessarily follows 
the arrival of a new head of an office after an interval of non-residence. Captain 
French addressed to Government his letter of the 16th November 1848. 

70. Colonel Outram has severely commented upon his letter, and the pro- 
ceedings to which it gave rise ; we must therefore inquire, with what justice. 

71. It is, however, ray present purpose to comment upon Captain French’s 
proceedings, as they regard Joetabhaee. It is his report to Government that 
I now have to consider. 

72. It must be borne in mind, that since the 21st .January 1848 the Govern- 
ment Imd not received a line from the Resident, Colonel Outram, on the subject 
of Joetabhaee’s case. Captain French’s letter of the 1 5th November following 
was the earliest information furnished subsequent to tiie date of that despatch. 
The Government had been left by Colonel Outram without any intimation of 

the 

* I purposely abstain from noticing Colonel Outram’a remarks in the 17 th para, of his letter: 
'‘Before leaving tor Egypt, 1 mentioned Joetabhaee’s case to 'Captain French, as one that would 
require coitSiderable vigilance, with a view to defeat the intrigues of Nafra and Nursoo Punt;” 
for I'am assured that Captain French has not the slightest recollection of aiw such warning having 
been given, though he remembers having had an interview with Colonel Outram previous to his 
quitting Bombay for Eprpt, in which the latter spoke to him 00 a variety of subjects, and Captain 
French supposes that he then may have spoken on this, as Colonel Outram states that be did men- 
tion his suspicions. 

It is evident that Colonel Outram expected too much if he imagined that a desidtory oenversation 
qf this nature, mixed up too as the subject was with other matter, would have left a lasting impres* 
sivia on Captain French’s mind ; but it is too clear Uiut Colonel Outram had no business whatever to 
trust to such i verbal ^lusion to a supposed loliigue, and that the admbsion that be made it con- 
vkM him pf'i v«» eerioue want of discretion. He should have made it officially to Government, ns 
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the progress of the case, or any clue to guide them, or arouse suspicion pmsisely 
. as Captain French had been. Whatever faults may be imputed to the latter 
gentleman, it cannot be said that he slumbered on his post. He took charge of 
tJie Residency on the 2d, and his first letter is dated the 16th November. 

73. He represented that the case was undisposed of, and seemed as far from 
an amicable settlement as ever, 

74. He deprecates the hearing of the parties through hired vakeels, “ whose 
object must be to embroil all he spoke of subterfuges and evasions on the pa^t 
of Joetabhaee and her parents, and after stating his impression, derived from 
experience, that few, if any, disputes connected with the banking houses adiudi- 
cated through us, or by our instrumentality, had held good, he proposed that a 
punchayet should be appointed, each of the widows (then adversely disposed) 
naming two members, and conjointly a fifth. 

75. What course remained to Government under such a report as the above, 
totally unapprised as we were of the sentiments Colonel Outram now informs 
us he at that time entertained, but to sanction the measure proposed ? The 
point to which the inquiry had advanced under the . native commission during 
the residence of Colonel Outram did not necessarily approximate to an imme< 
diate and final decision. The information furnished by Captain French led 
directly to the conclusion that no material progress had in reality been made ; 
the proposition seemed in itself to be reasonable ; and, though it was foreseen 
and remarked that it would be exceedingly diflictilt to convene a punchayet 
who would act with strict impartiality, yet it was clearly very desirable to avoid, 
if practicable, a direct inquiry on the part of Government into a family dispute 
of this nature. 

76. The Government, therefore, assented to the suggestion in a letter of the 
18th December 1848. If it were mistaken in this acquiescence, the fault must 
rest between Colonel Outram, who had neglected to state what he knew, and 
believed, and Captain French, who had stated what he did not positively know, 
although he believed what he stated. 

77. Of the translated accompaniments to Captain French’s letter, I would 
notice particularly Nos. 19, 20, 28, 29, 42, 47 and 48. It is very difficult to 
suppose tliat Captain French had not read these papers, and was not aware of 
all that had previously taken place. But they contain nothing to satisfy the 
Government of the unsoundness of Captain French’s assurances, or that the 
proceedings of the commission appointed by his Highness should in eflTect 
Jiave terminated witli the taking of Larbaee’s evidence.* The impression their 
perusal leaves on my mind is simply this; 1st, that they manifest a sturdy 
resistance on the part of Joetabhaee to the commission appointed by the Durbar, 
and a leaning on the Resident for support. 2d, that the Gaekwar was nettled 
at this summary denial of his authority by his own subject, and complained to 
the Resident, who took no notice of his complaints, but did his best to remove 
objections and assist Joetabhaee. As to Larbaee, Captain French may have 
regarded in a far different light from Colonel Outram, what the latter terms in 
para. 34, Part II. of his report, the “ most touching evidence of her con*- 
fidence in British honour, in refusing to detail the evidence in her possession, 
and which she intended to adduce when the case came under appeal at the 
Residency.” 

Larbaee had, in fact, not given her evidence, and it is rather too much to 
expect the Gaekwar court to admit such a reason for her refusing it. 

She had complied in fonn, but not in substance. Colonel Outram seems 
altogether to overlook the fact that the Gaekwar court was the court of 

trial. 


* See particularly No. 47, a yad from Joetabhaee, dated the 14th February 1848: I cannot 
approve of the proceedings in tnii case, for there is ao much partiality and ill-feeling going on,” 
&c. &c. 

“ The evidence of several of his Highness’ servants are very necessary !n any case, and I cannQt 
understand the proceedings of the punchayet, who carry on the investigation without reference to 
"me, with a view to injure me as much as possible.” 

She states that she did not like the appearance of the people (i. e. the commission), and requeat* 
tht Resident, as the inquiry had been goipg on for eight montns without an issue, td insiwisUe 
it himself. 
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trial, and that Larbaee was therefore not justified, whatever lier suspicions may 
have been, in withholding evidence necessary for a decision, with the intention 
of giving it in appeal before the Resident ; nor had she a right to dictate the 
terms on which sftie would give it. I do not say that Larbaee was not free to 
refuse to plead ; but I altogether dissent from Colonel Outram in his arguments 
to show that Larbaee’s evidence having been so given, the inquiry should have 
necessari ly. closed. 

78. The second letter from Captain French is dated the 22d February 1849. 
JHe reports the refusal of Joitabhaee to agree to a punchayet, describes the facts 
of her case as currently reported in terms most unfavourable to that lady, aver- 
ring that there had been two supposititious children, as stated in Mr. Andrews’ 
two memorandums, and that the imposition was notorious throughout the town, 
and a general scandal. He also recommended that the guarantee which had been 
given to the firm should be cancelled. 

79. The Government reply is dated the 21st May 1849. This reply was 
founded on some very just remarks of the Honourable Mr. Willoughby, based 
on such knowledge of the circumstances as the Government were possessed of. 

80. We declined to interfere further in Joetabhaee’s case, hut refused to recall 
the guarantee, and punish the innocent heir, the son of the elder widow, together 
with the guilty stepmother. The Government added, that they did not, “ as 
informed,” perceive the grounds of the Resident’s suspicion that Baba Nafra had 
been a party to Joetabhaee’s fraud, hut sanctioned his dismissal by the elder 
widow if this fact could be established. 

81. Nothing could be more proper than these instructions, according to the 
information which we then possessed ; though nothing perhaps can more clearly 
show the diflBculties attending the fulfilment of the conditions of a guarantee 
tlian the contrast between the past and present correspondence. 

82. Other petitions were subsequently submitted by Joetabhaee; but the 
subject had now been closed as far as Government were concerned, and she was 
referred to that decision. 

83. How, indeed, could the Government with propriety pay any further atten- 
tion to her unsupported statements and remonstrances ? Independently of the 
self-evident objection to our availing ourselves of the power of the guarantee, 
except when justice imperatively required, Joetabhaee had from the first been 
unfavourably known to us as a profligate w'oman, who had carried on a bold 
intrigue to serve her own interests at the expense of the elder widow, and 
undoubted heir of the deceased. We had no reason for supposing that she had 
been denied any facilities for establishing her case, had it been a just one. We 
were assured that, as far as we were concerned, and however unfavourable the 
reports made to Government regarding her by us, at least she had not been pre- 
judged. Her petitions in 1847 had been referred for investigation and report to 
the Resident. Again and again had we renewed our calls on Colonel Outram 
for information and opinion. Time had passed. After a i)eriod of four months, 
we were told that inquiries were in progress, but nothing more was made known 
to us by Colonel Outram. By his successor we were informed that there seemed 
no prospect of a satisfactory settlement, or of a termination of the case, owing to 
the contumacious conduct of Joetabhaee and her friends. In compliance with 
Captain French’s advice, we had given her a final opportunity of settling her 
dispute in strict conformity with the usage of the country, and she, as we were 
told, had refused to submit to it. 

84 . It is manifest, from this recapitulation, that Government had done its best 
to secure justice to the parties concerned, and that it could not be expected to 
pay attention to Joetabhaee’s further representations. Nor, when a decision has 
once been arrived at on apparently just grounds, is it our practice in any instance 
to re-open the subject, except under unusual circumstances, and upon fresh and 
unconsidered grounds. 

85 . Two other letters only, of a later date, were received on Joetabhaee’s affairs 
fr^ Captain French ^dated the 10th May and '21st July 1849) ; they hold out 
hopes of a xecoodliation taking place between the widows, if Government will 

560. 3E4 persist 
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persist in its non-interference. The letters which Government next reoeiveci sre 
from Colonel Outram after his return from Egypt. 

86. It certainly strikes me as singular, considering his previous suspicion of 
unfair practices, as mentioned in the Report, that heat first coincided in the pro- 
priety of the measures recommended by Captain French. 

87. He states in a letter, dated the 24th June, “that though it is possible, and 
he thinks it probable, that the petitioner Joetabhaee has experienced foul play at 
the hands of Baba N'afra ” — [note, that he says not a word of the commission J— 
“yet he sees no probability of a dispute of this nature being adjusted, excepting 
through the medium of arbitrators, as suggested by Captain French.” 

88. He has explained in para. 137, Part II. of his Report, his reasons for fulling 
into this seeming inconsistency. He considered that the question was settled, 
and that an arbitration was the only chance leit to Joetabhaee of obtaining 
justice. Still his opinion is given in very unqualified terms, and such as are 
calculated to satisfy Government of the good judgment exercised in the matter by 
the acting Resident, Captain French. 

89. On the 11th July Colonel Outram announces to Government the revela- 
tions unexpectedly made to him at the Residency by some parties connected with 
the house of Hurree Buktee, and the arrest of Baba Nafra, on charges of abduc- 
tion and murder; he further solicits that Joetabhaee, then in Bombay, might be 
desired to return to Baroda. 

90. On the 29th the cliief secretary informed Colonel Outram that Joetabhaee 
had been told to return, adding, “ with reference to the suspicions which Joeta- 
bhaee ’s conduct in declining the method of inquiry approved by Government had 
given rise to,” that Government relied on him for the good treatment of the 
parties pending any inquiry wliich might take place ; or, in other words, Govern- 
ment believed that Joetabhaee’s refusal to submit her cause to a punchayet indi- 
cated her consciousness that it was a bad one ; and if she were guilty of the fraud 
imputed to her, it was presumed that she would not hesitate to use unfair means 
to injure her opponents, or to charge them falsely with atrocious crimes. 

91. When the representations which up to this period had been made to 
Government, are taken into consideration, it would indeed have been surprising 
if we had not at the first glance viewed such charges with distrust, and consi- 
dered it necessary to caution Colonel Outram against premature sev'erity to 
parties judged up to this period to have been in the right, and possibly therefore 
the objects of a revengeful intrigue. 

92. These are the last instructions given by Government in Joetabliaee’s case. 
Their^letters have been one by one brought under review, and from the beginning 
to the end I can find nothing in them to justify Colonel Outram in instancing 
the conduct of Government as calculated to support the idea which he avers 
was prevalent at Baroda, that Baba Nafra possessed influence at Bombay. 

93. If, on the other hand. Colonel Outram had rightly assumed that Captain 
French was made the tool of Baba Nafra, through the influence of his secret 
colleagne, Nursoo Punt, the fact is of a nature which would have speedily 
gained circulation in the city, and would of itself have accounted for any treat- 
ment which Joetabhaee received at the hands of the Resident, without reference 
to the Baba's presumed interest at Bombay. 

94. I shall now proceed to review the conduct of Captain French towards 
Joetabhaee, while acting Resident. 

96. That this officer was not assisted by Nursoo Punt in becoming acquainted 
with the case, that he was even deceived by the native agent as far as misrepre- 
sentation could be indirectly used, is very probable, and would seem, indeed, to 
be demonstrated by Colonel Outram ; but neither Nursoo Punt’s conduct, nor 
the recommendations of Captain French, in his letter of the 16th November 
1848, deserve the high colouring which is given to them in this Report. 

96. The expectations which Colonel Outram, in the 86th para., Part 11, 
states, that he entertained in Regard to the course which Captain French would 

f qrsue, are not warranted by anything on the face of the OToceedings. Captain 
rench found this voluminous case waiting his arrival at Wrodaj audiftlEer the 
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great delay which had taken place in replying to Government, he doubtless 
thought that it called for his immediate attention. No clue was provided to its 
intricacies, and if he mastered the voluminous details, it by no means follows 
that he should have taken the same view of them as Colonel Outram. The 
latter, as I said before, had left on record no analysis of the case as far as it had 
gone, and no memoir of his views regarding the justice of Joetabhaee’s claim, 
or his suspicions of foul play on the part of the Durbar. The neglect of this 
precaution was followed by the natural results : Captain French was thrown 
upon Nursoo Punt for information. A cursory inspection of the papers would 
have convinced him that if the Durbar on the one hand had shown no extraor- 
dinary anxiety to close its proceedings, obstacles had on the other been thrown 
in the way of a final settlement by Larbaee, Joetabhace, and her party. From 
what has since transpired, it may safely be presumed that the influence of 
Ntirsoo Punt would not have been wanting to lead the Acting Resident to apply 
to this case a specific treatment, which Captain French had long previously 
concluded to be the best in all such cases, and the only course, indeed, which 
promised to open an easy way to a satisfactory decision. 

97. Such disputes, he tells us, that he believed were only to be settled by 
amicable arbitration, and with this firm persuasion it is not extraordinary that 
he should have considered the measures hitherto pursued as a series of mistakes. 
It by no means follows, as Colonel Outram appears to argue, particularly in 
paras. 49 and 00, Part II, of his Report, that Captain French was ignorant 
of the stage at which the proceedings had arrived, or that he was necessarily in 
error in abandoning the policy of Colonel Outram. 

98. The following, among the accompaniments to his letter of the 15th 
November, would go to show the contrary : 

No. 19. Where the appointment of a commission by the Durbar to inquire 
into Joetabhaee’s case, is distinctly stated. 

No. 20. Where witnesses arc to be summoned. 

No. 28. Mentioning the names of the four assessors. 

No. 29. Which states that to complete the investigation, Larhaee’s evidence 
is required. 

Nos. 42 and 47. In which, as before noticed, Joctabhaec states that she 
cannot approve of the proceedings in the case, because “ there is so 
much partiality and ill-feeling going on.” 

Surely here was a reason for suggesting to Captain French the expediency of 
an inquiry before another tribunal, and if so, all the arguments used by Colonel 
Outram to show that Captain French was grossly and directly deceived by 
Nursoo Punt at this stage of the case, fall to the ground. I believe he was only 
not informed by that individual, and so far I agree with Colonel Outram in 
regard to Nursoo Punt’s conduct, and his motives. He might, doubtless, have 
thrown much light upon the case, and Colonel Outram’s resolutions and opinions 
as affecting it ; this he did not do, and in Colonel Outram’s remarks in para. 53, 
on this man’s conduct, I entirely agree. 

99. It is also evident from the extent of the influence exercised against 
Joetabhaee, that the plan of settlement proposed by Captain French, though 
this was unknown to him at the time, would, if agreed upon, have deprived 
Joetabhaee of her last hope or chance of justice. 

100. Hitherto I have been able to account for Captain French’s conduct ; his 
proceedings at a later period are far from satisfactory ; it is clear that he had 
imbibed the strongest impressions against Joetiibhaee ; instances of this feeling 
may be observed in the report, paras. 57 to o3 inclusive. 

101. His letter of the 22d July 1849, noticed in the last paragraph, is open to 

objection as unwarranted by the facts. He there informs the Government that 
Joetabhaee refuses to consent to a settlement by punchayet, and submits a yad 
from the Durbar, dated the 16th of the same month, in which it is stated that 
she will give no reply to the Durbar, and has even refused to attend when sent 
for by his Highness’s mother. ^ 

102. Colonel Outram, in the 64th paragraph of his report, shows that this 
statetueut on the part of the Durbar was a deliberate falsehood ; and I am com- 

Sflo. 3 F pelled 
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pelled to concur in his censure of the Acting Resident for having taken this extra- 
ordinary assertion for fact without due inquiry, notwithstanding the contrary tenor 
of Joetabhaee’sown letter to himself. In this report, which ought never to lutyo 
been made by Captain French, except upon the best and surest foundation^ he 
staths his belief that there was no one in Baroda who doubted that Joetabhaee 
had introduced supposititious children into the family as her own. 

103. There is certainly room for believing, from the whole tenor of Captain 
French's proceedings at this time, that he was strongly influenced against 
Joetabhaee ; and I see no reason for diffeidng in opinion with Colonel Outram«, 
that tliis influence was exercised by Nursoo Punt, whose connexion with Babn 
Nafra it would appear tliat the Actiug Resident neither knew nor suspected. 

104. There is much in para. 83 which supports this conclusion. On the 

other hand, much of the reasoning of Colonel Outram on this part of the report 
to establish the fact of the child which passed as Joetabhaee’s having been her 
genuine oflspring appears to be forced and overstrained ; but I forbear for the 
present to enter upon tin's part of the subject. * 

106. It was ill the same letter from Captain French that the suggestion was 
made to cancel the guarantee. This, as I have before stated, the Government, 
at Mr. Willoughby’s suggestion, justly refused to do; but relying, as they werp 
forced to rely, upon tiioir Resident’s report of the case, they declined to interfere 
further in behalf of Joetabhaee. 

106. The remainder of the second part of the report is a running commentary 
on Captain French’s proceedings in the case of Joetabhaee; it establishes the 
strongly unfavourable impression which had eitlier arisen from the correspon- 
dence which passed between tliis Lady and Captain French, or been excited by 
others against her, in the mind of the Acting Resident, and which led him to 
treat her representations with utibccotniiig indifference. Colonel Outram’s com- 
ments, if mirefuted by Captain French, must bo deemed extremely damaging 
to that officer’s charae.ter for judgment and penetration. 

107. But for my conviction that Captain French is utterly incapable of 
trifling with the feelings of a defenceless woman, 1 should have regarded the 
letter referred to by Colonel Outram in bis report, para. 03, which the Acting 
Resident addressed to Joetabhaee, as written in a tone of covert mockery and 
insult; yet, if the expression there used w’ere seriously intended, the undignifled 
tone of the letter from an officer in the position of. Resident is truly painful. 
The only conclusion, therefore, tliat I can come to is, that this remarkable letter 
was drafted by some one of the office clerks, and signed by Captain French, 
without that attentive perusal, or comprehension of its purport, which such a 
communication required. 

108. Captain French’s conduct in other instances is also censured with much 
severity and apparent justice; but Colonel Outram is scarcely justified in con- 
demning in such harsh language the conduct of an officer, his successor and bis 
equal, who extercised the same powers, and acted with as free a discretion as 
himself. If the present report may be considered to establish that the proceed- 
ings of Captain French throughout the case before us present but few traces of 
that searching analysis, and earnest spirit of inquiry, which characterise the 
measures of Colonel Outram, that he was superficiai and unsuspicious of bis 
chief native assistant, upon whose advice he too entirely relied, it must not be 
forgotten on the other hand that he had no official records to lead him to distrust 
that officer, and that the strong prepossession which in the absence of such 
documents he appears to have imbibed against Joetabhaee at a very early period, 
could not fail to exert a most prejudicial influence upon any representations 
which might emanate from her. Once satisfied in his own opinion that she was 
an impostor, and surrounded on all sides by people who were watching for an 
opportunity to give a false colouring to all she said, and to deny whatever she 
asserted, it is more a subject for regret than either for surprise or heavy censure, 
that he turned a deaf ear to her petitions, and saw nothing in them to wrouse 
his suspicions ; inasmuch as her resistance to his own proposal of a punehayelt, 
and attempt to avoid it, wdhld naturally be regarded by him as a perverse 
endeavour on her part to escape a searching and honest scrutiny. 

108 . We 
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109. We should also bear in mind, if we would take a fair and liberal estimate 
of Captain French’s proceedings, how delicate and disagreeable a duty it must 
have Been to be compelled to adopt a dictatorial and offensive style in the frequent 
Communications which necessarily passed between the Resident and the high 
officers of a* nominally independent government, the favoured and trusted of the 
Prince, upon a matter affecting that Prince’s own subject. 

HO. How far that interference sliould be carried may be a matter of doubt. 

The minute attention which Colonel Outram himself has given to this case, and 
more especially in his latter proceedings, may be owing in a great degree to the 
unexpected disclosures made to him at the residency. 

111. Doubtless when he addressed Government in his letter of the 24th June 
he did hope, as he observes in his 137th para., that we might still permit 
Joetabhaee to submit to the proposed arbitration, and he states in that letter that 
he suspects Baba Nafra (not the Gaekwar’s Durbar) of foul play. 

112. Had no discovery been made, and the case allowed to run its course, it 
is, notwithstanding, impossible to say from the concludiing words of that letter, 
that Colonel Outram would have considered it necessary to interfere with the 
proceedings of the nuncliavet, as he has done with those of the court which tried 
Baba Nafra. 

113. It may be a question upon the whole whether w'e should call upon 
Captain French for a detailed defence of his proceedings with reference to 
Joetabhaee. He may have exhibited incapacity in dealing with this dark and 
difficult intrigue, but that be acted in good faith and to the best of his judgment, 
there is not the slightest reason to question. Doubtless there are parts of his 
conduct which requires to be explained, and upon these he may be called on for 
specific replies to the specific questions which we may think it right to put to 
him. But this is a subject the consideration of which should I think be deferred 
until the receipt of the proceedings of the Commissioner, Mr. Frere. 

114. I now turn to the case itself, which the more it is studied must more 
end more impress the mind with admiration of the extraordinary ability and 
patience displayed by Colonel Outram in investigating the obscure and secret 
conspiracies which are the subject of Iiis report, dated 30th March 1851, in 
baffling native intrigue upon its owu ground, and in unravelling with much 
ingenuity, if not always successfully, the frauds, j)erjuries, and the mass of con- 
tradictory depositions which have been taken and committed from the period 
when Larbaee’s first petition was presented to Government in 1847 up to the 

date of Baba Nufra’s trial and conviction in August 1850*. See Aj 

115. Tlie task ho undertook to perform may indeed be termed an extraordinary 
pne. Once persuaded that Joetabhaee’s tale was true, and that she was the 
victim of a foul conspiracy, he has alone and unaided stood by her; has opposed 
the active machinations of her powerful enemy, deriving a strong support as they 
piust have done from their success with the Acting Resident, and through him 
with this Government, has openly met the secret hostility of the Baroda Durbar 
(for the Gaekwar himself, however well-meaning he may have been, has been 
evidently and wholly passive in the matter), and finally he seems to have unveiled 
find exposed the domestic treachery of the native agent, which would appear to 
he but too clearly established by the facts and reasoning of this report. The 
Commissioner’s proceedings will however enable us to decide this point with 
pertainty. 

116. Our immediate concern is with the correctness of the Resident’s conclu- 
^ons on the present occasion. The main question is, whether he has established 
that the Seettanee Joetabhaee really did bear a son to her husband, Beichur 
iSamnldass, at the time and under the circumstances stated by her. There is 
Ovidence upon this point both direct and indirect. The former is verbal and is 
Pdnffned to her immediate relations, friends, and dependants. The pHneipul oral 
evidence to her confinement is that of fier father Banabaee, her mother Larbaee, 

her 
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her dependants Munchee and Gungee, the wetnurse, and the connexion and friend 
of the family Maha Koer. The strongest oral testimony against her statement is, 
that of the woman Puunee*. If, as tlie medical committee and Colonel Outram 
have attempted to sliow, her evidence is worthless, we cannot forget that the, 
same motive (self-interest) which is supposed to have induced her. to persist, 
consistently in her false statement, should lead us to suspect and receive with 
equal jealousy the evidence tendered on the other side by Joetabhaen’s nearest 
relations. 

117. This evidence goes directly to establish that Joetabhaee was condned* of 
a son in her father’s house (3^) mouths after her husband’s death, and that she 
suckled ihe child herself. 

1J8. It is the misfortune attendant upon all investigations in this country 
depending on oral testimony, that from the highest to the lowest, truth is 
regarded by the native, where opposed to his interest, as folly ; false evidence in 
such a case is given or procured with the most reckless disregard of justice, but 
with a circumstantiality &nd consistency which would frequently baffle the most 
experienced cross-examiner to expose. Apparently the statement as a whole is 
clear and incontrovertible. Trifling inaccuracies and discrepancies are readily 
and rationally accounted for. But it sometimes occurs to those who would other- 
wise be apt to credit tliese seemingly truthful and simple statements, that from 
an ignorance of our laws and notions of right, the witnesses have been deposing 
to facts that are either wholly or partially opposed to the object they seek to 
attain. Then it is seen with what unblushing ettrontery they will wheel round 
and, if secure from the penalties of perjury, will deliberately contradict or qualify 
their former assertions, so as to reframe their statement and make it tally with 
the occasion. 

119. The oral evidence adduced by Joetabhaee but for this cause of distrust is, 
1 am bound to observe, strongly in favour of the truth of her story. It is con- 
sistent. It has satisfied the medical committee, in connexion with the ascer- 
tained fact, that Joetabhaee has had a child. It has convinced Colonel 
Outram. 

120. I must, however, remark, that though, after an impartial examination, 1 
do not feel justified in setting aside his conclusions, I have gone through the 
entire evidence recorded in the case without having arrived at a positive convic- 
tion on the point. I will state my reasons seriatim. They have each, and all, 
been replied to in their turn, and much argument which cannot upon the pre- 
mises be termed unwarrantable has been used to refute them, still they have 
not, in my opinion, been fully and satisfactorily met. A strong impression is 
left lurking in the mind, that the whole truth has never been divulged, and that 
the question of Joetabhaec’s real or pretended confinement is still a mystery. 

1. Joetabhaee was married to Beichur Samuldass, in the year 1839, in the 
month Wysack (April or May) ; she must, at that period, have been at least 
10 years of age, a period at which, or close upon which, the women of this 
country are commonly capable of bearing children. For she is stated, on 
her deposition given before Colonel Outram on the 4th September 1860, 
to be then about 21 years of age {see F. 33. 88). Her first child was born, 
if born at all, on 22d December 1845, or 6 J years after marriage, and it is 
not pretended that she was ever previousl}’ enceinte. It is by no means an 
unusual occurrence for a woman to prove prolific after having been childless 
for a considerable period, still the chances are against a woman who has 
been barren for several years immediately following marriage, becoming 
fruitful under the peculiar circumstances of this case. 

2. At the time the child was said to have been born, the circumstance oi 
her bearing an heir to Beichur Samul made all the difference to her, between 
comparative poverty and insignificance, and the rank and consequence 
belonging to a mistress and co-partner in the most opulent banking-house 
of Baroda. To bear a cliild at tnat period was, in fact, to be rescued front 
loss of station and from obscurity. This strong and direct motive fotj 

setting 
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settinf; up a spurious child lends strength to the consideration of the impro- 
bability of her becoming a mother, as just noticed, inasmuch as it affords 
reasonable^ foundation for strong suspicion. 

8 . Tljis suspicion is still further increased by another extraordinary 
circumstance. Joetabhaee menstruated until within eight days of her hus- 
band’s death. I entirely set aside, in the present consideration, the verbal 
evidence of the witness Punnee, that she menstruated after that event, and 
that her mother washed her clothes to conceal the circumstance. But the 
»fact that she did menstruate until within eight days of the period of her 
husband’s demise is admitted, and that her confinement occurred only three 
months and a half after that event. Tlie medical committee, in their refwrt 
(L.) have satisfactorily established that married women with child do 
occasionally menstruate until a short period before their delivery ; still the 
fact is undeniably out of the general or usual course of nature, and thus it 
is not one natural improbability which we have to get over, if we believe in 
her confinement, but a second at the back of it. 

4. Beichur Sainuldass died on the 3d SeptembeM845 ; the date of the 
child’s birth was the 22 d December, same year, or about three months and 
a half after his demise. The child being of its full time, as the evidence 
leads us to believe, Joetabhaee must have become impregnated about the 
22 d March, or thereabouts. But the general impression which I derive 
from the entire evidence on the subject, notwithstanding Colonel Outram’s 
arguments, is certainly that Beichur Samul had been in a declining state 
of health for a considerable period before his death, and that the probabi- 
lities here too were against his having been the father of the child said to 
liave been born to him by Joetabhaee. This slate of his health, for some 
period antecedent to his death has not been ascertained with sufficient accu- 
racy ; but I gather from the evidence that he was seriously indisposed for a 
considerable period antecedent to his demise, though it was only latterly 
that symptoms of urgent danger were apparent. 

5. Joetabhaee was brought to bed in her father’s house. This has been 
shown to be customary ; nevertheless, it will be admitted that the practice 
furnishes great facility for that sort of imposition which Joetabhaee is charged 
with having committed. 

6. There are no indications whatever in the evidence that Beichur Samul 
was aware that his wife was in the family way. Joetabhaee says that she 
informed him ; she would of course say so,* but the evidence is strongly 
against the supposition. The circumstantial account of the placing of Maha 
Luxmee’s child, Purshotum, in her lap, with her husband's consent, a short 
time before his demise, a fact which is proved, as I ^consider, by the evi- 
dence, and which, notwithstanding her subsequent denial or qualifications 
of the statement, it seems to me she did admit before the punchayet, re- 
marking that it was done “ to reconcile her,” affords a strong presumption 
that the dying man was not aware of his wife’s condition. Other unfavour? 
able impressions are excited by the body of evidence, tending to show that 
Joetabhaee first publicly made her condition known to her friends after her 
husband's death. Another strong and unfavourable feature in this case is 
the course which it is asserted w jis taken by the caste in deciding that Joe- 
tabhaee’s child was the son of a coolie, and turning her father and family 
out of caste in consequence. A great deal has lieen said by Colonel Outram 
of Baba Nafra’s influence, of the conspiracy by which he endeavoured to 
fiersuade the Veesa Land Baneca caste that Joetabhaee had defiled her own 
family, and therefore all who had come into contact with them, by intro- 
ducing a coolie child into the house. But I may be permitted to question 
whether any influence, however strong, of an individual not of the caste, or 
any intrigue of Baba Nafra’s, such as that of sending the Metapoor coolies 
into the city, and the production of Banabahee’s reputed bond, would have 
induced 41 caste so powerful and wealthy as the Veesa Land to have re- 
ceived the story of Joetabhaee’s guilt without examination. They would 

" ' ' not 


f liWbaea Appeadix F.) states that Joetabhaee informed her of the fact three or four monUia 
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not at once have condemned and excommunicated a widow of their principal 
family, as it would appear to me they did — the child being heir to immense 
•wealth and betrothed to the daughter of one of their most influential men, 
one of Baba Nafra’s judges — unless strong and general suspicions of fraud 
had been pre-existent in their minds, and they had disbelieved in Joe- 
tabhaee’s having been a mother. In the usual course of things it is not 
probable that two or three interested parties only should have been aware, 
l>y ocular observation, of such a fact as that a lady in Joetabhaee’s posi- 
tion had been enceinte, had borne a child and nursed it, such a circum- 
stance would have been placed by the evidence beyond a doubt. Numbers 
of the women of the caste would have been able to depose, from personal 
knowledge, to the truth of the story ; the wife of such a man as Beichur 
Samul would be regularly visited by all her respectable fellow -caste women. 

It is only on the supposition that her conduct as a young mother had iu- , 
duced suspicions, that I can account for this sudden and summary con- 
demnation, which there is enough upon the record to impress me with the 
belief was the consequence of Baba Nafra’s accusations. Here I feel called 
upon to notice an instance of what 1 regard as the forced construction often 
put by Colonel Outram on evidence. Either Joetabhaee was or was not 
expelled from caste ; it would appear to me that she had been, but the fact, 
one way or the other, must be of importance. It was reported to Mr. 
Andrews, and even if falsely so reported to him by Nursoo Punt, the truth 
could have been easily and definitively ascertained from various quarters, 
since the fact of her expulsion must have been patent to numbers both in 
and out of the caste, and capable of demonstration beyond a doubt. As 
evidence, nothing can he more meagre, improbable or unsatisfactory than the 
statement of the principal Sets relied upon by Colonel Outram. It shows 
that they met at Baba Nafra’s summons ; that they were informed by him 
that Joetabhaee had committed an act which must, if believed, have iu- * 
fallibly been followed by her immediate expulsion from caste, and if disbe- 
lieved, must have been as publicly protested against as it wtis made. Her 
expulsion or justification became indeed a matter of personal as well as of 
general interest to the whole of them. It was formally notified to them 
that the child of one of their chief families was the son of a coolie ; if this 
were true, it is more than probable that he had polluted half the caste, for 
pollution is communicated by the child’s immediate friends to all who have 
intercourse •with them ; who cat or drink with or touch them. Then, too, 
whether the Sots of the caste who were assembled examined no witnesses op 
this essential point, as they pretend, or whetlier they did examine Tliakoor 
Ameersing, as stated by the latter (see Appendices (J.) and (M.), must be 
believed or disbelieved upon a comparison of collateral facts, 

121. Now it is quite impossible to credit that Baba Nafra, who had called; 
the Sets together to expose Joetabhaee, and who had brought the Metgpoor 
coolees to Baroda expressly to prove his accusation, could have failed to employ 
the powerful engine for effecting her disgrace which he possessed in the fqrged 
agreement between Banabaee and the Metapoor coolees, or to have omitted to 
summon the evidence at hand to ensure her conviction. In short, this statement 
of the Sets which Colonel Outram quotes as evidence, is a document that bears 
evasion on the face of it, and should have led to a stricter examination into the 
circumstances. It is exactly what might be expected of cautious and timid 
soucars, called on to give public evidence in regard to a circumstance likely to 
afiect the character of their caste, and involve all ip a notoriops and coipmon 
scandal. 

122. The reasoning of Colonel Outram, in Appendix (N.), to establish the 
falsehood of Joetabhaee’s reported confession, does not convince me that it is 
a foi^eiy of a subsequent date. The notice in Mr. Andrews’ 'Report, that a ison- 
feteion in writing had been taken from her, renders it extremely probable; that 
there either was a genuine or forged document of the kind at that period f and 
if ja forgery wei^intended, 1 am not prepared to contend that any fear ofl^oiohei 
trohwn's sanity would have led to the forgery being pcwtponed tthtil hia 
(fa|p 4 |rtOfe. The parties who planned the Metapoor conspii^j^ wer#, 

10 fliach from tliis when there was but a single statement 
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evidence of the witnesses, if false, could only be rebutted by Joetabhaee’s unsup- 
ported denial. 

125. Lefrus BOW turn our attention to some of the most powerful arguments 
in 3Foetabhaee’s favour. The strongest are the facts that she has .borne a child of 
the full period, that she suckled it, that the child was accepted , by tlie rival wife, 
Maha Luxmee, that it was accepted by the caste, and acknowledged by the 
Qaekwar when he* visited the house on the occasion of the child being named, 
that it was betrothed to the daughter of an opulent banker, and that it was not 
until the occasion of the Meta poor conspiracy, as arranged by Baba Nafra, that 
any doubts of the child’s legitimate origin were expressed.. It is also argued, 
though not directly bearing on the point, tlmt if any supposititious child were 
introduced by Joeiabkaee, Baba Nafra must have been a party to the fraud. 

* 

124. Now as to her having borne a child, the fact is proved by the evidence 
of Dr. Davies ; but whether a year or five years before he examined her, or indeed 
within any period since slie became marriageable, it is impossible from the 
indications noticed to assert. {See his letter of the 25th last July, to the Chief 
Secretary to Government.) 

126. The strongest argument in favour of the child being the child pf Beichur 
Samul, is the negative evidence afforded l)y tlie circumstance tJiat it is not shown 
or asserted she had a child at any period before his death, and that she has not 
been accused of having been enceinte since that event. The strength of this 
argument I fully admit, nor is it even fair to assume from anything on record 
that she could have borne a child since her husband’s death except at the time 
she states, without her condition becoming known. Still we are so little 
infomied of her private history since her marriage, and between that event and 
her liusband’s death, that 1 cannot regard tlie fact stated by Dr. Davies as 
altogether conclusive as to the truth of her having borne a child to Beichur 
Saniul. 

126. The evidence that Joetahhaee suckled her child is favourable as far as it 
goes, but it would have been well had evidence of a less exceptionable nature 
been tendered to establish the fact, which might assuredly have been adduced if 
the fact be as stated. 


1 27. Colonel Outram’s reasoning on the .strength of tlie evidence derived from 
the general admission of the child by the caste, and by the Gaekwar, seems 
rather overstrained to those who are familiar with native views and usage. 

128. The standard of morality, as well as the mixed character of the motives 
which regulate the conduct of a ilindoo in a case like the present, will be found 
to differ very widely from what would obtain or be professed among our- 
selves. 


129. Colonel Outram observes in his 40th para. Part II, “ Had the alleged 
impotence of Joetabhaee’s husband for many montlis been a matter of uni- 
versal, or even general belief, or had it been universally or generally believed 
that joetahhaee had never been pregnant, it is difficult to conceive how the ■ 
announcement of her delivery of a son, who, if recognized, was to inherit almost 
unt(dd wealth, should have failed to excite at the time a very general suspicion 
of fraud.” This may be just enough ; but when he adds, ** that no sac^ su^^ 
cions were awakened is demonstrated by the recognition of the boy as the post- 
humous son of the late banker, not only by his caste, but by his sovereign, and 
by the relations of the banker’s other widow, w'hose' son’s prospects wme so 
materially damaged by the advent of the second boy,” I am by no means in- 
clined to receive his dictum with the same implicit confidence. So of his 
argument in alluding to the non-attendance of Sir R. Arbutbnot at the nftming 
of the child, para. 83. He has satisfactorily accounted for Sir Robert’s absence. 
But the weignt to be assigned to his ; reasoning, “ that it is absurd to itn agin c 
that a resptotable member of the banking community woidd haye betrelheH his 
daughter to d child notortously the son of a low casteioool^inr that the be- 
trot^^,rl^c> pievipus (wremonies (the giving a nameyifr^ 

ojF the i^refeign, and confirmed by sanotipn of 
s^ctost aii 4 ;most punctilious of ^e castes, had it been 
: ^ 3 F 4 ' notorious 
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notorious that the child was a spurious one/’ will depend upon what is meani 
by notoriety. 

130. Many a fact is whispered about in a native bazar until it^ becomes a 
by-word which, if publicly advanced as fact by a responsible party, would influ- 
ence the interests and position of individuals belonging to castes much less 
tenacious than the Veesa Land. Yet though the thing averred be generally 
believed, it in no respect alters his position if influential, *so long as public 
scandal be avoided ; assuming that stories to the disadvantage of Joetabhaee 
and her child had been commonly bruited about, so long as there was no proba- 
bility of the fact becoming published to the caste by formal charges being pre- 
ferred, the story would be noticed, if noticed at all, as scandalous gossip. Both 
would be protected, the confinement of the lady left unquestioned, the native 
prince would visit, ’the caste would receive, and the influential member of it 
would betroth his daughter to the suspected but wealthy child without scruple, 
inquiry, or hesitation ; such at least is my belief. 

131. As regards the evidence that the child’s reputed stepmother Luxumee, 
did acknowledge its paternity for a certain period, and admitted that her rival 
Joetabhaee had borne a child, it is most obvious, not alone from concurrent 
opinions on the point, but from her own contradictory statements, and extra- 
ordinary conduct, that the elder widow is a person of weak intellect. 

132. It is easy to see that she had been from the first a mere puppet in the 
hands of Baba Nafra, whose advice she seems to have implicitly followed until 
the tide began to turn against him, when, as might be expected from a timid 
and incapable person, she has suddenly and entirely cast him off. I utterly 
disbelieve her statements that «he was not aware of the contents of her several 
petitions said to have emanated from Baba Nafra. It may indeed be assumed, 
w ithout any violent improbability, that she would sign whatever Baba Nafra told 
her to sign, so long at least as she was under his influence. But that he went 
through the form of consulting her, and keiit her informed of all he did in her 
name, I see no reason to doubt. It was his interest to act with and by her, 
and to let it be known that he did so. To suppose that a person so weak and 
irresolute, if site were not advised by the Baba at the time, to contest the 
legitimacy of Joetabhaee’s child, or if she received no encouragement from 
him to do so, may have refrained from doing it, involves no violent impro- 
bability. 

133. The Daba was her husband’s trusted and confidential adviser. If the 
will which Beichur Samul left behind him prove nothing else, it at least shows 
that his confidence in Nafra was unabated to tlie hour of his death. To this his 
handwriting testifies. 

(L.) 134. I cannot follow the medical committee in their pure assumption that at 

the time he executed the '^'11 Beichur Samul was not in his right mind. The 
lines in the will written by him may be fairly supposed to show the contrary, 
and though the rest of the will may or may not have been written and read in 
his presence, Baba Nafra was clearly the person to whose charge the dying 
banker would be likely to confide implicitly the affairs of the bank, as w'ell us 
the superintendence and protection of his widows and heir. 

135. Nor, though it has been argued that Baba Nafra must have been a party 
to Joetabhaee’s fraud (if fraud were committed), do I think it follows that he 
should have taken an avowed part in it. This would be, no doubt, the native 
belief, because the Baba’s cognizance of such a fact could hardly be doubted ; 
but it may be quite possible that for his own ends, if fraud were really com- 
mitted, he thought fit to shut his eyes to what was going on, and avoided 
bringing that public scandal upon the house which would nave resulted from 
encouraging Maha Luxmee to active interference. I do not apprehend that 
such doubts of Nafra’s passive complicity, if it were now to be avowed, would 
lead even the best of the native community to speak of him among themselves 
(in the strong language of Colonel Outram), as an infamous conspirator against 
his master’s widow and son. The native standard of morality, as I said before, 
is not our standard ; considerations of expediency enter largely into their views, 
ah<l though doubtless any candid native would, if the matter was 
acknowledge the immorality of such a course as Ba^ 

supji^ed 
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supposed to have pursued, yet he might feel some surprise in the first instance 
at hearing it stigmatized in such unmeasured terms. Before he condemned 
him he would require to know his motives. 

136. In the consideration of this matter, I have purposely refrained from 
commenting upon the minor points of this extraordinary story ; for these there 
is neither time nor necessity. I except the arguments founded on the non- 
performance of the Barsa and Rakdee ceremonies ; these I shall notice briefly. 
They are satisfactorily disposed of in Appendix (J.) ; see yads dated the 23d 
January, and the 6th and 25th February 1851. In the former we are informed 
that the Barsa ceremony is usually observed by the Veesa Laud Baneeas on the 
12th day after the birth of the child ; but it is clearly stated that in case of 
prevention from deaths or other causes, it may be performed at any future 
time. 

137. In the latter we have clear and conclusive evidence that it is usual to 
bind the smaller rakdee (armlet) on the arm of a pregnant female in the fifth 
month of pregnancy, computed by the time of the stoppage of the monthly flow ; 
and in the seventh, to fasten on the greater rakdee, and at pleasure to feast or 
not to feast the caste. But that in case of the death of the husband before the 
fifth or seventh month, the rakdee ceremonies are altogether dispensed with. 
This seems to me to dispose of the doubts w’hich have been thrown upon Joetab- 
haee on account of the non-performance of tliese ceremonious during her 
husband’s extreme illness or after his death. 

138. The following is a strong remark in the yad from the Durbar, of the 
12th February 1851, Appendix (J.) : “ Nor is it known that after the death of 
her husband that the second widow was understood to be pregnant.” This 
comment of the punchayet obtains support in a singular quarter. We learn 
from Captain French’s letter, para. 17 of 11th June 1851, that Baba Fudkey, 
the approved assistant of Colonel Outram in detecting the frauds and intrigues 
going on at Baroda, observed to Captain French when in Bombay, that no one 
at Baroda believed in .Toetabhaee’s confinement. The passage is so remarkable 
that I quote it at length: — 

“ Speaking to him of the assertion by Joetabhace, of the firm Hurree Buktee 
& Co., that she bore a child to her late husband, he laughed, and said, no one at 
Baroda believed it ; that when the elder widow was confined, he gave the 
hurkara who brought the intelligence five rupees, but that when one came telling 
Joetabhaee had borne a child to her deceased husband, he tried to escape any pre- 
sent, but at last gave one rupee to get rid of the messenger. This I know he has 
since denied, but that he told me the above I assert, for 1 lost no time in letting 
the Resident of Baroda know of it, being aware of his ideas regarding the supposed 
child, as well as of the estimation in which he held Baba Fudkey.” 

139. I have now stated the principal doubts which have occurred to me in the 
question of whether Joetabhaee ever bore a child to her late husband Beichur 
Samul. These doubts lead me to view with far more indulgence than Colonel 
Outram, the decision of the punchayet, that the fast has not been proved. 
A decision at the present time is comparatively of less importance since the 
supposed spurious child is dead. I am, however, bound to add, that if it were 
my duty to decide judicially upon the evidence which has been transmitted to 
us, and no other were procurable, my verdict would be in favour of Joetabhaee. 

140. Baba Nafra’s wife has not been examined as 1 think she should’ have 
been ; however disposed to support her husband, some new insight into the case 
might have been gained from her statements. 

141. I now turn to the evidence taken upon the inquiries into the Metapoor 
and Amleeara conspiracies, which may, I think, be considered as perfectly dis- 
tinct from the question which 1 have been just discussing. The subjects are no 
doubt immediately connected, if we grant the two positions — 

Ist. That Joetabhaee bore a child to Beichur Samul ; and 

2d. That this was the child made over to the coolies of An|leeara. 

142. Their necessary connexion depends upon the latter point being esta- 
blished, iti<>is yrithin the bounds of possibility that Joetabhaee may have lost 
her owto cmld and introduced another in its room. 

3G 
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143 . I think it sufficient to notice in a summary manner each of these stories 
in its turn, and the established result, as I view the evidence. 

144. I may also feel it my duty to offer some comments on certain points in 
which 1 mav be unable to concur in the reasotiing of Colonel Outram. To attempt 
more than this would extend my minute into a volume even more bulky than his 
report; nor is it necessary to do so, for, minutely as Colonel Outram has dis- 
cussed every part or this case, not confining his analysis of tlie evidence to his 
report, but commenting freely, when he deemed it desirable to do so, on the 
contents of the 1*2 bulky appendices, it is but bare justice to him to admit that his 
arguments are always plausible, and frequently conclusive. I have only to object 
to his reasoning where I find him, first, resorting, in support of his own views, to 
evidence like tliat of Maha Luxmee, tlie utter worthlessness of which is apparent 
on the record ; and, second, exhibiting immaterial contradictions in the state- 
ments of the parties opposed to Joetabliaee, whose depositions are on the record 
as discrepancies worthy of attention, when every day’s experience in this coijntry 
establishes the looseness with which the evidence of the best intending witnesses 
is given. 

145. To return to the two conspiracies, as they are regarded by Colonel 
Outram, the particulars of which arc to be found in the depositions of the Meta- 
poor and Amleeara coolies. 

146. The extreme difficulty of arriving at sure conclusions in respect to such 
low and obscure intrigues, carried on by the subjects of a native prince, either 
in that native prince’s capital, and, as it is somewhat graphically described, 
“ within the shop” of the parties concerned, or in distant villages of the British 
and Gaekwar territories, without tlie aid of officitd power, must be self-obvious. 

147. This difficulty is greatly enhanced by the length of time since the cir- 
cumstance occurred ; perfect conviction of the truth of any statement, except on 
unimpeachable testinmny, is of course out of the question. 

148. But before recording the general impressions left upon my mind after 
perusing the proceedings, including the voluminous appendices, I will briefly 
illustrate the remarkable w'orthlessness of the chief part of the oral evidence on 
which dependence must be placed in coming to conclusions. 

149. The proof that Bal)a Nafra, in pursuance of his infamous purpose of 
ruining Joetabliaee, had deliberately contrived and brought forward the charge 
of her having first procured a spurious child from Metapoor, and afterwards 
from Amleeara, is founded originally upon the confessions of the three impri- 
soned gomashtas, Lulloo Bhugwan, Bhyjee Gella, and Bhugwan Bowaneedass, 
who had cpiarrelled with Nafra, and been imprisoned by his orders. These men’s 
own confessions stamp their characters as worthless, and deprive their evidence 
of all value further than in as far as they may happen to derive authority and 
support from other evidence. The story told by Lulloo Bugwan in an especial 
degree is to be mistrusted ; he is too evidently an arch intriguer, so much so as 
to suggest the belief that he would lend himself as a willing tool to any one who 
would make it worth his w'hile to set the macliinery of his plots and falsehood in 
motion. 

150- The punchayet, in their somewhat rambling award, have found the Baba 
guilty of having concocted the Metapoor conspiracy (for they admit it to have 
been a conspiracy), in which Lulloo Bugwan was avowedly the main agent. 
Their verdict is qualified, for they do not find him guilty of having authorised 
the forgery of the agreement with the coolie Rugoouath, the worthlessness of 
the evidence of Munsoobram, the writer, and the son of Lulloo Bugwan, Nafra’s 
personal enemy, together with the witness, Mohunlall’s denial that he forged 
the signature of Banabhaee, having told against that part of the charge ; but 
they apparently mean to convict him of having made use of the document with 
the knowledge that it was forged, and having personally assisted in inciting the 
coolies of Metapoor to publicly accuse Joetabhaee and her family of the fraud, 
and her father of having passed the false bond. 

161 . Colonel Outram views the Baba, on the other hand, as the prime mover 
an(| osiginator of a deliberate conspiracy, entered into with the view and dlhter- 
mination of removing Joetabhaee from all concern with the firm. 

l«3i It 
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152 . It is difficult to study Colonel Outram’s able and extremely elaborate 
reasonings on any part of this report without inclining to the same conclusion 
as he has arrived at ; yet involuntary doubts will occasionally arise when the 
rottenness and worthlessness of the statements on which the entire fabric of his 
conclusions rest comes to be examined and considered. In the instance in point 
it seems proved beyond doubt that Baba Nafra, anxious to rid himself at all 
hazards, of the tftiseasonable importunity of Joetabhaee and her friends in the 
afiairs of the bank, either contrived the conspiracy which brought the Metapoor 
coolies to Baroda, or that Lulloo Biigwan originated the fraud, and that the 
Baba sanctioned and pursued it. 

363 . Yet of wliat intrinsic worth, as evidence, are the statements of the prin- 
cipal agents to whicli I shall now refer? 

164. It seems vain to look for a safe guide through the mazes of their per- 
juries and contradictions. 1 have endeavoured, in vain, to find some data which 
would enable me merely to fix the periods when, according to Baba Nafra’s 
statements, the first of Joetabhaee’s spurious children w’as brought from Meta- 
poor, died, and was replaced by the other cliild from Amleeara. 

155. All that I can discover is, that coolee Ragoonath and Ghooman Mhow- 
sing, in their evidence given on the 10th and llth November 1847, say that the 
child of the former was taken to Baroda from Metapoor about two years or two 
years and a half previously, or either in November or May 1845, while Dbondee 
woman, wife of Dullia Bawa, of Amleeara, asserts that her child was purchased 
for Larhaee and Joetabhaee by Dlioda Mcyah, havildar, about four years pre- 
vious to the: date of her giving tliis deposition (in August 1850), or in the month 
of August 1846. If these original statements had been true, it would have 
followed that the first child must have died between the months of November 
1846 or May 1846, when it was said to have been purchased at Metapoor, and 
the month of August of the latter year. But the statements of these witnesses 
are shown to he utterly worthless. 

156. Coolee Rugoonath has not appeared to undergo a re-examination in the 
evidence which he gave before Baba Nafra in 1847 ; but, to balance this defect, 
Ruleal his w'ife deposes that her hnshand was hired to represent the father of 
Joetabaee’s ^liild. The statements of the other witnesses Irom Metapoor, whose 
evidence was of any importance, is without exception, by their ovrn admission, 
unworthy to be relied on. 

1. Thakoor Jessing Jallainhaec, App. (H.), 7 . 

2. Thakoor Araeersing, App. (H.), 11. 

3 . Thakoor Juhar Humhere, App. (H.), 8. 

4. Rarjee Berald, App. (H.), 9. 

All deposed before the punchayet that they accompanied Coolee Rugoonath 
from Metapoor to Baroda, to obtain from Larhaee cither his son sold to her, or 
payment of the bond delivered to the father. 

157. Gomaun Mansing deposed to having carried the child to Baroda in a 
basket, and delivered it to Larhaee. These same witnesses before the Resident, 
and Gowaun Maunsing, are brought forward to establish their own perjury. 

158. Such being the case, their later depositions can be received as evidence 
only as far as a critical analysis of other ascertained collateral facts can be 
brought to illustrate and confirm their truth. This Colonel Outram has under- 
taken, and very ably accomplished. I have already stated my concurrence in 
his conclusions to a great extent. If 1 reserve an unqualified assent iu them, to 
their entire extent, it is only, as I have said before, that the best inductive 
reasoning, where the chief oral evidence is tainted, cannot he viewed as alto- 
gether safe. 

169. So of the story told, retracted, and re-affirmed by the Amleeara 
coolies. ' 

160 . To place before my colleagues, at a single view, the evidence of these 
immediate agents i» the intrigue, either in complicity with Joetabaee or working 
against her, I would retfer them to the following depositions, confirmed and con- 
tradicted by the alternate •contradictory deposition of the repentant gomashtas, 
at first the aodve agents and abettors of Nafra’s designs, latterly his denouncers 
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(H.), 3-! k 33. before the Resident. Compare the stories of Dullia Bana and his wife Doodee, 
both agreeing that to promote their child’s interests, and tempted by a present 
of 100 rupees, they sold their son to Havildar Dodo Meyah for the Settanee 
(H.), 41 & 44. Joetabaee. See further depositions of Joona Jusla, who deposed that he took 
(H.), 34. Dullea’s child to Baroda, and received five rupees for doing this service, can- 
firmed in (H.) 42, retracted before the Resident in (F.),14, (IL), GO, of Buktee Hur- 
reebaee and Boodur Blianur, coolies of Amleeara, who depos# that at the time 
Dullea states that he sold his child and announced its death, the usual cere- 
monies were ])erformed on account of the latter event by one or both of them 
bathing on the fourth day ; that they were subsequently given to understand 
that the child brought back from Baroda by Dullea was the child supposed to 
be dead, and that, in its actual death from cholera, Boodur Bawa carried the 
child as a relative to the place of burial ; while Buktee Hurrebaec states that he 
again bathed on account of the child’s death, and his family attended at the 
Choutega or fourth day’s feast, though he himself did not, as he was not in 
(F.), K ; (M ), 59 . terms with Dullia. Contrast this with Dullia’s evidence, his denial of the truth 
(H.), 74- of his former statement being again retracted before the punch. His wife’s 
‘ depositions are retracted, like her husband’s. 

161. The principal agent in this asserted traffic between Larbaee and Dullea 
is Dodo Meyah, and the analysis of his contradictory evidence would almost 
require a chapter of itself ; but iny object is solely to show how little oral evidence 

5ee(ll.),3i,40,57, would remain on which to build safe conclusions, if the evidence of all witnesses 
&7U, also(F.), ! 2 c. „.],y confessedly perjured were entirely subtracted. 

162. The two Amleeara patells, Rhytjee Beichur and Murrotuin Narrayen, 
depose to nothing of essential importance, and 1 h!ave the collateral evidence 
untouched. But as another example of evidence, so worthless as to be unavoidably 
rejected, 1 would point to the depositions befoi e the Durbar, of Nurberain Doolub, 

(H.), 56 . who there deposes that Dodo Meeah freely confessed to Baba Nafra that the 
Amleeara Coolee Rugunatb was the father of Joetabhaee’s child, while aftcr- 
(F.) j;’. wards, before*. the Uesident and Durbar, he contradicts this statement, telling 

(IL), 07 . .j jgjg which is intended to prove that the evidence of Dodo Mc'vah was, as the 

latter has stated in his deposition before the Resident, obtained by force ; the 
truth of the tale that he gave his evidence under compulsion, and that Baba 
Nafra wrote down what he |)lease(l, which Dodo Meyah signed, 1 must be allowed, 
after having considered Colonel Outram’s reasoning in support of that hypo- 
tliesis, very seriously to doubt. 

163 . I do not propose to extend these remarks into an analytical inquiry into 
the reasoning of Colonel Outram upon the evidence in the case in each and all 
of its bearings; suffice to say that there are still difficulties and doubts which are 
not entirely removed, even by the elaborate exposition of facts, and reasoning 
upon them, which Colonel Outram has placed before us in his report. 

164. Unfortunately, the point on which there is the strongest disposition to 
differ from him, is one on which a just decision is of most importance, the fact of 
.loetabhaee’s maternity under the circumstances stated by her and her relations; 
and these, doubts are the parents of otliers, which may affect our opinion as to the 
real foundation of the Amleeara story. This story cannot be allowed to preju- 
ilice Joetabhaee, because it has been since denied by tlie asserted agents in it; 
luit at the .same time I cannot say, upon taking a careful review of the entire 
evidence, tiiat it has been satisfactorily refuted. That the child was subsequently 
jdaced under a guard, does not appear to me so conclusive of its being the child 
of the banker, as it does to Colonel Outram. Granting it were spurious, the child 
had remained so long in Joetabhaee’s family, and had been passed off so openly 
as heis, that its possession was of as much importance to her in carrying on her 
suit as mother, and consequently heiress, as if it had been bond fide her own. 

16-5. It is rarely other than a worthless process to resort to conjecture. I may 
for once, however, be permitted to observe, that supposing the decision of the 
piinchayet could liave been relied upon, I should have taken its purport to imply 
that the following was the opinion of the members of that court Ist, That Baba 
Nafra was privately aware at the time of Joetabhaee’s confiq^meut that an impo- 
sition had been practised, that he shut his eyes to her proceedings to suit his own 
purposes. 2 d, That on finding his interests required that Joetabhaee should be 
exposed, but not being at that time acquainted with the particulari of the alleged 
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heir’s parentage, he set about inquiries, and finally concocted the Metapoor con- 
spiracy. 3d, That while the plot was in progress he obtained a clue to the truth, 
and sending for Dodo Meyah, whom he had discovered to have been the real 
agent in procuring the child, he got hi.m, by threats and promises, to confess 
that he had bought it at Anileeara. 4th, Jiut as the first story had obtained 
circulation, the second was welded into it, and the first child said to have died 
•of small pox. * 

166. 'J'hat this is the view which tlie punchayet would indirectly suggest may, 

I think, be inferred from the guarded terms of their finding. They record it 
doubtful whether Joetabhaee were at the time stated delivered of a son, and 
they find Baba Nafra guilty of participating in (nut of originating) a conspiracy 
with the Coolees of Metapoor. They also find him guilty of abducting a child, 
but do not convict him of having done so without having ascertained whether 
the child were or were not the son of a Coolce ; nor do they decide either that he 
was the child of Joetabhaee, or that he was not the son of the Arnleeara Coolee 
Dullia. 

167. Such an explanation of the case would indeed seem to be open to no 
stronger objections on the score of improbability, than the supposition that 
Joetabhaee bore a son to Beichur Samul at the time stated. 

168. Nevertheless I am inclined, with such evidence as we have before us, so 
sifted and weighed as it has been by Colonel Outrarn on the spot, to consider 
his conclusions as established, in as far as the case admits of proof. The more 
so since even the minister w-as at length satisfied that Joetabhaee had had a child, 
and that in consequence she was invited to the Durbar, and presented with a 
dress of honour. 

169. I think it quite unnecessary at this distant period, Mr. Prendergast being 
no longer alive, to refer to the Collector of Kaira, for an explanation of the delay 

of Mr. Prendergast’s sheristedar, noticed in paras. 17, 18, and 19 of Part III. 

*(■ 

170. The Resident may be told that all claim to our guarantee, on the part of 

Wamunrow Venketesh, otherwise Baba Nafra, was cancelled by his conviction; 

and further, that we will not interfere with the sentence passed by the pun- 

chavet. 

»/ 

171. I have kept these papers for a very long time. The intricate nature of 
the case to which they relate, the somewhat difiuse, though certainly able manner 
in which it has been argued by Colonel Outrarn, and the extreme difficulty which 
I have experienced in arriving at any conclusion at all satisfactory to my own 
mind, w'ould have themselves excused to my colleagues the delay which has 
taken place; but once satisfied that Baba Naira’s complicity in criminal intrigue 
against his mistress, Joetabhaee, had been so far substantiated as to remove all 
probability of our interfering to annul the sentence upon him, 1 considered that 
it would be belter to have before me, previous to circulating this minute, the 
result of the trial of Nursoo Punt before the Commissioner, Mr. Frcre, on the 
particular charges preferred against him by Colonel Outran), of having deceived 
the Acting Resident, Captain Frond), in connexion with the present case. These 
charges have now been received, and constitute the first of the trials on which 
Nursoo Punt has been arraigned. Their perusal has in no way affected the view 
I had previously taken of the merits of the inquiry into the rights of Joetabhaee 
Settanee. In now recording the opinion to which I have come, 1 should be 
guilty of great injustice were I not to express the sense I entertain of the im- 
portant assistance I have derived from the Judicial Secretary, Mr. Gi'ant Lums- 
den, to whose ability and diligence I am deeply indebted, and to whom 1 hereby 
tender my acknowledgments. 

10 November 1851. (signed) Falkland. 


— No. 4. — 

Minute by the Honourable Mr. Blane. 

I SEE no reason to differ from any of the conclusions arrived at by the Right 
honourable president on the merits of this verv intricate case. 

o ' 
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2. At tlie same time one cannot but acknowledge that many of the facts are 
still involved in the most embarrassing mystery. 

3. In regard to Joetabhaee, it is difficult to believe in the entire truth of her 
story, and to divest oneself of the doubts which tjliere is so much room to enter- 
tain, of the child abducted from her having been actually a son by her deceased 
husband, and consequently of her title to all the sympathy which is sought to be 
attached to her long unavailing efforts to obtain any redress of the wrongs of 
which she complained. 

4. With respect to Baba Nafra, his having been accessory at least to the 
abduction of a child is, I think, fully established ; and even if a supposititious one, 
the forcible abduction of it constituted an offence in which his participation 
deprives him of all claim to the intervention of Government to relieve him from 
the penalty to which he has been subjected by the award of a punchayet. 

6. In as far as the result of these inquiries has been to establish that Joeta- 
bhaee is to be regarded as an injured person, the hasty adoption by the officiating 
Resident, Captain French, of a conviction so unfavourable to her cause is greatly 
to be lamented, particularly as his proceedings are characterized by a want of 
patient investigation from which the explanation he has furnished has not, it is 
to be regretted, exonerated him. 

24 November 1851 . (signed) D. A. Blane. 


— No. 5 . — 

Minute by the Honourable Mr. Bell. 

This case is involved in such perplexing mystery, as to have caused me much 
hesitation in making up my mind. 

Assuming, however, that the proceedings which have been held are in strict 
accordance with the practice prevailing at the Baroda Court, and as the convic- 
tion and sentence recorded have been passed by a punchayet convened by order 
of the Gaekwar, there is no apparent reason for disturbing either the one or the 
other, the members of the punchayet being much better able than we possibly 
can be to appreciate the value of the evidence adduced on the trial, i concur 
generally in the observations which this voluminous correspondence has elicited. 

26 November 1851 . (signed) A. Bell. 


— No. 6. — 


Further Minute by the Right Honourable the Governor, without date, 

concurred in by the Board. 


My minute of the 10th instant may now be acted on. 

(signed) Falkland. 

D. A. Blane. 
A. Bell. 


— No. 7 .— 

No. 422 , of 1851 . — Secret Department. 

From A. Malet, Esquire, Chief Secretary to the Government of Bombay, to 
Lieutenant-colonel J. Oulram, c. B., Resident at Baroda. 

Sir, 

1. I AM directed by the Right honourable the Governor in Council, to acknow- 
ledge the receipt (on the 2l8t April last) of your letter, dated the 31flt of the 
preceding month, witli enclosures, reporting the result of your investigation into 

■'f various 
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Tariow» complaints against Baba Nafra and others, preferred by Joetabhaee 
Setanee,the younger widow of the late Bechur^amuldass, of Baroda. In reply, 
I am desired to communicate to you the following observations and instructions 
of Government. 

2 . The direct and avowed (Jliject of tin's voluminous report is to induce the 
Government to confirm in its integrity a sentence of confinement in irons, and a 
fine of 15,600 rupees passed by a punchayet assembled at Baroda upon Baba 
Nafra, the Mooniin Gooniashta or managing agent of the banking firm of ilurree 
Buktee, of which firm the late Bechur Samuldass was the head partner, 

3. Baba Nafra has been convicted upon the first of the three following cliarges, 
and in part upon the third : 

1 st. With having bribed certain koolies belonging to the British village 
of Meetapoor falsely to assert that Joetabhaee, the younger wife of Bechur 
Samuldass, had purchased from them a hoy, which she had passed off as the 
posthumous child of her deceased Iiushand, with a view to defraud the other 
widow and cliild of the deceased banker, 

2 d. That he had suborned false witnesses to assert, that the first spurious 
child having died, Joetabhaee, with a fraudulent intent, supplied its place by 
another Iroy, purchased from koolies of Araleeara, a village situated within tlie 
Gaekwar territory, but the property of the firm of Hurree Buktee, of which 
he, Baba Nafra, was tlie niaiiagiiig agent, and over whicli he exercised 
absolute control. This count was pronounced, not proven, 

3d. That he had procured the forcible abduction of the boy wdiose 
spuriousness he had tliiis endeavoured to establish by the subornation of 
perjury, and as the abducted boy had died while in the hands of certain 
Arabs, to whose custody he had been consigned by Baba Nafra, it was further 
left to the punchayet to determine whether in addition to the crimes of 
conspiracy, subornation of perjury, and abduction, the Baba had not been 
guilty of the heinous ofi'ence of compassing the child’s death. 

4. The prisoner was found guilty of the first charge, of bribing the koolies 
of Metapoor, and of having caused a false deed to be written. On the second 
charge, the puncliayet were not convinced that Joetabhaee had borne a child to 
her deceased husband (Beechur Samuldass), and returned a verdict of not 
proven. Upon the tliird charge, they found Baba Nafra guilty of the forcible 
abduction of a cliild from Joetahliaee ; without, liowevcr, declaring that child to 
have been hers. 

i». It might have been deemed sufficient had you submitted the proceedings 
on this extraordinary case to Government, in the usual course, with a clear and 
concise memoir, exposing the dark intrigues of which you believe Baba Nafra to 
have been guilty towards his mistress, and which had in part been proved, 

6 . It appears to Government that no more would have been required to 
induce them to refrain from interfering in a sentence passed upon a subject of 
their ally the Gaekwar, by a court appointed by that prince. \’ou have, how- 
ever judged otherwise, and openly proclaimed your fears lest Baba Nafra’s 
influence should ultimately be exercised upon the members of this Government 
(for such is the plain meaning of your words), and lead to a mitigation of the 
sentence which has been passed upon this individual. To prevent this dreaded 
consummation, you have traced and exposed the frauds and deceitful policy of 
Baba Nafra with extraordinary industry and minuteness, 

7. Whether you have siicceeded in fathoming all the mysteriel of these per- 
.plexing and obscure intrigues. Government are inclined to doubt, for reasons 
which will hereafter be mentioned, but you have done enough to have entitled 
you, but for certain considerations which w'ill be subsequently noticed, to its 
approbation for the sympathy which you have shown for one whom you deemed 
to be a persecuted woman ; for tlie protection which you have extended to her, 
and for the contest against the corrupt influence which you conceive to have 
been exercised against her. 

8. It is not necessary in this place to notice more than one of the consider- 
ations which lead Government to qualify its approbation; it is the highly 
objectionable manner in which you have tliought fit to place your researches 

560 . 304 before 



424 PAPERS ON THE REMOVAL OF COLONEL OUTRAM 


before Government, the terms you adopt, and the reasons you assign for using 
them. *' 

9. These, in fact, are phrased in so ambiguous a manner as to convey to those 
who are ignorant of the facts of the case, a covert accusation against the 
Government for the part it has already taken in Joetabhaee’s case. 

10. You have divided your report into four parts. The first contains intro- 
ductory remarks, wJiich, for reasons which will he hereafter explained, in the 
opinion of liis Lordship in Council, expose you to the charge of disrespect to 
G overnment. 

11. I he second portion of )' 0 ur report professes to contain the history of the 
case of .loetabhaee Setanee, to the commencement of tlie investigation conducted 
by you. 

12. The third part comprises the revelations made to you at the residency 
by certain parties to the intrigues carried on against Joetabhaee. 

13. The fourth part contains a sketch of the proceedings of the punchayet. 

14. Tile first of these sections I am now desired to notice. 

15. You consider the sentence passed by the punchayet upon Baba Nafra 
quite inadequate, and its leniency to be owing to a culpable sympathy with the 
culprit on tlie part of the court, composed of tlie culprit’s own friends. You 
believe that you have satisfactorily demonstrated that .loetabhaee was the real 
mother of the abducted child, a point which will be subsequently referred to; 
and you state as the reason for entering into the case in such detail, your desire 
to prevent any clemency being shown to the convicted Baba Nafra in mitigation 
of the sentence. Such a result would be attended, you believe, “ with the most 
calamitous moral and political consequences,” by confirming the prevalent idea 
that Baba Nafra possesses some mysterious influence in Bombay. 

16. You then proceed to state that Baba Nafra. unprincipled and unscrupu- 
lous as you have depicted him, had aspired to bribe the Hon. Mr. Reid, when 
recently a member of this Government. In the following paragraph (16) you 
bring forward the belief, so prevalent as you assume it to be at Baroda, that the 
higher officers of Government arc not inaccessible to corrupt influence, as a full 
justification of the excessive length of your report. Not only this, but as sup- 
plying in your opinion a valid reason why the report should be attentively 
studied ere Government do aught that might be indirectly construed into a 
confirmation of the popular belief. 

17. The Right honourable the Governor in Council can regard this in no other 
light than as the expression of your opinion, that Governmeni would most pro- 
bal)ly act in this case so as to confirm the poj)ular belief, if you did not take 
this extraordinary" measure to prevent them, and that it conveys an indirect 
accusation that Government were likely to act on this report, without having 
made itself sufficiently acquainted with its contents. 

18. You next proceed to enumerate the decisions of Government in other 
cases, whicli, in your opinion, afford examples why such a belief should exist ; 
and finally you conclude the list with these remarkable words, in which (as if 
you had not already said sufficient to ca.st a censure upon the proceedings of 
Government) you state, witliout a word of explanation, what is unquestionably 
true in itself, but phrased iu such a manner as directly to impeach the conduct 
of Governmen^in the present remarkable case. 

19. Additional confirmation, you observe (to the prevalent belief in the dis- 
honesty of high government offic(!rs at the Presidency), has been derived from' 
the fact that, during the wliolc of the persecution of the unfortunate .loetabhaee, 
Government never in one way or other interposed to secure a mitigation of the 
harsh treatment she suflered, though oft and loudly importuned by herself and 
her mother; wliile, on the other hand, no sooner was Baba Nafra placed in 
custody ))rior t(j trial, than Government hastened to express a hope that he 
would receive good usage. 

20. d’his language, like that which preceded it, can hardly be read otherwise 
than as a direct accusation against the integrity of Government, It is no reply 
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to say that censure is not intended, that |)lame is not imputed to Government, " 
but to the parties by whom Government has beM misled. This may be all that 
you intended, but no one who reads the above in connexion with the rest of the 
first section, can, in the opinion of Government, be sure that this is the extent 
of your meaning ; on the contr|^y, his Lordship in Council feels assured that a 
casual reader would construe it far otherwise. 

21. In short, were the assumption that Joetabhaee has been harshly used at 
the hands of Government, maintainable upon the facts of the case, still the 
general tone of this section of your report cannot be viewed otherwise than as 
most improper and unbecoming when addressed to (lovernment by an officer in 
your position. 

22. One of the least objectionable consequences of this proceeding on your part 

is, that it in a manner obliges Government to stand upon its defence. But the 
grave responsibility which a subordinate incurs who places his Government iu 
such a position as to feel it necessary to defend its acts, must be enhanced 
tenfold if it be proved, as will be subsequently shown, that in the case in 
question there has not been a single act, or order, on the part of Government 
which affords the slightest pretext for such insinuations. 

23. It is true that in the 18th para, of your report you have expressed your 
implicit faith in the honour and immaculate purity of the Government, which, 
you have been pleased to add, you “esteem and honour;” your remarks, how- 
ever, relative to the conduct of Government, and the low dishonesty imputed to 

it, is not the less calculated to impress those having access to your report with 
a different notion. 

24. His Lordship in Council cannot, on the other hand, omit to notice the 
extraordinary impropriety of tliese remarks from the pen of a subordinate, as 
respects their avowed object of influencing the conduct of Government ; they not 
only openly denounce, as pregnant with mischief and injustice, a decision differing 
from that which you have arrived at, but they appeal to considerations as pro- 
perly influential with the Government, which are altogether alien to justice, and 
which in a case of tins nature could only influence the weak, or the really 
corrupt. 

26. In short. Government has been strongly and directly urged by you in the 
17th para, to confirm the sentence passed upon Baba Nafra, not because it is 
right and just, but because, if his Lordship in Council were to modify or annul 
it. Government would incur the suspicion of wrong doing. 

26. You have failed to perceive that suggestions of this nature are alike 
wanting in respect and decorum, because to suppose that they could possibly 
exert an influence upon the decision of Government, is to suppose that the public 
belief, on which they profess to be based, has some solid foundation. 

27. Fortunately, as you may consider it, the guilt of Baba Nafra is too clearly 
established, if not to the extent believed in by yourself, at least to a degree which 
would necessarily preclude any desire to interfere with the sentence of the 
Gackwar’s Court, the judges who passed it being nevertheless, as you state, the 
Baba’s personal friends. 

28. The Right honourable the Governor in Council cannot permit equivocal 
remarks upon the conduct of Government, like those contained in your report, 
in such a case as that of .loctabhaee, to remain on record unrefuted. The machi- 
nations from which this lady is said to have suffered so directly qjlpalleuge the 
best sympathy of Government, that his Lordship iu Council would indeed regret 
that the smallest ground should exist for the supposition that these machinations 
had been encouraged or prolonged by any act or omission on the part of 
Government, which could expose it to the charge of unfairness, or to the 
scarcely less blameable imputation of neglect. 

_ 28. It is easy to demonstrate that in no single instance has an order been 
given by the Right honourable the Governor in Council which, on retrospection, 
is found to have been inconsistent with the rule of the Government in similar 
instances, as also with the equity of the case as at the time apparent from the 
best evidence at its command, and from the representations of its only possible 
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advisers and informants, the officers who successively have been in charge of the 
Baroda Residency during the progress of this intricate and perplexing case. 

30. It is painful, however, to Government to observe that, severely as you 
have in your report censured your locum tenens, Captain French, for the part he 
pursued towards Joetabhaee, you are yourself personally answerable for much of 
that lady’s sufferings. 

31. Previous to entering upon an inquiry into the conduct of Government 
and its officers, with reference to Joetabhaee, I am desired to draw your attention 
to the following observations. 

32. In the first place, I am directed to express the astonishment of his Lord- 
ship in Council that an officer of any political experience in this country should 
have used the language which you nave employed in commenting on the belief 
in the efficacy of “ khutput,” which you state is so prevalent at Baroda ; your 
remarks distinctly imply that the Government has occasioned this belief by its 
unfair decisions, and that but for such decisions no such belief w'ould have been 
current, 

33. In the minds of Asiatics, faith in khutput is unavoidable ; it will ever 
co-exist with their idea that the Government, whiclj is to judge the case, is in 
the possession of absolute power. 

34. A slight acquaintance with mankind might have convinced you that 
where the interests, lives, and fortunes of the subjects depend upon the will or 
caprice of an absolute monarch, subject to the influence of those who surround 
him, men who have any object to attain will endeavour to secure that influence, 
rather than trust to the abstract justice of their cause, and that no laws can be 
devised that will eradicate the practice. Nor is it less ceitain that the native 
who has found the practice conducive to success within the sphere of his own 
e^erience, will, with difficulty, be brought to believe that it is not of universal 
efficacy, or that, partial to low intrigue himself, he will be induced to give credit, 
at the expense of his own self-estimation, to the existence either in individuals 
or in the governing body of these sentiments of puidty and honour which are 
characteristic of an English gentleman. 

36. Your acknowledged rectitude of conduct will necessarily exert a favourable 
influence upon those natives who are habitually brouglit into communication 
with you ; you at the same time lay yourself oj)en to the charge of credulity, if 
you imagine that tlie subjects of a native state, like Baroda, can be generally 
induced by any acts of yours, or of any other officers of Government, to abandon 
the belief which from time immemorial they, in common with other Asiatics, 
repose in the efficacy of khutput. 

36. The difficulty of combating native impressions on a point like this, has 
not been inaptly illustrated by your own experience ; an attempt was made to 
prove that the origin of the generous interest which you have taken in Joe- 
tabhaee’s behalf was “the receipt of an enonnous bribe.” This attempt exem- 
plifies the value which is set upon personal honour by the native community of 
Baroda; men do not suborn evidence to prove what all the world would 
disbelieve. 

37. His Lordship in Council can well imagine that you view such a report 
with the scorn it deserves, and that your concern is truly and honestly for the 
honour of the Government you represent ; but unless Government had, in your 
opinion, laid itself open to the imputation of deliberate unfairness, from motives 
of favour and affection, or upon still baser considerations, the tone and nature of 
your observations on the opinions current in Baroda upon the efficacy of khutput 
are altogether as irrelevant as they are unbecoming. 

88 The peculiarities of the present case next require to be briefly noticed. 

39. 'His Lordship in Council deems it scarcely requisite to call attention to 
the fact, that a subject of the Gaekwar, possessing the British guarantee, is not 
the less a subject or his own government ; all that he can claim from the British 
Government, in virtue of the guarantee, is protection from injustice on the part 
of his Prince, whose proceedings, or the proceedings of whose court in the case 
of a guaranteed party, can be brought on appeal before the Resident. 
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40. It must be obvious, as the direct consequence of this most inconvenient 
and embarrassing of relations, that every act of direct interference on the part of 
the Resident will be regarded by the Prince and his subjects with a jealousy as 
natural as it is intense ; while, on the other hand, every appeal to the Resident 
by a guaranteed subject will be viewed as an act of rebellion against his lawful 
Prince. It also folloM's, from the nature of the connexion, that the Superior 
Government at the Presidency, upon whom the ultimate disposal of every case 
may devolve, iqust be left entirely at the mercy of the Resident, whose authority 
and opinion, except under very extraordinary circumstances, it is almost com~ 
polled to support. 

41. No other means of information are indeed at the disposal of Government, 
who cannot possibly act on the statements of the parties themselves, or confide 
in the fidelity of representations which are not vouched for by the same 
Resident. 

42. So long as the guarantee system remains in force. Government must con- 
tinue subject to these difficulties, and being aware of this fact, you should have 
hesitated before you used language so worded as to impute, or at least to seem 
to impute, partiality and favouritism towards Baba Nafra on the part of this 
Government. 

43. I am next directed to take a review of the part which has been taken by 
Government in these transactions, dividing the same into the three following 
heads : 

1st. The period from the commencement of the dispute to your departure 
on sick certificate from Baroda en route to Egypt. 

2d. The period of Captain French’s temporary incumbency of the Baroda 
Residency. 

3d. The period subsequent to your return to Baroda. 

44. From the two “ memoranda of events,” which were submitted to Govern- 
ment on the 22d March and the 14th April 1847, by Mr. Andrews, then in 
temporary charge of the Baroda Residency, this Government first became 
acquainted with the occurrences at Baroda, connected with the house of Hurree 
Buktee, which have led to all the subsequent proceedings in the case of Joe- 
tabliaee, but in which the Gaekwar had not at that period interfered, nor had 
any parties preferred complaints at the Residency. 

46. Current report averred that the child of Joetabhaee had been ascertained 
to be spurious, and had been taken from her ; that she had been confined, and 
had given a written confession of the fraud ; that her father, Banabhaee, had in 
consequence been turned out of caste, and the child had been given to koolies, 
who claimed it ; that Baba Nafra, the managing gomashta of the firm of Hurree 
Buktee, uho had acted in the afi'air in a most authoritative manner, and was 
supposed to have the concurrence of the Gaekwar in his proceedings, must have 
known from the first that the child w'as not Joetabhaee’s, whose mother was 
stated by Mr. Andrew's in these memoranda to have first gone to the palace to 
complain, and afterwards to have escaped. 

46. When these “ memoranda of events ” reached Government, the Council 
Board by which they were considered consisted of Sir G. Clerk, Sir W. Cotton, 
and Mr. Reid, Mr. Willoughby being then temporarily absent. The Board 
decided, very consistently with right and usage, that the matter was not to be 
noticed until a guaranteed party preferred a complaint. 

47. On the 12th April 1847, Joetabhaee’s mother addressed a petition to 
Government, and she was referred to the Resident at Baroda ; and it was on the 
3d May that one Ramdass Moneedass addressed a petition to Government, con- 
taining a very clear account of intrigues stated to have been put in motion by 
Baba Nafra to ruin his mistress. This petition not being preferred by a prin- 
cipal, or by a party directly interested, was, according to the invariable usage of 
Government in the like cases, so far disregarded, that he was informed that no 
notice would be taken of it (as not addressed to Government by a party con- 
cerned) ; the petition, however, was recorded, instead of being returned to the 
writer, as usual in such cases. 
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48. A petition from Joetabhaee herself was referred for report to you on the 
23d July 1847, you having assumed charge of the Residency on the 26th May 
preceding. On the 4th of November following, you were requested to expedite 
your report on this petition, and on the 29th of the same month this call was 
repeated. Intermediately, you addressed to Government your first letter in this 
case, dated the 26th November 1847. In this letter you reported that the in- 
quiry into the circumstances of this case had been deputed by his Highness the 
Gaeitwar to a commission, consisting of Gopal Rao Myral, Meer Surfraz Ali ; 
Trim buck, Bappoo, shastrees. 

49. You requested that Larbaee, Joetabhaee’s mother, might be sent to 
Baroda, and also the petitions which had been preferred to Government by her 
and her daughter ; you promised in this letter to forward the correspondence 
and report, together with the proceedings of the commission, when the inves- 
tigation had terminated. 

60. A second, and, for the time, your final letter on the subject, was received 
from you by Government, dated the 21st January 1848, submitting a request 
from the Durbar that Larbaee (Joetabhaee’s mother), who had not arrived at 
Baroda, might be ordered to proceed there, which she was peremptorily told to 
do. On the 12th September 1848 you quitted Baroda to proceed to Egypt on 
sick certificate. 

61. In the interim much correspondence had passed between yourself and 
the Baroda Durbar, which was subsequently forwarded to Government by your 
locum tenens. Captain French, who as.sumcd charge of the Baroda Residency on 
the 2d November 1848, beintr a period of nearly two months after your 
departure. 

52. In your report on this case now under acknowledgment, you have given 
Government to understand that you suspected foul play on the part of the 
Durbar long before you quitted Baroda, but that you could not interfere, as you 
would otherwise have done, in Joetabhaee’s behalf, because, as you allege, all the 
principals were subjects of his Highness, and could only come before the 
Resident as appellants (para. 14 of Part II. of your Report). In the 16th para. 
(Part II.) you state you believed “ that from no tribunal the Durbar could 
ap]K)int was strict justice to be looked for on the part of Joetabhaee.” The 
translated proceedings of your correspondence with the Baroda Durbar at this 
time, and the facts mentioned in the 27th para, of your Report (Part II.), cer- 
tainly show that you used your best eflTorts to bring the proceedings of the com- 
mission of inquiry to a close, bearing patiently with obstructions on the part of 
Joetabhaee herself, persuading her mother, Larbaee, to submit to examination, 
urging the Durbar to excuse her seeming want of respect, and to take her 
evidence, and interfering to procure for .Joetabhaee some amelioration of the 
hardships to which she was exposed. 

63. Paras. 28 to 30 of your Report, Part II., wdiich notice the communications 
on the 4th and 6th September 1848 between Joetabhaee and his Highness the 
Gackwar, demonstrate the pains which were taken by you to ensure Larbaee a 
fair hearing. In your yad of the 6th September you reiterate the request made 
in your previous yad of the 4th, the motive of which is now stated to have been 
“ to afford your successor an impregnable ground on which to take his stand in 
insisting on the examination of Larbaee being taken, and the inquiry brought to 
a close.” No reply, you state, was received lo this yad until the 16th September, 
being four days after you had left Baroda. 

54. On examining your correspondence at this period with the Durbar in con- 
nexion with your present report. Government is entirely at a loss to understand 
how, with your opinions, you failed to leave on record for the guidance of j^our 
locum tenens, and also omitted to communicate to Government, in so intricate 
and important a case, the strong suspicions which you state you entertained that 
the punchayet did not act fairly to Joetabhaee. 

56. You quitted Baroda on the 12th September 1848, without a sigpi, without 
a word to intimate your suspicions or intentions either to Government or to 
Captain French, your locum tenens. To the latter you bequeathed, indeed, a 
mass of correspondence with the Durbar in part translated ; but that you enter- 
tained at this period a suspicion of unfair play can hardly be deduced with fair- 
ness 
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Bcsss from a close study of these papers, and would certainly not be suggested by 
a casual perusal of them. 

66 . You appear, however, from this report, to have been clearly aware, even 
previous to entertaining these suspicions, of the endeavours which the punchayet 
were making to defer the completion of the case until after your departure. Your 
avowed object was to get Larbaee’s deposition taken, the proceedings closed, and 
the whole case transferred to the Resident. Government, as already mentioned, 
had repeatedly called upon you for your report on the case, and was in total ig- 
norance of everything that had occurred, or was occurring. Desiring, as you 
did, that justice should be secured, and suspecting, as you did, that measures 
were in progress to thwart and prevent it, there was no course so obvious, and 
•which gave such direct promise of good results, as to have communicated your 
opinion in the case to Government, and to have left a clear abstract of what had 
taken place, and of your suspicions and intentions, for the information and 
guidance of your locum tenens. It is to the neglect of this evidently necessary 
precaution that his Lordship in Council feels compelled to attribute the ill suc- 
cess which attended .loetabliaee’s efl'orts to secure a fair inquiry, and which occa- 
sioned much of that lady’s subsequent sufferings. 

67. I am desired here briefly to notice your remark in the 17th para, of your 
letter: “Before leaving for Egypt, I mentioned Joetabhaee’s case to Captain 
French, as one that would require considerable vigilance, with a view to defeat 
the intrigues of Nafra and Nursoo Punt.” His Lordship in Council has been 
assured that Captain French has not the slightest recollection of any such warn- 
ing having been given to him, though he remembers having had an interview 
with 3 'ou previous to your quitting Bombay for Egypt, in which you spoke to 
Captain French on a variety t)f subjects, and that officer supposes that you then 
must have spoken on this, as you state that you did nicntion your suspicions. It 
is evident that you expected too much, if you imagined that a desultory conver- 
sation of this nature, mixed up, too, as the subject was with other matter, would 
have left a lasting impression on Captain French’s mind. It is, however, clccir 
that you ought not to have trusted to such a verbal allusion to a supposed intrigue, 
and that the admission that you made it convicts you of a very serious want of 
discretion ; you should have made it officially to Government, us well as to your 
successor. 

68 . Had such a record been placed before Captain French, Government cannot 
suppose that that officer would have thought it right to substitute for an inquiry 
brought almost to a close, and which he could, if unjust, have set aside and rec- 
tified ; new proceedings and a new court, the most influential members of which 
were the same biassed and unfair judges who had so long trifled with the inquiry 
and with tlie patience of the Resident, and whose award would now be final. 

69. There was, indeed, on the face of the proceedings left behind you on your 
departure from Baroda for Egypt no evidence of the intention of the punchayet 
to behave unfairly so distinct as to be apparent to a stranger to the case ; whatever 
conviction those proceedings might have suggested to one who had watched them 
from the commencement, tliere was nothing in them that Government can per- 
ceive even to induce a suspicion on the mind of Captain French that he was 
doing Joetabhaee an irreparable injury in recommending that the matter should 
be settled by a punchayet, to whose ilecision the parties were bound to agree, or 
to lead him to believe that tlie parties about him were endeavouring to cajole and 
use him as their tool. 

60. A brief record from you of the grounds which you had for suspicion would 
in a great measure have protected your heum tentns against the intrigues going 
on around him, both at the Durbar and the Residency. 

61. Your departure without a report to Government, or a line of explanation 
to Captain French, was, therefore, I am directed to observe, a very serious error 
of judgment. 

62. Under the disadvantages of this omission and want of accurate information, 
as well as under the pressure of public business which necessarily follows the 
arrival of a new head of an oflSce after an interval in which the office has been 
vacant. Captain French addressed to Government his letter of the 16lh November 
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1848, to which such frequent allusion is made in your Report, Part II. You 
have in this report severely commented upon tliis letter, and the proceedings to 
which it gave rise, and with what justice must be inquired into. 

(ill. It is no), however, the present purpose of Government to comment upon 
Captain French’s procei^dings as they regard Joetabhaee ; it is that officer’s 
report to Government, dated 15lh November 1848, which now requires consi- 
deration. 

(i4. It must be borne in mind that since the 21st .January 1848 Government 
had not received a line from you on the subject of Joelaldiaee’s case ; Captain 
French’s letter of the 1.5th Nov'ember following was the earliest information 
which had been furnished subsequent to the date of that despatch. The Go- 
vernment had been left by you without any ititirnation of the progress of the 
case, or any clue to guidt' them or arouse suspicion, precisely as Captain French 
had been left ; and whatever faults may be imputed to that officer, it cannot be 
said that he slumbered on his post. He took charge of the Residency on the 2d 
November 1848, and his first report on this case is dated the 15th of the same 
month. 

66. In this report Captain French represented that the case was undisposed 
of, and seemed as far from an amicable settlement as ever. He at the same time 
deprecated the hearing of the parties through hired vakeels, “ whose object must 
he to embroil all he spoke of “ subterfuges and evasions,” on the part of 
Joetabhaee and her parents ; and after stating his impression, derived from 
experience, that few, if any, disputes connected with banking houses adjudicated 
through the British Government, or by its instrumentality, had held good, he 
proposed that a punchayet should be appointed, each of the widows (then 
adversely disposed) naming two members, and conjointly a fifth. 

66. No other course was manifestly o[)en to Government, totally unapprised as 
it was of the sentiments you now state that you at that time entertained, but to 
sanction the measure proposed. The point to which the inquiry had advanced 
under the native commission, during your incumbency, had not necessarily 
approximated to an immediate and final decision. The information furnished 
by Captain French led directly to the conclusion that no material progress had 
in reality been made ; the proposition seemed in itself to he reasonable, and 
though it was foreseen and remarked that it would be exceedingly difficult to 
convene a punchayet who would act with strict impartiality, yet it was clearly 
very desirable to avoid, if })nicticable, a direct inquiry on the part of Government 
into a family disjmte of this nature. 

67. Government, accordingly, on the 18th December 1848 (in reply to 
Captain French’s letter of the lath of the preceding month), assented to this 
suggestion. If Government were mistaken in this acquiescence, the fault must 
rest between yourself, w'ho had neglected to state what you knew and believed, 
and Captain French, who had stated w'hat he had not ascertained positively to 
be the case, although he believed what he stated. 

68. Of the translated accompaniments to Captain French’s letter (of the 16th 
November 1848), I am desired particularly to notice Nos. 19, 20, 28, 29, 42, 
47* and 48. It is very difficult to suppose that Captain French had not read 
th esc papers, and was not aware of all that had previously taken place ; but 
they contain nothing to satisfy the Government of the unsoundness of Captain 
French’s assurances, or that the proceedings of the commission appointed by his 
Highness should in effect have terminated with the taking of Larbaee’s evidence. 
The impression their perusal leaves on the mind of his Lordship in Council is 

simply 


* See particularly No. 47, a yad from Joetabhaee, dated the 14th February 1848:— 

“ 1 cannot approve of the proceedings in this case, .for there i> ao much partiality and ill-feeling 
going on, \'C. 

<< The evidence of aeveral of his Highness’s servants are very necessary in my case, and I cannot 
understand the proceedings of the punchayet, who carry on the investigation without any reference 
to nae, with a view to injure me as much os possible.” 


She states that she did not like the appearance of the people (t. e. the Commission), and requ^ts 
the Resident, as the inquiry had been going on for eight months without an issue, to invaatiigate it 
himself. 
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simply this ; first, that they manifest a sturdy resistance on the part of Joetal)liaee 
to the commission appointed by tlie Baroda Durbar, and a leaning on the Resi- 
dent for support. Second, that the Gaekwar was nettled at this summary denial 
of his authority by his ow n subject, and complained to the Resident, who took 
no notice of his complaints, but did his best to remove objections, and assist 
Joetabhaee. As to Larbaee, Captain French may have regarded in a far different 
light from yourself what you term in para. 34 of your Report (Part II.), the 

most touching evidence of her confidence in British honour in refusing to detail 
the evidence in her possession, and which she intended to adduce when the case 
came under appeal at the Residency.” Larbaee liad, in fact, not given liei' 
evidence, and it is rather too much to expect the Gaekwar Court to admit such 
a reason for her refusing it; she had complied in form, but not in substance. 
You seem altogether to overlook tlie fact that the Gaekwar, and not yourself, was 
Larbaee’s sovereign ; that his court was the court of trial, and that Larbaee was 
not therefore justified, whatever her suspicions may have been, in withholding 
evidence necessary for a decision, with the intention of giving it in appeal before 
the Resident, nor had she a riglit to dictate tlie terms on which she would give 
it. His Lordship in Council would not be understood to mean that Larbaee was 
not free to refuse to plead. But Government altogether dissent from you in 
vour arguments to show that Larbaee’s having deposed that she had evidence to 
adduce, but would not adduce it, except on her own terms, the inquiry should 
have necessarily closed, or that Captain French should have considered himself 
warranted in sanctioning so open a contempt of the legitimate tribunal, and so 
flagrant an act of interference with the authority of the Prince at whose court 
he was Acting Resident, by taking the evidence himself. 

69. The second letter from Cajitain French upon this case, is dated the 22d 
February 1849. In this communication he reported the refusal of Joetabhaee to 
agree to a punchayet, described the facts of her case, us currently reported, in 
terms most unfavourable to that lady, averring that there had been two suppo- 
sititious children, as stated in Mr. j'\iulrews’ two memorandums above alluded to, 
and that the imposition was notorious throughout the town, and a general 
scandal ; he at the same time recommended that the guarantee which had been 
given to the firm should be cancelled. 

70. In reply to the above communication, Government declined to interfere 
further in Joetabhaee’s case, but refused to recall the guarantee, and punish the 
innocent heir, the son of the elder widow, togetlier with the guilty stepmother, 
it being at the same time stated that Government did not, “as informed,” 
perceive the grounds of the Resident’s suspicion that Baba Nafra had been 
a party to Joetabhaee’s fraud, but sanctioned his dismissal by the elder widow, 
if this fact could be established. 

71. Nothing could be more proper than these instructions, according to the 
information which Government then possessed, though nothing perhaps can 
more clearly show the difficulties attending the fulfilment of the conditions of 
a guarantee than the contrast between the past and present correspondence. 

72. Other petitions were subsequently submitted by Joetabhaee, but the 
subject had now been closed us far as Government were concerned, and she was 
referred to that decision. 

73. Government could not with propriety pay any further attention to the 
unsupported statements and remonstrances of this lady. Independently of the 
general and self-evident objections to availing themselves of the power of the 
guarantee, except when imperatively required to do so, Joetabhaee had been 
from the first unfavourably known to Government, who had no reason for 
supposing that she had been denied any facilities for establishing her case, had it 
been a just one. The members of the Board were personally aware that as far 
as Government were concerned (how'cver unfavourable the reports which had 
been made regarding this lady), by them at least she had not been prejudged. 
Her petitions in 1847 had been referred for investigation and report to the 
Resident. Again and again had Government renewed its calls upon you for 
information and opinion. Time had passed ; after a period of four months 
Government was told that inquiries were in progress, but nothing more was 
made known to Government by you. Subsequently Government was informed 
by Oiaptain French, your locum tenens, that there seemed no prospect of a satis- 
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factory settlement, or of a termination of the case, owing to the contumacious 
conduct of Joetabhaee and her friends. In compliance with Captain French’s 
advice. Government had given her a final opportunity of settling her dispute in 
strict conformity with the usage of the country ; and she, as Government was 
told, had refused to submit to it. 

74 . It is manifest from this recapitulation, that Government had done its best 
to secure justice to the parties concerned, and that it could not be expected in 
the above stage of the proceedings to pay attention to Joetabhaee’s further 
representations ; nor when a decision has once been arrived at, on apparently 
just grounds, is it the practice of Government in any instance to re-open the 
subject, except under unusual circumstances, and upon fresh and previously un- 
considered grounds. 

7.5. Two other letters only, of a later date,* were received on Joctabhaee’s 
affairs, from Captain French ; both of these communications held out hopes of a 
reconciliation taking place between the widows if Government would persist in 
its non-interference. The letters connected with this case which Government 
next received, W'ere from yourself, after your return from Egypt. 

7C. It is deemed by Government that, considering your previous suspicion of 
unfair practices, as mentioned in your present report, it is singular that you at 
first coincided in the propriety of the measures recommended by Captain 
French. You state in your letter dated 24th June, No. 1.35 of 1850 , “That 
although it is possible, and you think it very probable, that the petitioner (Joe- 
tabhaee) has experienced foul play at the hands of that notorious individual 
Baba Nafra (it is to be observed that you say not a word of the commission) ; 
yet you see no possibility of a dispute of this nature being adjusted, excepting 
through the medium of arbitrators, as suggested by Captain French.” 

77. You have explained in para. 137, Part II. of your Report your reasons for 
falling into this seeming inconsistency. You considered that the question was 
settled, and that an arbitrator was the only chance left to Joetabhaee of obtain- 
ing justice; still your opinion is given in very unqualified terms, and such as are 
calculated to satisfy Government of the good judgment exercised in the matter 
by the acting Resident, Captain French. 

78. In your letter dated the 11 th July, No. 158 of 1850, you announced to 
Government the revelations made to you at the Residency, by some parties con- 
nected with the house of Hurree Buktee, and the arrest of Baba Nafra, on 
charges of abduction and murder ; you further solicited that Joetabhaee, then in 
Bombay, might be desired to return to Baroda. On the 29th of the same month 
you were, in reply, informed, that Joetabhaee had been told to return, and it 
was added, “ With reference to the suspicions which Joetabhaee’s conduct in 
declining the method of inquiry approved by Government, had given rise to,” 
that Government relied on you for the good treatment of the parties pending 
any inquiry which might take place, or, in other words, that Government 
believe that Joetabhaee’s refusal to submit her cause to a punchayet, indicated her 
consciousness that it was a bad one, and if she were guilty of the fraud imputed 
to her, it was presumed that she would not hesitate to use unfair means to injure 
her opponents, or to charge them falsely with atrocious crimes. 

79. When the representations which up to this period had been made to 
Government are taken into consideration, it would indeed have been surprising 
if they had not, at tlie first glance, viewed such charges with distrust, and con- 
sidered it necessary to caution you against premature severity to parties judged 
up to this period to have been in the right, and possibly, therefore, the objects 
of a revengeful intrigue. 

80. These are the last instructions which were given by his Lordship in 
Council in Joetabhaee’s case. The letters of Government in this case have 
been one by one brought under review, and . from the beginning to the end his 
Lordship in Council can find nothing in them to justify you in instancing the 
conduct of Government as calculated to support the idea which you aver was 
prevalent at Baroda, that Baba Nafra possessed influence at Bombay. 

81. If, on the other hand, you have rightly assumed that Captain French 
was inade the tool of Baba Nafra Uiruugh the influence of his secret colleague 

Nttwoo 
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Nursoo Punt, the fact ia of a nature which would have speedily gained circula- 
tion in the city, and would of itself have accounted for any treatment which Joc- 
t^haee received at the hands of the Resident, without reference to the Baba’s 
presumed interest at Bombay. 

82. I am next directed to review the conduct of Captain French towards Joe- 
tabhaee, while Acting Resident. 

83. That this oflScer was not assisted by Nursoo Punt in becoming ac- 
quainted with the case; that he was even deceived by Nursoo Punt as far as 
misrepresentation could be indirectly used, is very probable, and would seem 
indeed to be demonstrated by you. But neither Nursoo Punt’s conduct, nor the 
recommendations of Captain French, in his letter to Government of the 15th 
November 1848, deserved the high colouring which is given to them in your 
report. 

84. The expectations which in the 36th para, of your Report (Pan II.), 
you state that you entertained in regard to the course which Captain French 
would pursue, are not warranted by anything on the face of the proceedings. 
Captain French found this voluminous case waiting his arrival at Baroda, and 
after the great delay which had taken place on your part in replying to Govern- 
ment, he doubtless thought that it called for his immediate attention. No clue 
was provided to its intricacies, and if he mastered the voluminous details, it by 
no means follows that he should have taken the same view of them as yourself : 
you, as already stated, had left on record no analysis of the case as far as it had 
gone, and no memoir of your views regarding the justice of Joetabhaee’s claims, 
or your suspicions of foul play on the part of the Durbar. The neglect of this 
precaution was followed by the natural results. Captain French was thrown 
upon Nursoo Punt for information. Even a cursory inspection of the papers 
would have convinced him, that if the Durbar, on the one side, had shown 
no extraordinary anxiety to close its proceedings, obstacles had, on the 
Other hand, been thrown in the way of a final settlement by Larbaee, Joeta- 
bhaee, and her party. From what lias since transpired it may safely be pre- 
sumed that the influence of Nursoo Punt would not have been wanting to lead 
the Acting Resident to apply to this case a specific treatment, which Captain 
French h^ long previously concluded to be the best in all such cases, and the 
only course indeed which, in his opinion, promised to open an easy way to a 
satisfactory decision. 

85. Such disputes, he informed Government, he believed were only to be 
settled by amicable arbitration, and with this firm persuasion it is not extra- 
ordinary that he should have considered the measures which had previously 
been pursued, to have been a scries of mistakes. It by no means follows, as 
you appear to argue (particularly in paras. 49 and 50, Part II. of your Report), 
that Captain French was ignorant of the stage at which the proceedings had 
arrived, or that he was necessarily in error in abandoning the policy pursued 
by you. 

86 . The following, among the accompaniments to Captain French’s letter of 
the 16th November 1848, tend to show the contrary : — 

No. 19. In which the appointment of a commission by the Durbar to inquire 
into Joetabhaee’s case is distinctly stated. 

No. 20. Relative to witnesses being summoned. 

No. 28. Mentioning the names of the four assessors. 

No. 29. Which states that, to complete the investigation, Larbaee’s evidence 
is required. 

Nos. 42 and 47. In which, as before noticed, Joctabhaee states that she 
cannot approve of the proceedings in the case, because tliere is so much 
partiality and ill feeling going on.” 

87. It appears to Government that the above documents might have suggested 
to the mina of Captkin French the expediency of an inquiry before another tri- 
bunal ; and if so, all the arguments adduced by you to show that Captain French 
was grossly and directly deceived by Nursoo Punt at this stage of the case, fall to 
the ground. It is probable that he was only not informed by that individual, 
fqid so farGoT^miiient i«rew with you in regard to Nursoo Punt’s conduct 
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He miglit, doubtless, have thrown much light upon the case, and your resolutions 
and opinions as affecting it. This he did not do, and in your remarks in para. 
63, Part II. of your Report, on this individual’s conduct, Government concun 

88. It is also evident, from the ramifications of the Intrigue at work against 
Joetabhaee, that the plan of settlement proposed by Captain French, though this 
was unknown to him at the time, would, if agreed upon, have deprived Joeta- 
bhaee of her last hope or chance of justice. 

89. Hitherto Government have been able to account for Captain French’s 
conduct; his proceedings at a later period are far from satisfactory. It is clear 
that he had imbibed the most unfavourable impressions against Joetabhaee. 
Instances of this feeling may be observed in Part II. of your Report, paras. 67 to 
63 inclusive. 

90. Captain French’s letter to Government of the 22d February 1849 is open 
to objection, as unwarranted by the facts. In that communication he informed 
Government that Joetabhaee had refused to consent to a settlement by punchayet, 
and submitted a yad from the Baroda Durbar of the 15th of the same month, in 
which it is stated that she will give no reply to the Durbar, and had even refused 
to attend w'hen sent for by the mother of his Highness the Gaekwar. 

91. In the 64th para, of your report, you show that this statement on the part 
of the Durbar was contrary to fact, and Government cannot but censure Captain 
Frencii for having taken this assertion for truth without due inquiry, notwith- 
standing the contrary tenor of Joetabbace’s own letter to himself. In this report, 
which ought never to have been made by Captain French, except upon the best 
and surest foundation, he stated his belief that there was no one in Baroda who 
doubted that Joatabhaee had introduced supposititious children into the family 
as her own. 

92. There is certainly room for believing, from the whole tenor of Captain 
French’s proceedings at this time, that he was strongly influenced against Joe- 
tabhaee, and Government see no reason for differing in opinion with you that he 
was so influenced by Nursoo Punt, whose connexion with Baba Nafra it would 
appear that Captain French neitlier knew nor suspected. 

93. There is much in para. 83, of Part II. of your Report which supports this 
conclusion. On the other hand, much of your reasoning on this part of the 
report to establish the fact of the child, which passed as Joatabhaee’s, having 
been her genuine offspring, appears to be forced and oyer strained ; but Govern- 
ment forbear for the present to enter upon this part of the subject. It was in the 
same letter from Captain French (dated the 22d February 1849), that the sug- 
gestion was made to cancel the guarantee. This, as already noticed. Govern- 
ment justly refused to do ; but, relying, as they were forced to rely, upon their 
Resident’s report of the case, they declined to interfere further in behalf of 
Joetabhaee. 

94. The remainder of the second part of your report is a running commen- 
tary upon Captain French’s proceedings in the case of Joetabhaee. It evinces 
how strongly unfavourable were the impressions which had either arisen from 
the correspondtmce which had passed between this lady and Captain French, or 
had been excited by others against her in the mind of that officer, and which led 
him to treat her representations with unbecoming indifference. 

95. Government is convinced that Captain French is incapable of trifling 
with the feelings of a defenceless woman ; but the only excuse his Lordship in 
Council can devise for his letter to Joetabhaee, dated 5th April 1849, and which 
is repudiated by his defence of it, contained in the paras, of his replies to your 
charges is, that it was carelessly drafted, and signed without that attentive con- 
sideration which such a communication required. 

96. Captain French’s conduct in other instances is also censured with much 
severity ; but you were in no ways warranted on the above grounds in con- 
demning in such harsh language the policy and conduct of an officer, your 
locum ttnens, and your equal in official position, who exercised the same powers^ 
and acted with as free a discretion as yourself. If the present report may be 
considered to establish that Captain French throughout the case was unsus* 
picious of his chief native assistant, upon whose advice he too much relied, it 

must 
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must not be forgotten, on the other hand, that that person had been absolved by 
Government from your accusations, and that the strong prepossession whicn 
Captain French appears to have imbibed against Joetabhaee, at a very early 
period, could not fail to exert a most prejudicial influence upon any represen- 
tations which might emanate from her. Once satisfied in his own opinion that 
she was an imposter, and surrounded on all sides by people who were watching 
for an opportunity to give a false colouring to all she said, and to deny whatever 
she asserted, it is more a subject for regret than for surprise that Captain French 
turned a deaf ear to her petitions, and saw nothing in them to arouse his sus- 
picions, inasmuch as her resistance to his own proposal of a punchayet, and 
attempt to avoid it, would naturally be regarded by him as a perverse endeavour 
on her part to escape a searching and honest scrutiny. 

97. Government also bears in mind how delicate and disagreeable a duty it 
must have been for a newly appointed Acting Resident to be compelled to adopt a 
dictatorial and offensive style in the frequent communications which necessarily 
passed between him and the high officers of an independent government, the 
favoured and trusted of the Prince, upon a matter affecting that Prince’s own 
subject. 

98. How far that interference should be carried was with Captain French a 
matter of doubt. The close and constant interference which latterly you have 
yourself exercised in this case in your more recent proceedings, can perhaps be 
only justified by the unexpected disclosures made to you at the Residency. 

99. Government cannot doubt that when you addressed Government in your 
letter of 24th June 1850, you did hope, as you observe in your 137th para., that 
Government might still permit Joetabhaee to submit to the proposed arbitration, 
and you stated in tliat letter that you suspect Baba Nafra (not the Gaekwar Dur- 
bar) of foul play. 

100. Had no discovery been made, and the case allowed to run its course, it 
is notwithstanding impossible to say, from the concluding words of that letter, 
that 3'ou would have considered it necessary to interfere with the proceedings of 
the punchayet, as you have with those of the court which tried Baba N^fra. 

101. Captain French has been called on for his explanation on those points, 
in his measures which have been made the subject of comment by you, and it is 
sufficient here to state that Government does not in the least doubt that he acted 
in good faith, and to the best of his judgment. 

102. I am now to proceed to communicate the observations of Government 
on the case itself. 

103. The Right honourable the Governor in Council considers that the main 
question is, whether you have established that Joetabhaee Setanee really did bear 
a postlmmous son to her husband Bechur Samuldass, at the time, and under the 
circumstances stated bj^ her. There is evidence upon this point, both direct and 
indirect; the former is verbal, and is deposed to by her immediate relations, 
friends, and dependents. The principal oral evidence to her confinement is that 
of her father Banabaee, her mother Larbaee, her dependents, Munchee and Gun- 
gee, the wetnurse, and the connexion and friend of the family Malia Koer. The 
strongest oral testimony against her statement is that of the woman Punnee.* 
If, as the medical committee and yourself have attempted to show, her evidence 
is worthless, it cannot be forgotten that the same motive (self-interest) which is 
supposed to have induced her to persist consistently in her false statement, may 
have influenced the testimony of Joetabhaee’s nearest relations on the other 
side, and strict impartiality should therefore lead Government to regard such 
evidence with equal suspicion. 

104. This evidence goes directly to establish that Joetabhaee was confined of 
a son in her father's house, Si months after her husband’s death, and that she 
suckled the child herself, 

105. It 


* See the significut answer, U. 65 , of witness R«we As to the good news, 1 know nothiiig.’* 
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106. It is the misfortune attendant upon all investigations in this country^ 
depending on oral testimony, that from the highest to the lowest, truth is 
regarded by the native, where opposed to his interest, as folly ; false evidence 
in such a case is given, or procured with the most reckless disregard of justice, 
but with a circumstantiality and consistency which would frequently baffle the 
most experienced cross-examiner to expose. 

106. The oral evidence adduced by Joetabhdee, but for this cause of distrust 
is, I am directed to observe, strongly in favour of the truth of her story. It 
appears consistent, and has satisfied the medical committee, in connexion with 
the ascertained fact, that Joetabhaee has on some occasion given birth to a child. 
You are also convinced of the truth of her statement. 

107. I am, however, desired to remark, that though, after an impartial exami- 
nation Government does not feel Justified in setting aside your conclusions, the 
entire evidence recorded in the case has failed to establish, in the opinion of 
Government, a positive conviction on this point *, the reasons for doubt have each 
and all been replied to in their turn, and much argument, which cannot upon 
the premises be termed unwarrantable, has been used to refute them ; still they 
have not, in the opinion of Government, been fully and satisfactorily met. A 
strong impression is left that the whole truth has never been divulgea, and that 
the question of Joetabhaee’s real or pretended confinement on the occasion in 
question is still a mystery. 

1. Joetabhaee was married to Bechur Samuldass in the year 1839, in the 
month Wysak (April or May) ; she must at that period have been at least 
10 years of age, a period at which, or close upon which, the women of this 
country are commonly capable of bearing children ; she is stated in her 
deposition given before you on the 4th September 1850, to be then about 
21 years of age. [See (F.) 33. 88.] Her first child was born, if bom at all, 
on the 22d December 1845, or 6 J years after marriage, and it is not pre- 
tended that she w’as ever previously enceinte. It is by no means an 
unusual occurrence for a woman to prove prolific after having been childless 
for a considerable period ; still the chances are against a female who has 
been barren for several years immediately following marriage, becoming 
fruitful, especially at a time when her husband’s health would seem to have 
become seriously impaired. 

2. At the time the child in dispute is alleged to have been bora, the 
circumstances of her bearing an heir to Bechur Samul made all the differ- 
ence to her between comparative poverty and insignificance, and the rank 
and consequence belonging to a mistress and co-partner in the most opulent 
banking-house of Baroda. To bear a child at that period was, in fact, to be 
rescued from loss of station, and from comparative obscurity. This strong 
and direct motive for setting up a spurious child, lends strength to the con- 
sideration of the improbability of her becoming a mother as just noticed, 
inasmuch as it affords reasonable foundation for strong suspicion. 

3. This suspicion is still further increased by another extraordinary cir- 
cumstance. Joetabhaee menstruated until within eight days of her husband’s 
death. Government entirely set aside in the present consideration the 
verbal evidence of the witness Punnee, that she menstruated after that event, 
and that her mother cleansed her linen to conceal the circumstance. But 
the fact that she did menstruate until within eight days of the period of 
her husband’s demise is admitted, and that her confinement occurred only 
3 4 months after that event. The medical committee (in their Report L.) 
have satisfactorily established that married women with child do occasionally 
menstruate until within a short period of their delivery ; still the fact is undo- 
niably out of the general or usual course of nature, and thus if Gkivernment 
believe in her confinement, there are not one, but two natural improbabi- 
lities to be overcome. 

4. Bechur Samuldass died on the 3d September 1845 : the date of the child’s 
alleged birth was the 22d December of the same year, or about 3 1 months 
after his demise. The child being of its full time, as stated in the evidence, 
Joetabahaee must have l)ecome enceinte about the 22d March preceding, 
or tbereateuts. But the general impression which is derived from the 
entire evidence on the subject, notwithstanding your arguments, is certainly 
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that Bechur Saniul had been in a very poor state of health for a consider- 
able period before his death, and that the probabilities here too, as before 
noticed, were against his having been the lather of the child said to have 
been born to him by Joetabhaae. This state of his health for some period 
antecedent to his death has not been ascertained with sufficient accuracy ; 
but it may be gathered from the evidence that he was seriously indisposed 
for a considerable period si,ntecedent to his demise, though it was only 
latterly that symptoms of urgent danger were apparent. 

5. Joetabbaee was brought to bed in her father's house. This has been 
shown to be customary ; nevertheless it must be admitted that the practice 
furnishes great facility for that sort of imposition which Joetabhaee is 
charged with having committed. 

6. There are no indications whatever in the evidence that Bechur Samul 
was aware that his wife was in the family way. Joetabhaee states that she 
informed* him of the circumstance. She would of course say so, but the 
evidence is strongly against the supposition. The circumstantial account of 
the placing of Maha Luxraee’s child, Parshotum, in her lap, with her hus> 
band’s consent, a short time before his demise, a fact which is considered 
by Government to have been proved by the evidence, and which, notwith- 
standing her subsequent denial or qualification of the statement, it seems 
that she did admit before the punchayet, remarking that it was done “ to 
reconcile her,” affords a strong presumption that the dying man was not 
aware of his wife’s condition. Other unfavourable impressions are excited 
by the body of the evidence, tending to show that Joetabhaee first publicly 
made her condition known to her friends after her husband’s death. Ano- 
ther strong and unfavourable feature in this case is the course which it is 
asserted was taken by the caste in deciding that Joetabhaee’s child was the 
son of a koclee, and turning her father and family out of caste in conse- 
quence. A great deal has been said by you of Baba Nafra’s influence, of 
the conspiracy by which he endeavoured to persuade the Veesa Laud Baneea 
caste that Joetabhaee had defiled her own family, and therefore all who had 
come into contact witli them, by introducing a koolee child into the house. 
But Government must question whether any influence, however strong, of 
an individual not of the caste, or any intrigue of Baba Nafra’s, such as that of 
sending the Meetapoor Koolees into the city, and the production of Bana- 
baee’s reputed bond, would have induced a caste so powerful and wealthy 
as the Veesa Laud to have received the story of Joetabhaee’s guilt without 
examination. They would not at once have condemned and excommuni- 
cated a widow of their principal family, as it would appear that they did, 
the child being tlie heir to immense wealth, and betrothed to the daughter 
of Gopal Row Myral, one of their most influential men, one of Baba Nafra's 
judges, unless strong and general suspicion of ’fraud had been pre-existent 
in their minds, and that on the charge having been preferred they had dis- 
believed in Joetabhaee's having been a mother. In the usual course of 
things, it is not probable chat two or three interested parties only should 
have been aware, by ocular observation, of such a fact, as that a lady in 
Joetabhaee’s position had been enceinte, had borne a child, and nursed it; 
such a circumstance should have been placed by the evidence beyond a doubt. 
Numbers of the women of the caste should have been able to depose, from 
personal knowledge, to the truth of the story. The wife of such a man as 
l^hur Samul must, it is presumed, have been regularly visited by all her 
respectable fellow-caste women. It is only on the supposition that ner con- 
duct as a young mother had induced suspicions that his Lordship in Council 
can account for this sudden and summary condemnation, which there is 
enough upon the record to impress Government with the belief was the 
consequence of Baba Nafra's accusations. Here I am directed to notice an 
instance of what is regarded by Government as the forced constructions 
often put by you upon evidence. Either Joetabhaee was or was not ex- 
pelled from caste, it would appear that she had been ; but Uie &ct one way 

or 


* LotImm [jmApiwndix (F.) ] states that Joetabbaee informed her of Uie foot thrae or four months 
after pregnsney, and before the Sett’s death, wlio often spdke to her on the w^jecU The fltots oa 
evjdencc are apparently ineconcileable with this statement. 


560. 


3 I 3 




438 PAPERS ON THE REMOVAL OF COLONEL OUTRAM 

or the other is of importance : it was reported to Mr. Andrews; and even 
if falsely so, reported to him by Nursoo Punt, The truth could have hew 
easily and definitively ascertained from various quarters, since the fact of 
her expulsion must have been patent to numbers both in and out of the 
caste, and capable of demonstration beyond a doubt. As evidence, nothing 
can be more meagre, improbable, or unsatisfactory than the statement of 
the principal “ Setts,” relied upon by you. It shows that they met at Baba 
Nafra’s summons; that they were informed by him that Joetabhaee had 
committed an act which must, if believed, have infallibly been followed by 
her immediate expulsion from caste, and if disbelieved, must have been us 
publicly protested against as it was made. Her expulsion or justification 
became, indeed, a matter of personal as well as of general interest to the 
whole of them. It was formally notified to them, that the child of one of 
their ^hief families was the son of a koolee. If this were true, it is more 
than probable that he had polluted half the caste, for pollution is commu- 
nicated by the child’s immediate friends to all who have intercourse with 
them, who eat or drink with or touch them. Then, too, whether the Setts 
of the caste who were assembled examined no witnesses on this essential 
point, as they allege, or whether they did examine Tliakoor Ameersing, as 
stated by the latter [see Appendices (J.) and (M.)], must be believed or dis- 
believed upon a comparison of collateral facts. 

108. It appears to Government quite impossible to credit that Baba Nafra, 
who had called the Setts together to expose Joetabhaee, and who had brought 
the Metapoor Koolees to Baroda expressly to prove his accusation, could have 
failed to employ that powerful engine for effecting her disgrace which he pos- 
sessed in the forged agreement between Banabaee and the Metapoor Koolees, or 
to have omitted to summon the evidence at hand to ensure her conviction. It 
saems, indeed, that this statement of the Setts which is quoted by you as evi- 
dence, is a document that bears evasion on the face of it, and should have led 
to a stricter examination into the circumstances. It is exactly what might be 
expected of cautious and timid s(»wcars, called on to give public evidence in 
regard to a circumstance likely to affect the character of their caste, and involve 
all in a notorious and common scandal. 

109. The reasoning put forward by you in Appendix (N.), to establish the 
falsehood of Joetabhaee’s reported confession, docs not convince Government 
that it is a forgery of a subsequent date. TJie notice in the late Mr. Andrews’ 
report, that a confession in writing had been taken from her, renders it extremely 
probable that there either was a genuine or forged document of the kind at that 
period ; and if a forgery were intended, it is not probable that any fear of 
detection by you would have led to its being postponed until your departure. 
The parties who planned the Metapoor conspiracy were not likely to flinch from 
this, when there was but a single statement to confirm ; and the evidence of 
the witnesses, if false, could only be rebutted by Joetabhaee’s unsupported 
denial. 

110. I am now directed to notice some of tim most weighty arguments in 
Joetabhaee’s favour. The strongest are the facts that she has borne a child of the 
full period ; that she suckled it ; that the child was accepted by the rival wife, 
Maha Luxraee ; that it was accepted by the caste, and acknowledged by the 
Oaekwar, when he visited the house on the occasion of the child being named ; 
that it was betrothed to the daughter of an opulent banker ; and that it was not 
until the occasion of the Metapoor conspiracy, as arranged by Baba Nafra, that 
any doubts of the child’s legitimate origin were expressed. It is also argued, 
though not directly bearing on the point, that if any supposititious child were 
introduced by Joetabhaee, Baba Nafra must have been a party to the fraud. The 
fact of Joetabhaee having borne a child has been established by the evidence of 
Dr. Davey ; but that gentleman, in reply to a call from Government for informa- 
tion on the point, has stated, that, whether this event took place one year or five 
years before he examined her, or indeed within any particular period since she 
oecame marriageable, it is impossible from the indications noticed to assert. 

111. The strongest ar^ment in favour of the child being the child of Qechur 
damul is the negative evidence afforded by the circumstance that it is not shown 
pr asserted she had a child at any period before his death, and that she has not 

been 
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been accused of having been enceinte since that event. The strength of this 
argument is fiilly admitted, nor is it even fair to assume from anything on record 
that she could have borne a child since her husband’s death, except at the time 
she states, without her condition becoming known. Still Government are so 
little informed of her private history since her marriage, and between that 
event and her husband’s death, that the fact stated by Dr. Davey cannot be 
considered to be conclusive as to the truth of her having borne a child to 
Bechur Samul. 

112. The evidence that Joetabaee suckled her child is favourable, as far as it 
goes ; but it would have been well had evidence of a less exceptionable nature 
been tendered to establish the fact, which might assuredly have been adduced if 
the fact be as stated. 

113. It is deemed by Government that your reasoning on the strength of the 
evidence derived from the general admission of the child by the caste and by the 
Gaekwar, may be considered rather overstrained by those who are familiar with 
native views and usage. 

114. The standard of morality, as well as tlie mixed character of the motives 
which regulate the conduct of a Hindoo, in a case like the present, will be 
found to differ very widely from what would obtain, or be professed among 
Europeans. 

116. You observe in your 40th para.. Part II., “ Had the alleged impotence 
of Joetabaee’s husband for many months been a matter of universal or even 
general belief, or had it been universally or generally believed that Joetabaee 
had never been pregnant, it is difficult to conceive hOw the announcement of her 
delivery of a son, who, if recognised, was to inherit almost untold wealth, should 
have failed to excite at. the time a very general suspicion of fraud.” This may 
be just enough ; but when it is added “ that no such suspicions were awakened is 
demonstrated by the recognition of the boy as the posthumous son of the late 
banker, not only by his caste, but by his sovereign, and by the relations of the 
banker’s other widow, whose son’s prospects were so materially damaged by the 
advent of the second boy,” Government are by no means inclined to receive your 
dictum with the same implicit confidence. So also in your argument, in alluding 
to the non-attendance of Sir Robert Arbuthnot at the naming of the child 
(para. 83), you have satisfactorily accounted for Sir Robert’s absence. But the 
weight to be assigned to your reasoning, “ that it is absurd to imagine that a 
respectable member of the banking community would have betrothed his daugh- 
ter to a child notoriously the son of a low caste koolee, or that the betrothal, like 
the previous ceremonies (the giving a name), would have been graced by the 
})resence of the sovereign, and confirmed by the sanction of the heads of one 
of the strictest and most punctilious of the castes, had it been notorious that 
the child was a spurious one,” will depend upon what is meant by notoriety, 

116. Many a fact is whispered about in a native bazaar until it becomes a 
bye-word, which, if publicly advanced as fact by a responsible party, would 
influence the interest and position of individuals belonging to castes much less 
tenacious than the Veesa Laud ; yet, though the thing averred be generally 
believed, it in no respect alters his position, if influential, so long as public scan- 
dal be avoided. Assuming that stories to the disadvantage of Joetabaee and her 
child had been commonly bruited about, so long as there was no probability of 
the fact becoming published to the caste by formal charges being preferred, the 
story would be noticed, if noticed at all, as scandalous gossip. Both would be 
protected ; the confinement of the lady left unquestioned ; the native Prince 
would visit, the caste would receive ; and, under such circumstances, the influ- 
'Cntial member of it would not refuse to betroth his daughter to the suspected, 
but wealthy child. 

117. As regards the evidence that the child’s reputed stepmother, Luxumee, 
did acknowledge its paternity for a certain period, and admitted that her rival 
Joetabhaee had borne a child, it is most obvious, not alone from concurrent 
opinions on the point, but from her own contradictory statements and extraor- 
dinary conduct, that the elder widow is a person of weak intellect. 

118 . It is easy to see t^t from the first she had been a mere puppet in the 
bands of Baba Nafra, whose advice she seems to have implicitly followed until 

500. 3 1 4 the 



440 PAPERS ON THE REMOVAL OF COLONEL OUTRAM 


the tide began to turn against him, when, as might be expected from a timid and 
incapable person, she had suddenly and entirely cast him oiF. Government 
cannot believe her statements that s^e was not aware of the contents of her 
several petitions said to have emanated from Baba Nafra. It may indeed be 
assumed, without any violent improbability, that she would sign whatever Baba 
Nafra told her to sign, so long at least as she was under his influence. But 
that he went through the form of consulting her, and kept her informed of all 
he did in her name, there seems no reason to doubt ; it was his interest to act 
with and by her, and to let it be known that he did so. To suppose that a per- 
son so weak and irresolute, if she were not advised by the Baba at the time to 
contest the legitimacy of Joetabhaee’s child, or if she received no encourage- 
ment from him to do so, may have refrained from doing it, involves no violent 
improbability. 

119. Baba Nafra was her husband’s trusted and confidential adviser. If the 
will which Bechur Samul left behind him prove nothing else, it at least shows 
that his confidence in Nafra was unabated to the hour of his death. To this hfa 
handwriting testifies. 

See(L.) 180. Government cannot follow the medical committee in their pure assump- 

tion tliat at the time he executed the will, Bechur Samul was not in his right 
mind. The lines in the will written by him may be fairly supposed to show 
the contrary ; and though the rest of the will may or may not have been written 
and read in his presence. Baba Nafira was clearly the person to whose charge 
the dying banker would be likely to confide implicitly the affairs of the bank, as 
well as the superintendence and protection of his widows and heir. 

121. Nor, though it has been argued that Baba Nafra must have been a party 
to Joetabhaee’s fraud (if fraud were committed), does it follow that he should 
have taken an avowed part in it. This would be no doubt the native belief, 
because the Baba’s cognizance of such a fact could hardly be doubted. But it 
may be <mitc possible that for his own ends, if fraud were really committed, he 
thought fit to shut his eyes to what was going on, and avoided bringing that 
public scandal upon the house which would have resulted from encouraging 
Maha Luxmee to active interference ; Government does not apprehend that 
Nafra’s passive complicity in such an intrigue, if it were now to he avowed, 
would lead even the best of the native community to speak of him among them- 
selves (in the strong language used by you) as an infamous conspirator against 
his master’s widow and son. The native standard of morality, as already 
remarked, is not the European standard ; considerations of expediency enter 
largely into the views of Asiatics ; and though doubtless any candid native would, 
if the matter were fairly discussed, acknowledge the immorality of such a course 
as Baba Nafra is here supposed to have pursued, yet he might feel some surprise, 
in the first instance, at hearing it stigmatised in such unmeasured terms. Before 
condemning Baba Nafra, he would require to know his motives. 

182. In the consideration of this matter, Government have purposely refrained 
from commenting upon the minor points of this extraordinary story. For these 
there is neither time nor necessity; but I am briefly to police the non-performauce 
of the Barsa and Rakdee ceremonies : they are both satisfactorily disposed of 
in Appendix (J.), [see yads, dated the 23d January, and the 6th and 25th February 
1861]. From the former of these yads it appears that the Barsa ceremony is 
usually observed by the Vessa Laud Buneeas on the ^2th day after the birth of 
the child ; but it is clearly stated that in case of prevention from deaths oa* other 
causes it may l)e performed at any future time. 

123. In the latter of these yads, clear and conclusive evidence is afforded that 
it is usual to bind the smaller rakdee (armlet) on the arm of a pregnant female in 
frie fifth month of the pregnancy computed by the time of the stoppage of the 
monthly flow, and on the seventh to fasten on the greater rakdee, and at 

E leasure to feast, or not to feast, the caste ; but tliat in case of the deatli of the 
^ Hlband before the fifth or seventh month; the rakdee ceremonies are aitc^ether 
dispensed with. This seems to Government to dispose of the doubts which have 
been thrown upon Joetabhaee on account of the non-performance of these cere- 
monies during her hpsband’s extreme iffness, or after his death. 

124, The following is noticed by Government as a strong remark, in the yad 
from the Durbar, dated the I2th February 1861, Appendix (J.) ; “ nqr is it known 

that 
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that after the death of her husband the second widow was understood to be 

pregnant.’’ This comment of the punchavet obtains support in a singular 

quarter; it is learnt from Captain French’s letter (para. 17), dated 11th June 

1861, that Baba Phurkey, your approved assistant in detecting the frauds 

and intrigues going ' on at Baroda, observed to Captain French when in 

Bombay, that no one at Baroda believed in Joetabhaee’s confinement. Tlie 

passage is so remarkable, that I am directed to quote it at length : “Sj)eaking 

to him of the assertion by Joetabhaee, of the firm of Hurree Bucktee & Co., that 

she bore a child to her late husband, he laughed, and said no one at Baroda 

believed it ; that when the elder widow was confined, he gave the hurkara, who 

brought the intelligence, five rupees ; but that when one came telling, Joetabhaee 

had borne a child to her deceased husband, he tried to escape any present, and 

at last gave one rupee to get rid of the messenger. This 1 know he has since 

denied, but that he told me the above, I assert ; for I lost no time in letting the 

Resident of Baroda know of it, being aware of his ideas regarding the supposed 

hild, as well as of the estimation in which he held Baba Phurkev.” 
c 

125. 1 have now, as directed by the Right honourable the Governor in Coun- 
cil, stated the principal doubts which have occurred to Government on the 
question of whether Joetabhaee ever bore a child to her late husband Bechur 
Samul. These doubts lead Government to view with far more indulgence than 
yourself the decision of the punchayet that the fact has not been proved. A de- 
cision at the present time is comparatively of less importance, since the supposed 
spurious child is dead. I am, how'ever, directed to add, that if it were obligatory 
to decide judicially upon the evidence which has been transmitted to Govern- 
ment, and that no other were procurable, the decision of Government would be 
in favour of Joetabhaee. 

126. Baba Nafra’s wife has not been examined. Government are of opinion 
that this should have been done ; however disposed to support her husband, 
some new insight into the case might have been gained from her statements. 

127. I am directed by Government now to turn to the evidence taken upon the 
inquiries into the Metapoor and Amleeara conspiracies, which may be considered 
as perfectly distinct from the question which has just been disposed of. The 
subjects are no doubt immediately connected, if the two following positions be 
granted ; — 

Ist. That Joetabhaee bore a child to Bechur Samul ; and, 

2d. That this was the child made over to the koolees of Amleeara. 

128. Their necessary connexion, however, depends upon the latter point being 
established ; for it is within the bounds of possibility that Joetabhaee may have 
lost her own child, and introduced another in its room. 

129. Government deem it sufficient to notice in a summary manner each of 
these stories in its turn, and the result established from the evidence as viewed 
by Government. 

130. I am also directed to offer some comments on certain points in which 
Government is unable to concur in your reasoning ; more than this does not 
appear to Government to be necessary to do so ; for, minutely as you have dis- 
cussed every part of this case, not confining your analysis of the evidence to your 
report, but commenting freely, whenever you deemed it desirable to do so, in 
the contents of the 12 bulky Appendices, it is, I am directed to state, merely just 
to you to admit that your arguments are always plausible, and frequently con- 
clusive. Government will only object to your reasoning where you are found, first, 
resorting, in support of your own views, to evidence like that of Maha Luxumee, 
the utter worthlessness of which is apparent on the record ; and, second, exhibit- 
ing immaterial contradictions in the statements of the parties opposed to Joe- 
tabhaee, whose depositions are on the record, as discrepancies worthy of attention, 
when every day’s experience in this country establish the looseness with whiph 
the evidence of the best intending witnesses is given. 

131. To return to the two conspiracies, as you conceive them to be, the par- 
ticulars of which are to be found in the depositions of the |iletapoor and Am- 
^eeara koolees. 

560. 3 K 


132. The 
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132. The extreme diflSculty of arriving at sure conclusions in respect to such, 
low and obscure intrigues, carried on by the subjects of a native prince, either in 
that native prince’s capital, and as it is somewhat technically, but graphically 
described, “ within the shop” of the parties concerned, or in distant villages of 
the liritish and Gaekwar territories, without the aid of a searching investigation, 
by officials in power, is self-obvious. 

133. This difficulty is greatly enhanced by the length of time since the cir^ 
ciimstances occurred : perfect conviction of the truth of any statement, except on 
unimpeachable testimony, is of course out of the question. 

134. But before recording the impression left upon the mind of the Right 
honourable the Governor in Council by a perusal of the proceedings, including 
the voluminous Appendices submitted by you, I am directed briefly to illustrate 
the remarkable worthlessness of the chief part of the oral evidence on which 
dependence must be placed in coming to conclusions. 

135. The proof that Baba Nafra, in pursuance of his purpose of ruining'loe- 
tabhaee, had deliberately contrived and brought forward the charge of her 
having first procured a spurious child from Meetapoor, and afterwards from Am<< 
leeara, is founded originally upon the confessions of the three imprisoned go- 
mashtas, Lulloo Bhugwan, Bhyjee Gella, and Bhugwan fiowaneedass, who had 
quarrelled with Nafra, and been imprisoned by his orders. These men’s own 
confessions stamp their character as worthless, and deprive their evidence of all 
value, further than in as far as they may happen to derive authority and support 
from other evidence. The story told by Lulloo Bhugwan in an especial degree 
is to be mistrusted ; he is too evidently an arch intriguer — so much so, as to sug- 
gest the belief that he would lend himself as a willing tool to any one who would 
make it worth his while to set the machinery of his plots and falsehood in 
motion. 

136. The punebayet, in their somewhat rambling award, have found the Baba 
guilty of having concocted the Metapoor conspiracy (for they admit it to have 
been a conspiracy), in which Lulloo Bhugwan was avowedly the main agent. 
Their verdict is qualified ; for they do not find him guilty of having authorized 
the forging of the agreement with the Koolie Rugoonath, tlie worthlessness of 
the evidence of Mutisoohram the writer, and the son of Lulloo Bhugwan, Nafra’s 
personal enemy, together with tlie witness Motumlall’s denial that he forged the 
signature of Banabaee, having told against that part of the charge, j^t they 
apparently mean to convict him of having made use of the document with the 
knowledge that it was forged, and having personally assisted in inciting the 
koolees of Meetapoor publicly to accuse Joetabhaee and her family of the fraud, 
and her father of having passed the false bond. 

137. You, on the other hand, view the Baba as the prime mover, and originatoi' 
of a deliberate conspiracy, entered into with the view and determination of 
removing Joetabhaee from all concern with the firm. 

138. It is difficult to study your reasoning on any part of this report without 
inclining to the same conclusion as yon have arrived at ; yet involuntary doubts 
will occasionally arise when the worthlessness of the statements on which tho 
entire fabric of your conclusions rests, come to be examined and considered. In 
the instance in point, it seems proved beyond doubt that Baba Nafra, anxious to 
rid himself at all hazards of the unseasonable importunity of Joetabhaee and 
her friends in the aflairs of the bank, either contrived tlie conspiracy which 
brought the Meetapoor Koolees to Baroda, or that Lulloo Bhugwan originated 
the fraud, and that Baba Nafra sanctioned and pursued it ; yet the statements 
of the principal agents to which I am now to refer, are of very small intrinsic 
value. 

139. It seems vain to look for a safe guide through the mazes of these perjuries 
and contradictions. Government have endeavoured in vain to find some data 
which would enable them merely to fix the periods when, according to Babft 
Nafra’s statements, the first of Joetabhaee’s spurious children was brought from 
Meetapoor, died, and was replaced by the other child from Amleeara. 

) c&to. J40. All . that can be discovered is, that Koolee Rugoonath apd GOQCpmi 
’ ’ Mhowsing, iu their evidence given on the iQth and 11th November 1847, ^y 
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lhat th<i child of the former was taken to Baroda from Meetapoor, about 2 or 

2 I years previouslv, or dther iu November or May 1845 ; while Dhoudee 

woman, wife of Dullia Bawa, of Amleeara, asserts that her child was purchased 

for Larbaee and Joetabhaee, by Dhada Meyah Havildar, about four years previous See her evidence, 

to the date of her giving this deposition (in August 1860), or in the month of App. (H.), 33. 44. 

August 1846. If these original statements had been true, it would have followed 

that the first child must have died between the months of November or May 

1846, when it was said to have been purchased at Metapoor, and the month of 

August 1846. But the statements of these witnesses are shown to be utterly 

worthless. 

141. Koolee Rugoonath has not appeared to undergo a re-examination on the 
evidence which he gave before Baba Nafra in 1847. But to balance this defect, 

Rabat, his wife, deposes, that her husl)and was hired to represent the father of 5re her depositions, 
Joetabhaee’s child. The statements of the other witnesses from Meetapoor, 3oApp.(F.); re- 
whose evidence was of any importance, is without exception, by their own corded 1 4 App.(H.), 
admission, unworthy to be relied on : -rr v / 

1. 'Fhakoor Jetsing Lallumbaee, Appendix (H.) 7. 

2 . Thakoor Ameersing, Appendix, (H.) 11. 

8. Thakur Jubar Humbere, Appendix (H.) 8. 

4. Rarjee Bhuald, Appendix (H.) 9. 

All deposed before the punchayet that they accompanied Koolee Rugoonath 
from Meetapoor to Baroda, to obtain from Larbaee eitlier his sou sold to her, of 
payment of the bond delivered to the father. 

142. Gomaun Mansing deposed to having carried the child to Baroda in a App. (F.), a8, 
basket, and delivered it to Larbaee. These same witnesses before the Resident, {•^•)* 

and Gomaun Maunsing are brought forward to establish their own perjury. App.(F.),i9; ( .), 

143. Such being the case, their later depositions can be received as evidence (H.), 

only so far as a critical analysis of other ascertained collateral facts can be brought ^pp . 

to illustrate and confirm their truth. This you have undertaken, and very ably (H.), 14 & 27. 
accomplished, and Government have already stated their concurrence in your App.(F.), 15: (H.), 
conclusions to a great extent. If Government reserve an unqualified assent in 

them to their entire extent, it is because the best inductive reasoning, where the 
chief oral evidence is tainted, cannot be viewed as safe. 

144. The same may be said of the story told, retracted, and re-affirmed by the 
Amleeara koolees. 


146. To place before you at a single view the evidence of these immediate 
agents in the intrigue, either in com[)licity with Joetabhaee, or working against 
her, you are referred to the following depositions, confirmed and contradicted by 
the alternate contradictory depositions of the repentant gomashtas, at first the 
active agents and abettors of Nafra’s designs, latterly his denouncers before the 
Resident. Compare the stories of Dullia Bliana and his wife Doodee, both agree- (H.), 32 & 33. 
ing that to promote their child's interests, and tempted by a present of 100 
rupees, they sold their son to Havildar Dodo Meyah for the Seetanee Joetabhaee. (11.), 41 k 44. 
See further depositions of Joona Jusla, who deposed that he took Dulla’s child to 
Baroda, and received 6 rupees for doing this service, confirmed in (H.) 42, retracted (H.), 34. 
before theResident in (F.), 14; (H.),60. Of BukteeHurreebaeeandBoodur Bhana, 

Koolies of Amleeara, who depose that at the time Dallea states that be sold his 

child and announced its death, the usual ceremonies were performed on account 

of the latter event, one or both of them bathing on the fourth day ; that they 

were subsequently given to understand that the child brought back from Baroda 

by Dullea was the child supposed to be dead, and that on its actual death, from 

cholera, Bhudar Bawa carried the child as a relative to the place of burial: while 

Buktee Hurrebaee states that he again bathed, on account of the child's death, 

and his family attended at the chontega, or fourth day’s feast, though he himself 

did not, as he was not on terms with Dullea. Contrast this with Dullea’s evi- (F.), 8; (H.), 59; 

dence, his denial of the truth of his former statement being again retracted before (M-)» 74- 

the punch. His wife’s depositions are retracted like her husband’s. (H.j,75* * 

146. The principal agent in this asserted traffic between Larbaee and Dullea 
is Dodo Meyah, and the analysis of his contradictory evidence would almost 
require a chapter of itself ; but the object of Government is solely to show how 
560. 3 K 2 little 
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little oral evidence would remain on which to build Bale conclusions, if the 
31 , 40 , 57 , evidence of all witnesses who are confessedly perjured were entirely subtracted. 

’ ’ * 147. The two Amleeara patells, Rhyejee Bechur and Nurrotum Narrayen, 

depose to nothing of essential importance, and I am directed to leave the colla- 
teral evidence untouched. But as another example of evidence, so worthless as 
to be unavoidably rejected, 1 am instructed to point to the depositions before the 
(H.), 56. Durbar of Nurbeeram Doolub, who there deposes that Dodo Meeah freely con- 

(F.), 33. fessed to Baba Nafra that the Amleeara Koolee, Rugoonath, was the father of 

(H.), 67. Joetabhaee’s child; while afterwards, before the Resident and Durbar, he con- 
tradicts this statement, telling a tale which is intended to prove that the evidence 
of Doda Meyah was, as the latter has stated in his deposition before the Resident, 
obtained by force. Of the truth of the tale, that he gave his evidence to Baba 
Nafra under compulsion. Government, after full consideration of your reasoning 
in support of that hypotliesis, still entertain serious doubts. 

148. Government do not propose to extend these remarks into an analytical 
inquiry into your reasoning upon the evidence in the case in each and all of its 
bearings; I am instructed to state that it is sufficient to inform you that the 
whole question is still embarrassed with difficulties and doubts, which are not 
removed even by the elaborate exposition of facts, and reasoning upon them, which 
you have placed before Government in your report. 

149. It is deemed by Government unfortunate that the point on w'hich there 
is the strongest reason to differ from you is one on which a just decision is of 
most importance, the fact of Joetabhaee’s maternity under the circumstances 
stated by her and her relations ; and these doubts are the parents of others, which 
might affect the opinion of his Lordship in Council as to the real foundation of 
the Amleeara story. Upon a careful review of the entire evidence, it does not 
appear to Government that the charge had been incontestably refuted. That the 
child was subsequently placed under a guard, can hardly be regarded as con- 
clusive of its being the child of the banker, as you seem to think; for even grant- 
ing it were spurious, the child had remained long in Joetabhaee’s family, and 
had been passed off openly as her’s. It was claimed by her as her own child, 
and its possession was therefore of as much importance to her in carrying on her 
suit as a mother, with the rights attached to that position, as if it had been bond 
Jide her own. 

150. However, notwithstanding the very serious doubts which have been indi- 
cated in the letter, I am directed to inform you, that with such evidence as 
Government have before them, so sifted and weighed as it has been by you on 
the spot, his Lordship in Council must consider your conclusions as established, 
in as far as the case admits of proof. The more so, since even the minister is 
stated by you to have been at length satisfied that Joetabhaee had had a child, 
and as, in consequence, she was invited to the Durbar, ,and presented with a 
dress of honour. 

151. I am to state that all claim to the British guarantee, on the part of 
Wamun Roa Venkutesh, otherwise ^ba Nafra, was cancelled by his conviction ; 
and further, that Government will not interfere with the sentence passed by the 
punchayet. 

I have, &c. 

(signed) A. MaUt, 

Bombay Castk, 1 December 1851. Chief Secretary. 

(True copies.) 

(signed) A. Malet, Chief Secretary. 
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10 . 

Appendices (A.) to (G.) to Lieut.-Colonel Outram’s Report on the Case of 
Joeetabhaee Setanee ; dated the 31st March, No. 47 of 1851. 


Appendix (A.) 

Correspondence with Joitabaee Settance, &c. subsequent to 2 March 1848. 


1 . 

Translate of a Petition from Joitabaee Settanee to the Resident, dated 2D March 1848. 

My petition is, that the copies of the whole proceedings, from the first up to the present 
day, in the investigation of my case, before the oahib and his Highness the Guicowar, the 
sahib should be kindly pleased to furnish me with. Owing to my ignorance of the manner 
in which to manage my case, my mother had petitioned the Bombay government and 
yourself; and in the same manner I had informed the sahib tliat I bad no confidence in any 
person at this place, to whose sole management 1 could entrust the conducting of my case 
jn the sahib’s presence, upon which the sahib ordered that I should engage a respectable 
and trustworthy person in whom I had confidence to manage my case. And thereupon, 
after due inquiry, 1 succeeded in meeting with a respectable and trustworthy person, in 
whom I place every confidence, to manage my case ; and my mother also, upon petitioning 
the Government and the sahib, had also obtained permission, owing to which and other 
reasons, as stated in the petitions above adverted to, she having been instructed by Govern- 
ment to present herself before the sahib, has returned to Baroda ; but, in consequence of 
illness, sne is laid up« But notwithstanding, I have considered it necessary to inform the 
sahib, that both my mother, and an agent to conduct my case in whom 1 have every confi* 
dence, have both arrived at this place. 

According to what is written above, my mother having petitioned the sirkar and the sahib, 
as stated in such petitions, for ilie purpose of conducting the management of the impending 
case on my behalr, the agent I have engaged, the sahib should be pleased to grunt permis- 
sion to wait tipoii the sahib, according to the rule in such cases, when he, accompanied by 
my father, will wait upon the sahib. 

Further, 1 beg to inform the sahib, that on the 14th February 1848, I had presented a 
petition to the sahib, and, in accordance with the prayer contained in the petition, I request 
that from the date of my mother’s first petition in this matter, copies of all the yads sent by 
the sahib to the Guicowar Sirkar, and the replies thereto received from the Maharaj, together 
with the proceedings up to the present day, which may have been conducted before the 
Resident and the Guicowar Sirkar, should be furnished me, to enable my agent to inform 
himself of all the particulars connected with my case, and to inform the sahib of such 
particulars as he might consider necessary to do, and to interrogate various parties. By 
adopting the arrangements mentioned in the above yad, it would materially facilitate the 
collection of such proofs in this case as the sahib may order to be produced, and also save 
the sahib a deal of unnecessary labour in understanding the nature of this case; and I 
myself will be freed from the evil machinations of my persecutors and their supporters, and, 
though late, meet with such redress as the nature of my case would appear to demand ; and 
1 shall be ever grateful to the British Government for their protection. Because at the pre- 
sent time, excepting the British Sirkar, I have no one else to look forward to for protection 
and redrels. 

(signed) Joitabaee Settanee^ in the hand-writing of 
Bhanabhaee Kandass. 


2 . 

Translation of an original Yad from Joitabaee, Wife of Bechur Samul, dated 8 April 
1848, to the Resident of Baroda, received at the Residency the same date (No. 219), 

Stating, that on the 29th of last month she, in a full explanation of the case, applied 
for a copy of the whole of the proceedings, from first to last, going on between the two 
sirkars up to this date. On which yad, the Resident, on the dlst instant, sent for her father, 
Bhanabhaee, and her Karbaree* and caused her yad to be read over to him, and then 
promised that a copy of the proceedings should be furnished, and that the Guicowar Sirkar 
should be written to. On this assurance, she has been expecting that the Maharm would 
send for her, but no one has been to call her ; therefore, on the 5th instant, she addressed 
the Resident, and also acquainted the native agent with the circumstance; the latter 
560. 3K3 directed 
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directed her to go to the Mahraj, stating to her at the same time tli|t a yad had been sent to 
him on the Ist instant, directing a copy of the proceedings to be sent to her ; on thisi she 
requested ihat somebody should accompdfcy her, or a yad be sent with her from the Residency 
to the Maharnj, which measufi would obviate her being interfered with ; that slie was then 
desired to visit the Maharaj with the ( Residency ) chobdar. In accordance with such desire, 
her father and carharree waited on the Maharaj, who merely said, ** he was in grief,” (owing 
to some death), but made no allusion to her teing furnished with copy of the proceeo* 
ings, and she was desired to leave. No date was specified, nor was any promise held 
out that she should be furnished with the copy of the proceedings. The Resident should 
therefore take into his consideration such delay, and its consequent causes, which will 
create much combination and intrigue, and which probably has already taken place ; for 
this reason, that Nafra and her enemies are such falsehood-telling people, whicn circum- 
stance she has from the first made known to the Resident, for this reason, that at the 
present time she is without a protector, and subject to much annoyance. Therefore, her 
oppressors, she states, should be well looked after, and the Maharaj should be written to, to 
furnish her direct with a copy of all the correspondence and proceedings without delay ; 
such should be done through the Residency, in order that she may be acquainted with 
all the particulars of the case, and be then fully able to answer such questions as may 
be put to her, that on the trial the sahib may be spared all trouble. She states that all 
around her house all the approaches are guarded by people placed on sentry ; that hitider- 
ance is offered to all her people coming to see her, and that she is otherwise subjected to 
disrespect; her people are also told, that, in order to visit her, the orders of both siikars are 
necessaiy ; thus she is subjected to rigorous surveillance and much oppressions. She states 
that all this has already been poinierl out to thesirkar ; but no punishment having been inflicted 
on these people, they show no respect for the sirkars, and are plotting together: they even 
show 00 fear for the sahib’s authority, who is the dispenser of justice, but act in direct 
opposition to the existing orders and customs. That when she and her people ire seated 
talking over domestic matters, people are seated near her to listen to all that transpires: 
when spoken to on the subject, and desired to refrain from such a proceeding, they reply, 
they are so placed and ordered to act by authority ; therefore they should be removed, in 
order tliat she and her people may converse freely without such obstruction, and the people 
placed on sentry should also be removed by order. Her father and her carbarree, in ac- 
cordance with the Resident’s order, went on the 5th instant to the durbar, and returned 
to relate the result of this interview to her. On this occasion, her enemies spies, the 
goomasta of those people who had forcibly taken away her boy, had much altercation with 
them, questioning them both as to whose orders they were acting up to, and desiring them 
distinctly to give up their authority, and ordering them away. On this occasion, in order 
lo avoid a oi^turbance, and thus draw upon her tire sahib’s displeasure, they reasoned 
much and long with them, and quietly witlulrew, without seeing her at all. This only led 
to the watch over her being stricter, and to an increase in number of the people sent to spy 
over her; therefore some arrangement should be made to remove all this, and thus enable 
her father, her goomasta, and others, always to hold free and uninterrupted interview with 
her, and that she may enter upon the business she is engaged in, most fully replying to 
and asking such questions as may arise from time to lime, and freely transacting with all 
the neccs&ary parties her busine^ss. A non-compliance with her request is causing her 
much anxious concern. She ilieiefore trusts all the above particulars will meet with due 
consfderaiion, that a copy of the proceedings will be furnished her, and this strict sur- 
veillance be removed, that she may not be debarred seeing her goomastas and people, and 
that her enemies and other colleagues may not interfere with them ; that in order for the 
future all possibility of plotting and conspiring against her may be removed, and, that she 
may be freed from much annoyance, she begs that a peon or peons may be granted to her, 
that no fresh disturbance or annoyances may ari^^e. She begs they may be furnished with 
the sirkaree belt, and ^ but she will pay their monthly wages. Such an act of kindness 
will effectually remove all annoyance from her — establish a wholesome restraint over all 
those who annoy her. Her enemies are very strong ; therefore the sahib should be kind 
to her, and protect her. 

(signed) Settanee Joitabc^e. 

Written by Bhanabhaee. 


3. 

Thakslatb of an Order dated 13 May 1848, sent to Larbaee, Wife of Bhanabhaee 

Kaiidass, No. 100. 

A TAD from the durbar, dated 7th Jumadil akur Hijree 1214(11 May 1848), with en- 
closure from Meer Surfraj, or others (being copies of their yads to the durbar), has been 
received at the Residency, to the effect, that in the case connected with Settanee Joitabaee, 
your deposition is urgently required, and in consequence of which, you were requested by 
the punch to attend, but that you decline going to them, and wish them to attend upon 
you, and that when asked to go to the Temple of ** Goordan Nathjee,” near the palaoe, 
you have omitted sending any answer, and attending there, so the durbar wish you to be 
written to on the subject ; therefore you are now written to, to the effect that the pro- 
ceediligii df riie case in question are going on at the durbar, and that should you be called 
by tbe diir^r, must go there quickly, and answer nroperly such questions as may 
^ {^ut tb you. Bhculd you not do so, you will fail henceforward in obtaining a hearing on 
the aubiect. 
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TBAHSLi^Ts of an Order dated 22 May 1848, from the Residency to Larbaee, Wife 
of Bhanabbaee Kandass. Resident ofBgroda, No. 136. 

A Y AO dated 18th Rujub Heizree 1249 (20th June 1848), accompanied with two en- 
closures, having been received from the durbar, at the Residency, to the effect that in the 
matter of the boy complaint, you have not appeared to give your deposition, copies of the 
yad and its enclosures are sent to you, from which you will be made aware of the above 
particulars. 

It is also stated tliat you are living at your vakeers house, the Guicowar Sirkar’s Kamdar 
cannot therefore attend you there; so that, should you be unable to attend at what- 
ever place the Guicowar Sirkar wish you t<>, you had better go and live in your own 
house in the city, that on the part of the Maharaj, Shasiree Kamdar may be enabled to 
takedown your deposition at your own house; but the whole of the members of the 
punchayet cannot attend you there, nor can you there be confronted with all the evidences ; 
therefore you must attend at the custornury place, where all the members of ilie punch can 
attend, and the investigation and confronting of evidences wiih yourself can be fully carried 
on. Such can never be done by the members coming to your house ; tlierefore go at once 
and where y ou are desired by the Guicowar Sirkar ; there go and make your deposition; 
Should the punch all go to your house, and take your deposition, you must even then go 
where the punch ordinarily assembles to be confronted with the evidences ; therefore take 
this advice into your consideraiion, and send a reply after you have acted in compliance 
with it. 

(signed) J. Outram, Resident. 


5. 

Tramslatjb of Petition dated 23 June 1848, from Larbaee, Wife of Bhanabbaee Kandass, 

to the Resident at Baroda« 

SxATtNii, that she had received the Resident's order (No. 130) of 1848, together with the 
enclosuie, a reply to which she would certainly have sent, but that, having petitioned the 
Governor in Council, as well as the Resident, to the effect that she and others had been 
oppressed, and that though the proceedings in the case had been entered into, both by the 
Resident and Guicowar Sirkar, she had hot, to the present time, received a copy of them ; 
all that she bad was the Hesident's yad, now under reply, together with its enclosures, and 
some tiifling quantity of correspondence which Joitabaee bad, but that much remains to be 
sent her; therefore she liopts she will be favoured, by her request being complied with, that 
she may become thoroughly acquainted with all particulars, and, in accordance with the 
Residnit’s order, she muy fully acquaint him with the same ; that he may, in compliance 
with her petition, after due consideration, give her redress. Thus she is anxiously desiring^ 
and, according to the strict rules of justice, she hopes to obtain redress. The opposing 
parties state falsely, and give unnecei^sary trouble to the sahtb, und take up (he sabib’a 
time, wishing at the same time to do your petitioner harm. Thus (by being allowed a copy 
of the proceedings) she and all will be spared all this trouble, and all this ialsehood will t>a 
clearly brough to the sahib’s notice. 


e. 

Trakslation of a Letter, from the Resident to Larbaee, Wife of Bhanabbaee Kandasi^ 

dated 24 June 1848 (No. 138). 

Your urasee of the 23d June 1848, in reply to the Resident’s order (No. 13G) of the 92d 
June, has been received at the Residency, wherein you state you wish for a copy of all the 
proceedings tiiat have originated from yotir urzeo, loanable you to explain the subject to 
the Resident. In reply, you are informed that, on the 14th February 1848, an uixee was 
received at'the*?Re8idency from Joitabaee SettWuee, calling for a copy of the proceedings, to 
which an explicit answer was written in No. 35, of the 2d March 1848, to^the edect, that 
wlien the proceedings were concluded, her request would be granted ; such answer is appli- 
cable to your present urzee; therefore a copy cannot now be furnished to you, but that on the 
completion of the business, and its due transmission to the Residency, then the same will be 
granted you. Your deposition alone is wanting to complete the proceedings going on before 
the Guicowar Sirkar, and to your omission the present delay is attributable. Had you given 
vour deposition, all would have been completed at the Durbar, and you would by this time 
nave been furnished with a copy of the proceedings. You are the caiise of the delay. Vour 
course was clearly pointed out to you in the Residency order (No. 136) of the 22d June 
1648, to go and quietly make your deposition before the Guicowar Sirkar, and, tnoreover, 
you have repeatedly received verbal idstruciiona to the above effect, besides being also 
written to ou the subject on the 13tb May 1848 (No. 160 ), which instructions you have 
disre^rded : this is not right; therefone^ should you not quickly ghrs your deposition si 
lh*e Guidowar Sirkar, 1 sliall report the eaine to the Bombay 'Govi^meot, and 8uggf.t 
ybor heibg denied inteiferenee. For yunr infoimatitm thia is made known to y4>u. 

/ , , , ■ * (s>g**«d) J. Outfm, Residentt ‘ 
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7. # 

Translation of a Letter from the Resiident to Larbaee, Wife of Bhanabbaee Kandass, 

daled 19 July 1848 (No. 170). 

A YAD having been received, with enclosure, at the Residency, from the Guicowar Sirkarf 
on the 14th Shaban (16th July 1848), intimating that, in the matter oF Joitabaee’s son, in 
accordance with the orders of the 22d and 24th June 1848 (Nos. 136 and 188), sent to you, 
you have not as yet made your appi arance before the Guicowar Sirkar, to give your Idepo- 
sition, and that, owing to this omission on your part, the proceedings are delayed ; therefore 
you are informed, that if you do not, in obedience to the order (No. 138), give your depo- 
sition before the Guicowar Sirkar, and should you lose your cause owing to this, the Com- 
pany Sirkar will be unable to interfere in the case, or investigate the matter ; you are, 
therefore, made acquainted with this. 


8 . 

TRANSLATroN of a Yad from the Resident to Settanee Joitabaec, at Baroda, dated 

19 August 1848 (No. 105). 

Yesterday a goomasta, on your part, brought me a petition; but a few days befpre this 
your goomasta brought a similar petition, who was told, that as you had preferred a com|)Iaint 
regarding your son, an inquiry was being instituted at the durbar. That in the interim the 
Guicowar wrote a yad, on the 16ih November 1847, requesting the attendance of your 
mother, Larbaee, of which you were before informed. Afterwards Larbaee came to Baroda 
in March 1848, and she was called before the durbar to give her evidence ; but she refused 
to attend ; and four yads from the durbar, dated 11th May, 3d and 20th June, And 16th 
July 1848, were leceived on the subject; in consequence of which, orders were issued to 
you on the 13th May (No. 100), 22d and 24ih June (Nos. 136 and 138), and 19th July 
(No. 170) ; but it is now five months, yet Larbaee has not, under different pleas, attended 
the durbar to give her evidence. The Guicowar writes, that without Lai biiee's evidence the 
proceedings cannot he cl(»8ed; therefore do you cause Larbaee to attend quickly at the dur- 
bar, and give her evidence ; so that after the proceedings are closed at the duroar, and sent 
to the Residency, I shall be able to examine them, and take your several petitions into consi- 
deration. The investigation of the case is now gbing on at the durbar, and unless it is 
closed, and sent to the Residency, I am unable to interfere in the matter. In consequence oF 
Larbaee having refused to aitendl, much delay has occurred in the closing of the proceeding 
at the durbar ; consequently 1 am unable to receive your petition now : after telling this to 
your goomasta, I returned your petition to him. But as yet Larbaee has not given her de* 
position before the durbar, as desired by me, for which reason the durbar has not been able 
to close its proceedings, and send them to the Residency ; such being the case, your goomasta 
came yesterday to me with a petition, who was informed as above written, and the petition 
was returned to him. You are to understand clearly that the investigation of this case is 
now going on at the durbar, and after the receipt of the proceedings here, will then be exa^. 
mined by me as to whether justice has been done or not. If at that time you have anything 
to bring forward, the same will be taketi into consideration ; and unless the proceedings of 
the durbar are received, 1 am unable to institute any inquiries. By Larbaee not giving 
her evidence before the durbar, she has prevented the durbar from closing its proceedings, 
and sending them to the Residency. All this neglect and consequent difficulties are attri- 
buted to Larbaee. As she has now complained of indisposition, a yad was sent yesterday to 
the durbar, desiring that one of the kamdars should be sent to her to take her evidence^ 
and that Laibaee should give her deposition to the Kamdar properly. If any delay takes 
place in giving her deposition, I shall write to the Bombay Government, and suggest that it 
shotild not further interfere in your case : this you may be sure of. 


Translation of a Yad from Joitabaee Settanee to the Resident, dated 22d August 1 B 48 * 

I RECEIVED your letter dated 19th, No. 215, on the evening pf 20th August 1848, on 
looking over which, 1 find that it treats upon a different matter to what I had complained 
of, and which has been set aside. Were I to write on this subject in detail, it would only 
increase the coirespondence, and it is not in my power \o disobey your order ; those who 
have the power, do it, but the Sirkar will some day or other question him for so doing. It 
is well known that both your and the durbar’s kamdars, the doctor and others, have been 
to see my mother, who is ill, and may have informed you and the Maharaj of it ; such b^ing 
the case, it is written that Larbaee, under different pleas, refuses to give her evidence before 
the durbar, which has prevented the closing of the proceedings, and that this neglect and 
difficulties are attributable to Larbaee. In reply to this, I beg to state, that, after seeing 
with their eyes my mother who is ill, they snould say that excuses are made for giving 
deposition, makes very light of me. If I write in detail on this subject, it will turn out as 
above. To show in what condition I was in, and what difficulties 1 experienced, mv man, 
the jnomeni 1 was placed in confinement, on the 17th July, went and complainea to tho 
durbar, and to the Resident, as appeared tp him best ; aiterwards, my mother, on her 

arrival 
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arrival in Bombay, petJSoned Government on the 2d August, and in tlie same month peti- 
tions were presented to you and others, which have been continued up to this time. Replies 
were sent to my mother by Governnjent on the 7tli August, 6th Decembe r 1847, and 30th 
March 1848, and that from you dated 25th September 1847 ; and with reference to the 
letter under reply, it would appear that as yet you have not taken into consideration the 
order issued by you on the 26ih September, quoted above. My request is therefore this, 
that you will be pleased to receive back from my man the enclosure to my English petition, 
which was sent to you on the 18th August the latter was retained, in order that you may 
take the matter into your consideration, after which, you can either keep or return it, or I 
shall produce it when you institute the necessary inquiries into this case. But if you will 
onc e read it over, you will learn the whole bearings of iny case, and thus you will never attri- 
bute neglect to me. Though the Guicowar Sirkar has conducted the pioceedings entirely 
contrary to justice, I am bound to obey your orders ; considering this, my mother is ready to 
give such replies as may be reusonable to the Guicovvar’s kamdar, who may come and 
question her. 


*That dated 12 Mayi 
below. 


Enclosure to the above. 

Translation of a Yad from Joitabaec Setianee, Widow of Bechurbhaec Sainul 
to the Resident, dated 12 May 1848. 

Baba Nafra, goomasta of my shop, and his supporters, having held out temptations to 
my “ JSok,”Mal)aluxmeeSettanee, and others, by which they might derive benefit, exercised 
oppression upon me and others, by placing us in confinement. They forcibly took away my 
son, Moteelallbhaee, with the view of depriving me of my rights. Besides this, many other 
kinds of oppressions^ have been made upon me: they have been iiuilty of a great crime 
according to the British regulations. The whole circumstances from the very beginning 
as it happened, were duly brought to the notice of the laie Maharaj, as also to his Highness’s 
officers ; but, either owing to the partiality shown to Baba Nafra, and influence of his relative 
Gunnesh Punt (minister of the Guicowar), 8cc., or from other causes, no heed was given to 
my complaint. If from what I had complained, immediate steps had been taken, they 
never coidd have taken my son away from me; but, in consequence of no inquiry having 
been instituted, such oppressions have been made upon me as I am unable to bear, nor 
could I obtain any redress on that account; I therefore had no alternative but to petition 
to the Bombay Government, and a reference was made to the Resident, calling lor a report 
regarding the impositions, &c. made upon me. To this eflect my mother received a reply; 
I and oibers requested you to institute inquiries into the matter, and you gave your orders 
accordingly. I therefore trust arrangements will be made that the inquiry into this case 
may be made before you. 

2. If the Maharuj wished, however, to investigate this matter, he should have adopted 
measures the moment I had preferred iny complaint regarding the oppressions made upon 
me, by which means my son would never have been taken away from me; but this was 
not done. However, thanks t<* my star, my moiber Larbaee was enabled to get out of the 
house, and petition the Bombay Government, and my case being in a fair way of being 
invesiigated. they fi aied that it will be properly inquired into at the Residency, and that no 
one’s influence will be permitted to prevail in it; this and other matters having been con- 
sidered by tin m, they liave instituted inquiries contrary to the complaint made by me. 
Bui this case will never be properly investigated by the Guicowar Sirkar. The evidence of 
persons who are conducting this case at the durbar are very necessary to be taken, and for 
various reasons this case should not be investigated by the durbar, but arrangements should 
be made that, according lo the British regulations, investigation be made at the Residenev 
into each charge contained in the petition. 

3. In order to eflect my own and others release from confinement, yads were sent by the 
Resident to the Maharaj ; but this was not done, except that the iron bars, &c., w hich had 
been placed on the door and window (like that of a solitary cell), have been removed. The 
guard 4*f sepoys placed on me, as on a prisoner, is continued up to this day, by which 
1 sufler greatly; but I am unable to write all in detail, honoured sir; I have committed no 
fault, nor injiired any one, and Baba Nafra, without any cause, is exercising great oppres- 
sion upon me, as mistress of the shop, and no one questions him as to what he is doing; 
day by day I am treated with greater severity; 1 iherelbie request that the guard of 
sepoys w hich has been placed over me by these guilty persons, and which they nave no 
riglu to place over me, be removed, and by some means or other cause my release from 
confinement. 

4. At present I have appointed a carbarrec to conduct my case at the durbar, 8cc., and 
the Resident was jdeas-ed to order that copies of all the papers be given to him, and that he 
should have free access to me. A yad to this effect was sent to tlie durbar ; such being ibe 
case, great objections have been raised to the carbarree visiting me, and obiainiijg copies 
of tlie papers in my case. The Maharaj sent a jassood, by name Gungajee, to the kar- 
bariee, and lold him, tliat when he comes to see me, he should bring ilie said jassood vvith 
him, but that he should not visit me alone. This is a new obstacle raise d. When the 
kaibarree comes to see me, he brings tlie jassood with him if he can find him; and when I 
have any thing to say or write about my case, the jassood takes his seat close to us to hear 
all that we say ; and when he is desired to sit a little further off, he would not do so, but 
says he has got the Maharaj’s order to be near us. In this way I am treated wiih great 
severity by the Maharaj ; neither will his Highness hear any thing from me, and make 

560. 3 L arrangement 
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arrangement accordingly. By throwing these obstacles in the w^y, nothing can be satis- 
factonly done through the kamdar, thus prolonging my case, and injuring me. In this 
manner I am treated with great severity, and it rests with the Resident to relieve me from 
such treatment. 

5. Those guilty persons, instead of being imprisoned, are left at large, and are sup- 
ported. By remaining at laige, they, bv means of imposition, concoct many false stories, 
%and thus put a stop to ihe re< eipt ol our outsttinding dues, and ruin our shop. 1 have 
represented all this to the sirkar, but no arrangement has been made on the subject. The 
oppression which has been made on me is owing lo my having petiiioned the Bombay 
Government regarding my ease. Insiead of lernoving this oppiession, it is increasing on 
me. Whether ail this is in accordance with the rule of‘ the Bombay Government 4>r not, I 
shall, at the inquiry, make all tins known in detail. But it is necessary that, according 
to my mother’s first petition, arrangement should be made tlmt niy wealth, &c., may not be 
plundered. 

6*. The Resident was pleased to send yaris to the Maliaraj to furnish me with copies of 
all the papers in my case; but no heed has been given to them, and by writing faUe things 
to the^ Resident, difficulties are thrown in the way, and thus they refuse to give me copies 
of the papers which are hid iVom me; yet inquirits are being instituted in the ease. Those 
people wish the attendance of my mother at the durbar, Ibr the purpose of taking her 
evidence. This is comrary to the regulations, because the evidence of other women in 
this ca>e have been taken at their honses. The evidence of the wife of the chiet person 
who makes this imposition on me, Baba Nafra, was taken at Chance village, about three 
koss from Baroda. IVone of these women were called to the durbar; hut the evidence of 
my mother is required to be taken at the durbar. Is my mother’s character less than that 
of the other women ? All this is chiefly owing to spite, atid in order that by some means 
or other my reputation may be taken away, and thus, strike fear in the minds ol the people* 
With such obstinacy they hold out; but under such a benign goveniinent this will not be 
permitted. As the evidence of other wnimen lias been taken in the same way, let iriy 
mother’s evidence be taken. The reason for not giving me copies of papeis is grounded 
on my mother not giving her evidence; but such is not the case; the object of these people 
is, that if copies are given to me before my mother’s evitlence is taken, they cannot make 
any alterations they like on the proceedings. 1'iierefore they wish first to take my mother’s 
evidence, and afterwards make such alterations in the proceedings as may appear to them 
proper, in which case they would find no difficulty. For this reason they are determined 
to lake my mother’s evidence fiist, which is u source of gif at annoyance to me. I beg to 
state that orders had been before issued to furnish me with copies, uhich sliould be com- 
plied with, in or(!er that 1 may be acquainted with the matter: so that when an inquiry is 
instituted before the Resident, I shall find no difficulty in delending rny case. 

7. Agreeably to your order, luy karbarrec proceeded to the durbar with a jassood. The 
Maharaj told him tliat day, that as he was in mourning, he would be sent for at another 
lime, when my ease would l>e heard, alter the days of mourning were over. I waiied for 
some time, but no one came to call the karbarree. 1 then told the kaibarree to attend 
always at the durbar; he bad often entertained hopes cd seeing the Maharaj, but without 
sucee?-s. In this way many days elapsed. Aflerw.irds, on Chytur Vud 4th, Saturday, my 
karbarrec attended at the durbar, where Gopalrow Myral, and the two shastiees, told him 
tliat the Maharaj would not see Imn ; that if lie had anv thing to say, to speak to them. 
After much conversation, they told him that they wotild show the Maharaj lo him from a 
distance, but that he should not speak to his lligiiness. After sayimz this, they went to the 
Maharaj, and inv karbarree followed tliein, and saw tlie Maharaj. My karbarree entreated 
much to his Highness to hear my ca>e, at w hich time the relation of Baba Naira, by name 
Gunnesh Punt, was sitting near his Highmss, who replied, that Gopalrow Myral has been 
directed to communicate with him. In ibis manner Gunnesh Punt made a reply to the 
request of my karbaiTee ; but no arrangement lias been made according to his request. 
\\ flat the Mahaiaj had told Gopalrow Myral, the hitter did not say at the time. After- 
waros the karbanee left this place. In ord< r to know what the Maharaj had communi- 
cated to (lopalrow Myral, 1 sent a yad on Chyiur Vud 0th (27 April), to wdiich no reply 
was received; my karbarree tiien went to his Highness on Chytur Vud 11th (29 April), 
Saturday, but the karbarrees would nor tell him any thing ; they, however, took him before 
the Maharaj, and, after much conversation, his Highness told my karbarree that if he had 
anything to say, to mention it to Gopalrow Myral, wdio, after hearing him, would inform 
the Maharaj ol it; tlmt, on his rc‘presentmg the case, a brief yad will be sent to me on 
Cbylui Vud 8()ih, in leply. In ibis way tlie karbarree was informed ; but as yet no reply has 
been received. In ihis way one is referred to another, and days are allowed to pass on. 
On Vyraek Sood 9ih, I stntrny karbanee to the durbar, where he met Gopalrow Myral; but 
he could leain noihing as to wliat the Maharaj had said about my case to him, and added, 
that ins Highness has f< rbidden him to converse with my karbarree in private, and that he 
should njnt say anything in the matter. You will see from this, sir, that day by day new 
difficultie.s are raised, but nothing has been done about my case. 1 therefore beg to state, 
that I have app<jiiited a karbarree witli the view of conducting my cmsc, and request that 
arrangement may be so made that no objection of any kind be raised to bis managing the 
aftair, and also that when depositions, &c., are required to be taken from any one, the 
karbarree may be present at the time, and allowed to take down the questions, with their 
answers, which may be put to the parties. 

Yon will be pleased, after taking the above into consideration, as well as the petiticwi 
made by ray mother, obtain for me the required redress. 
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10 . 

Teaksiatb of Copy of Letter written 24 August 1848/ by Colonel Outrain, c. b., to 

Settanee Joifabate, No. 229. 

Your yad of the 22«l August reached the Residency on the 23d, therein intimating that 
my order, Nn. 216, of the 19th August, is not proper, and, in reply, 1 have to acquaint you, 
that that order is proper, for this reason, that your moiher L irbaee, who was summoned, 
not having quickly come, and her deposition not having there been taken, the proceedings 
owing to this have not been concluded- Had she come, they would have been quickly gone 
through, and been sent in to the Residency ; the contrary is the case ; this delay and fault 
are clearly Larbaee’s, and the packet containing uizees which you have again sent, has, in 
accordance with my order. No. 2J5, been returned to you ; and when these proceedings are 
furnished, and sent into the Residency, by the Guicowar Sirkar, then they shall be duly 
made known to you. 

(signed) J, Outram, Resident. 


11 . 


Translation of a Yad from Joitahaee Settanee to the Resident, dated 4 September 1848. 

You personally gave orders that I should go to the Maharaj, and represent what I had 
to say; accordinglv I sent a yad with a carkoon to tl e Maharaj, on Sood 5, in the morning, 
who remained till o’clock at night at the durbar, but no one woulrl receive the yad. 
The carkoon told liappoo Shastree and others, and that, as one of the jassoods, file., would 
receive the yad, and requested him to take it to the Maharaj. Bappoo Shastree took the 
yad to Gopail Row^ Myrul and otliers who were sitting near tlie Maharaj ; they, after con- 
sidering tlie matter, refused to take the yad. The idllowing evening tlie yad was again 
sent to the durbar, when Bappoo Shastree, after speaking many thinirs, threw the yad 
away, and said that it would not be received. The carkoon had therefore no alternative 
but to bring back the yad. 1 iherefore beg to represent that I can in no way receive 
redress at the durbar, on account of the partiality shown to the opposite party. And lest 
you might find fault with me, 1 sent the petition to ihe durbar, agreeably to your i>rder, 
which I now forward with this yad, and, after acquainting yourself with tlie circumstances 
therein mentioned, please issue such orders as may appear best to you, 

(signed) Joitahaee Settanee, 

by Bhanabhaee Kundass. 


(Order.) 

Copy of this yad, together with the packet addressed to the Maharaj, was sent to his 
Highness on the 4th September 184B, with a yad, No. 927. 

(signed) J. Outram, Resident. 


12 . 

Translate of a Yad to Captain P. T. French, Acting Resident, from Joitahaee, Widow of 
Bechurbhaee Samuldass, aruf Heiress of Hurree Bugtee's Wealth, &c.; dated Posh 
Sood 6th, Sumwut 1906 (30 December 1848). 

I BEG to represent, that I and others have been suffering oppressions and injuries of 
various sorts since about two years, which was communicated by yad up lo the time Colonel 
Outram went to Bombay ; but nothing was done. On the first interview, after your arrival, 
a few representations were made, and when called a second time, on the 26th December 
1848, my fatln r, Bhanabhaee, and kamdars were sent, whom you desired to go to the 
durbar, as, according to Government orders, it was written lo convene a punch, to take 
rajeenamas (writings from the parties to the effect that they will abide to the decision the 
punchayet may pass), and to have the mailer settled by the punchayet. Although I 
wished the seitlemeni of the case according to the yads formerly given, yet my father 
went to the durbar, as he was called there, according to your orders: when your orders 
were read to him, he asked for copies of them, but was refused. A kamdar, or karkoon, 
will therefore be sent to you for the copies, as fiom them the names of the punch of the 
0|)poBite parties cun be ascertained, whereby I shall be able to name ibe members on tny 
part, and, as it is necessary, obtain tlieii previous consent. The present time beiim critical, 
the persons in this matter ought to be the most confidential, and the writings will there- 
upon be passed after making perfect inquiries on these heads, notwithstanding I have 
become quite helpless, owing to the impositions and hardship used towards me and others 
for these two years. My ruin is not of a kind that I can describe; it was represented 
before, but nothing has yet been decided for my maintenance, &c. I have therefore got 
into debt with my creditors, as well as with the carcoons, kamdars, and servants, &c., for 
which I suffer a great deal too much to detail. As the colonel was convinced that Bha- 
nabhaee was unable to manage this affair at the durbar, &c., be had postponed the 
investigation, and ordered me to appoint a trustworthy kamdar (vakeel) for the purpose, 
which wa^» accordingly done, as per yad given on the 29th March 1848; yet the durbiirdoes 
not ^11 that man for the business, lJut mentions in yads the names of other inexperience d 
560. 3 i-. 2 persons ; 
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persons ; but as this practice is very fearful, some measures should be adopted for its pre- 
vention, and it would therefore \>e far mure advisable If inquiries are instituted according 
to the yads formerly given ; because if the punchayet is nominated by the British Govern- 
ment, it would easily bring to light the party in whom the fault lies. This matter being 
very delicate, injurious, extraordinary, ana intolerable, the delay creates various mischiefs, 
which cannot be plainly described; but some of them have been mentioned in the former 
yads ; and as the settlement was not made as therein suggested, the case lias become 
intricate, and it is not known for how long it may yet uo on. It therefore seems necessary 
to represent, that for these two years past all the people of the firm are in the full enjoy- 
ment of everything without any hinderance; but towards me such harassing proceedings are 
exercised as nobody else could have ever endured, and I do not get anything fur expenses, 
such an extraordinary case this is. According to the fame of our family, I ought to* keep 
up such expenditure as would enable me to live with respectability; and now, as the 
members of the punchayet are to be invited, 1 am much concerned as to how to defray the 
expense necessary on such occasions. It is hoped, therefore^ that you will at once kindly 
gel me 12,000 rupees from the firm for present expenses, and take such steps that I may 
not hereafter meet with any such inconvenience. By doing which, I may suffer no further 
pecuniary difficulty, and have no cause to trouble you any more about it. If the prompt 
payment of the above sum is ordered, the debts which require immediate liquidation will 
be paid off, whereby the character of the house of Hurree Bugtee shall not in any way be 
stained. 

Signature of Jaitahaee^ made by 

Blianabhaee Kamdass. 


13. 

Translate of a Letter from the Resident to Joitabaee Settanee, the Widow of the bite 
Beehur Samuldass, No, (>44, dated 30 December 184B. 

Your yad, dated Post Sood 6lh (30 December 1848), has been received, and in it you 
solicit sanction for the disbursement of 12,000 rupees on account of your expenses, ’&c. 
In reply, be it known, that it does not rest with the Resident to grant the request contained 
in your yad under rej^ly, and the Resident’s advice to you is, that you should agree to the 
adjus'tment of your case by punchayet, as suggested by the Guicowar and Bombay Sirkars. 
If you do not agree to such an arrangement, the measures made known by your father, 
Blianabhaee, verbally, will be submitted for the sanclioti of the Bombay Government; and 
if your conduct be marked with impropriety, the said Government wull take into conside- 
ration the necessity of rendering nul and void their guarantee, which at present you are in 
the enjoyment oL 

(signed) P. T, French, Acting Resident. 
(True copy.) 

(Signed) M. Battye, Assistant Resident. 


14. 

Translate of a Yad to the Acting Resident from Joitabee Settanee, the Widow of the 
late Bacburbhaee Samuldass, of the Firm of Hurree Bugtee, dated 3 January 1849, 
No. 126. 

In accordance with the commands of the Resident, a petition had been prepared and 
sent with Narrain Bullai Karkoon and Sunajee Sepahee, for the purpose of being pre- 
sented to the Maharaj ; but when these parties had arrived at the wadda (palace) Jhassoos 
Hnmmunt Row, having ascertained from them their business, went and informed the 
Maharaj that a petition had been sent by me with a karkoon. Upon which the Maharaj 
ordered that if the petition was brought by Blianabhaee it should be received, but not 
otherwise. This the said jassoos intimated to my karkoon and seepahee, and the yad 
was leturned ; consequently I beg to explain that tne attendance of my father, Banabhaee, 
is only a pietext, because it is not usual in other cases to make such unreasonable demands, 
for tiiey rec ognise any person deputed ^to conduct similar cases, and which rule is observed 
with reference to such parties as from time to time are deputed by my enemy. Further, 
I beg to submit that my father, Bhanabhaee, is quite ignorant of the usage in vogue at the 
durbar, and consequently incapable of conducting the impending case oefore the Sirkar; 
and further, as from the commencement I had deputed an agent to conduct my case, 
I respectfully beg to solicit that I may be permitted the indulgence of continuing the same 
party to act on my behalf, and that occasionally, when I send yads by my karkoon or 
other parties, a/rangernents be entered into that no obstructions be offered to their delivery 
of the same, and these objections being offered is only with the view of prejudicing the 
sahib against me; consequently, to obviate the realization of the evil machinations of these 
parties, I respectfully solicit that the sahib be pleased to take such steps as may be con- 
sidered necessary, because my case is being set aside, and unnecessary time is thrown 
away in di6cussii»g trifles, which are unjustly advanced. The yad sent yesterday to the 
Maharaj I beg to send enclosed in this. 

Endorsed. Answered 3d January 1849, No. 3. 
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15. 

Translate of a Letter from the Acting Resident to Joitabaee Settanee, dated the 3d of 

January 1849^ No. 3. 

Your yad of this date, though the year 1848 is entered therein, has been received, 
in which it is stated that you had sent to the Guicowar Sirkar a yad with your carkoon 
and sepahee, but which, however, the Guicowar Sirkar refused to receive, and that the 
Guicowar Sirkar said that no yad from you would be received unless brought to the 
durbar by your father, Bhanabhaee. Also praying that such impediment might be removed, 
&c. In reply, he it known, that on the yad under acknowledgment you style yourself the 
heiress to the wealth, kc, of the firm of Hurree Bugtee; this title you should f(»r the future, 
in your yads to the Resident, cease to use; and further, the Maharai having ordered that 
your yads should he sent with your father, Bhanabhaee, it is my advice also to you that 
you should send your yads by your father, Bhanabhaee, to the Guicowar Sirkar, because 
it is necessary that the orders of the Maharaj should be respected, and what afterwards 
results from such complianipe should be seen ; but without acting thus, you at the first 
commence raising unfounded objections. Therefore I write to acquaint you. 

P.S.— The closed cover to the address of the Maharaj, submitted with your yad, has been 
returned to you by your seepahee. 

(signed) P. T, French^ Acting Resident. 


16. 

Translate of a Yad from Joitabee Settanee, the Widow of the late Beehurbhaee SaniuP 
dass, to the Acting Resident, dated Post Vud 9th, Sumvut 1905 (17 January 1849). 

In the Resident’s reply, dated 3d January 1849, No. 3, to my former petition, it is 
<itated, ‘^My advice is, that implicit obedience be paid to the Guicowar’s Sirkai’s mandate, 
directing that Bhanabhaee should attend at the durbar, because it would appear to be 
just and reasonable; therefore the Maharaj’s orders should be complied with at first, and 
afterwards see what results, In reply, I beg to submit that, if the Maharaj had 

impartially investigated the complaint made by me of the oppressions I had from the first 
been subjected to, what necessity existed for my petitioning and inconveniencing the 
Company’s Government ; but as under Guicowar Sirkar's rule impartial justice is not to 
be met with, or expected, I have been from lime to time necessitated to petition the Resw 
dent; yet such being the case, the Resident Sahib at present directs implicit obedience to 
be paidi to this Sirkar's mandates, and which order from the Resident has involved me in 
the deepest distress und hopelessness. Colonel Outram, in the first instance, had decided 
and ordered tliat a kamdar (vakeel) should be appointed to conduct my case, w ith which 
I have complied ; but the (iuicowar Sirkar objects to tliis measure, and desires that my 
father, Bhanabhaee, should he in attendance at the durbar for the purpose of conducting 
this affair, and the Resident Sahib concurs with the Guicowar Sirkar; but as my father is 
entirely ignorant of ihe manner in which cases are ctmducted at the Sirkar’s courts, owing 
to which the Resident was pleased to sanction some other party being deputed by me to 
attend at the durbar on my behalf, the reason for not permitting sucb agent to conduct 
my affairs is only with the view of screening the Baba, and involving me, as heretofore, in 
misery and ruin. This is evident; notwithstanding which, however, in obedience to the 
orders of the Resident, I had despatched a yad by my father to the Guicowar Sirkar, and 
upon its being presented, the Maharaj having perused it, returned it to my father. Upon 
which my father submitted to the Maharaj, that, although the Maharaj wanted him to 
attend, he was not aware of the manner in which business was being conducted at the 
Maharaj ’s court, and requested that tiie reply to the yad might he sent to me, and that 
I would give the necessary explanaiions, and also send a vakeel to conduct case. To 
this the Maharaj replied, that he would neither receive my yad, or give any reply thereto. 
This is what transpired on the occasion, which I beg to submit for the Sahili’s information; 
and I beg that it will be taken into consideration, and redress afforded me by the Sahib. 
This is my prayer. 


17. 

Translate of Acting Resident’s Reply, No. 27, dated 17 January 1849/ 

Your yad, dated Post Sood 9tli (17 January 1849), has been received, wherein it is 
stated that “ the sahib having decided that I should, in obedience to the orders of the 
Guicowar Sirkar, send my father with any petitions which I may wish to be submitted to 
the Guicowar Sirkar, but justice is not to be met with at the Guicowar Sirkar s court; 
therefore the sahib should take such measures as will ensure me redress,” &c. In repl^ 
be it known, that in your yad you have cast reflections upon the Guicowar Sirkar, and 
otherwise disrespectfully addressed him, which was a very improper part to do; theiefme 
hereafter, should your yads be written in the same objectionable tone, they will not be 
received, which 1 adv,erti8e you of with reference lothe adjustment of your case: whatever 
order the Maharaj may be pleased to make, you should respect ; knd you should submit to 
the Maharaj any reasonable representations you may feel desirous of doing. 

(signed) P. T. French^ Acting Resident. 
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18. 

Translate of a Yad from Joitabaee Settanee to ilie Acting Resident, dated Phagooo 

Sood i4ih, Sumwut 1906 (6 March 1840). 

I HAD directly petitioned the Bombay Government, on the Olst December 1848, in 
English, and received a reply dated 26th January 1849, No. , to my petition from the 
Bombay Government, to the effect that I should hand up the said petition to you, and my 
petition was returned to me, which I beg to herewith submit, together with the particulars 
detailed in the subjoined paragraphic, for the Resident’s information ; viz. — 

1. Consequent upon your having but recently joined the Residency, you are not acquainted 
with ail the particulars of my case, and for this reason you had recommended the Bombav 
Government to have my case settled by punch lyet ; but I am sanguine, even at the present 
time, that after having taken into consideration the whole of the particulars detailea in my 
present petition, you will be satisfied of the great oppression which has i)een practised 
towards me by my goomasta, Baba Nafra, and others, and cringe your opinion regarding 
the adjudication of my case by puchayet, and at once adopt measures for the restoration 
of my son, whom Baba Nafra had abducted ; and, with the view of enabling you to beconu 
full acquainted with all the particulars of my case, I have thus delayed in presenting the 
petition returned to me by the Bombay Government, up to the present time. 

2. To learn the extent of the opfuession I am at present subjected to, you should l)t‘ 
pleased lo come peisonallv to the house of Dhakjee, and satisfy yourself of the fact that 
a guard of six men is placed on the part of Baba Nafra, and two guards on that of the 
Guicowar Sirkar, and 1 am, with my servant, disi rested for funds to meet my expenses, 
whereas Baba Nafra is in the enjoyment of crores of rupees, which, by right, belong to me. 
This you should f>e pleased personally lo satisfy yourself of, and take into consideration, 
as also the ha})py state in which B;iba Nafra and others are in who have committed crimes, 
and the wretched state in whicli I am placed, aliliough i am a complainant in the present 
case. 

8. My wealth, amounting to cores of rupees, continues under the charge of my enemies, 
from which lacks of rupees are being improperly squandered away, whereas 1 am distressed 
fur iny expenses. This it is necessary the sahib should properly investigate, and rep >rt 
for the information of the Bombay Government; and in order to prevent any obstacles 
being advanced by my rival, or Baba Nafra, against my drawing upon the firm of funds to 
meet my expenses, the sahib should write to the Bombay Government, and have arrange- 
ments made. 

Dated Phagoon Sood 14th, Sumvut 1905 (G March 1849). 

(signed) JoitahaeCy in the writing of 
Banabhaee Kandoss. 


(Endorsement.) 

A reply to this petition has been sent, No. 174, dated 8th March 1849, Baroda Resi- 
dency. 

P.S. — ^The petition, in English, which had accompanied this yad, has been made 
over to the English department, for the purpose of being brought upon the records. 

Dated as above. 

(signed) H. Battle, Assistant Resident. 




19. 

Tuan SLATE of a Letter from the Resident to Joitabaee Settanee, No. 174, dated the 

8th March 1849. 

\ ouu yad, dated the (Uli March 1849, together with copy of the petition sent to the 
Bonihuy Sirkar, regarding your son’s abduction, as also for permissiciU lo draw upon the 
firm foriunds to meet your expenses, have been received. In reply, be it known that the 
Bombay Government has been referred to upon this subject, and when their decision in 
the matter is received, the same will be communicated to you. 

(signed) P. P. French, Acting Resident. 

(True copy.) 

(signed) M. Battye, Assistant Resident. 

With reference to the adjustment of your case, whatever order the Maharaj may be 
pleased to make, you should respect, and you should submit to the Maharaj any reasonable 
representations you may leel desirous of doing. 

(signed) P. 1\ French, Acting Resident. 
(True copy.) 

(signed) M. Battye, Assistant Resident. 
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20 . 

1%ANSLATE of E Yad io the Acting Resident, from Joitabatee Settanee, dated 

13th March 1849. 

1 . In reply to a petition presented by me to the Bombay Government, dated 19th Feb- 
ruary 1849, the Bombay Government intimated, that the petition had been transmitted to 
the acting Resident at Baroda, and that I should look to the Resident for a teply ; conse- 
Quently I beg to solicit that you will be pleased kindly to inform me of the reply which the 
Bombay Government may have been pleased to make to my petition ; and as I have this 
(lay received the al)0ve reply from ilte Bouibay Goverium nt to my petition, dated the 19th 
February 1849, I further beg to trouble you to inloim me in w ruing on wluit date the 
Bombay Government's letter on this suiijeci had leaci^eti you, as nlso to kindly be pleased 
to furnish me with the date of any report you may liave subsequently made on this subject 
to the Bombay Government. Copy ot the letter received from the Bombay Government 
to me, I beg to enclose lor ypui information. 

^ (signed) Settanee Joitabaee, in the liand-writing of 

Bauabhee Kondass. 

(Endorsement.) 

A reply to this petition had been sent, dated 16th March 1849, No. 192. 


> 21 . 

Translate of a Letter fiom the Acting Resident, Captain French, to Joitabaee Settanee, the 
Widow of Bechur Sumul, of the Firm of Puruck Hurree Bugtee, dated 16 March i 849, 
No. 192. 

A. C. 

Yoitr yad dated ItUli March 1849, lias lx en uceivcd, to the tflect that the Bom- 
bay Government had intimated that the reply to your petition to their address would 
be turnished you through the acting Resident, requesting that such reply be furnished you, 
and enclosing copy of the Cjoveinimni letter wdth the yad under leply upon this subject. 
Be it known, that the Bombay Government had been written to ab« ut your case, but as yet 
no reply from them has been received. 


* 22 . 

Translation of a Goozerattee Yad from Settanee Joitabaee Combe Bachnr Samul, 
lnhal)itant of Baroda, to the Address of the Acting Resident at that Station, dated 
19tli March 1849, 

Alter compliments. 

On the 8th March 1849 a yad was presented to you, complaining that our goomasta 
Balia Naira, and his Highness the Guicowar, l ave placed a guard over me. 

An answer to the same was riceive^d on the 8th March 1849, No. 174; but 1 was sorry to 
perceive that notlimg was mentioiud therein regarding the removal of the guard. It Ims 
(herefore ol liged me to vMite to you furthei ou the subjtct,ai)d 1 trust 1 will be ext ustd for 
troubling you on the occr.sion. You will coiif r a gieat favour by kindly iiifoiming me 
what has been done with itsptet to the lemoval (f the guard, is it apptars that it may 
linve betn placed by i nr Loon.asta Bala Nafia, and his llighix ss tl)t Guicowar, without 
your knowlt dgt . 1 inn at pithtnt tieaird by this guard as if I was a prisoner, and they 

even lake so niueh liberty as to sit by our sides, void of any lespect, wlii« h is quite dis- 
graceful to us in 'the soexty ; not only this, but that 1 am even pievented irc^iii visiting my 
liouse, to look after my furniiuie, &c. It is hut a great farce, that l ur goomasta, a mere 
servant, should take so much lilieity as to place a guard over me, thougli myself being a 
plaintift in the cast , and that no notice whatever has been taken of it, notwithstanding my 
several applications have betn piesenied to you regarding it. However, I now request that 
you will kindly fu\oiu me wiih an answer to niy yad, ht:tiiig that the guard has been 
ordered to be removed, and oblige, 

(signed) Joitabaee Settame, 


23. 

1’ranslate of Y ad to the Acting Resident, from Joitabaee Settanee, dated the 

30th March 1849. 

For the purpose of causing to be lemovcd the guards placed upon me by the Guicowar 
Siikar, and my goomasta, my father, &c., aUencied formerly before you ; but, ow ing to my 
bad luck, 1 have not been, up to the present time, released from the inconvenience the 
continuance of such guards entail u|»oii me. tSuch bring the case, on the 6 th March 1849 
lust, I petitioned the sahib to be freed from such restiaint, and I had entertaineii the san- 
guine expectation that the salub would have pei>onally visited me, or deputed Ins assistant 
to do IO, lor the purpose of satisfying hiiLSclt of llie uatuie of the i>ppression being exer- 
cised towards me, and that, having diiiie so (would) relieve me from my present troubles ; 
relying upon such expectations, 1 was induced to look forward daily for their realization; 
but, unfortunately for llie sahib's pity was not moved on mv behalf to induce him per- 
560 . 3 L 4 " sonally 



456 PAPERS ON THE REMOVAL OF COLONEL OUTRAM 


sonally to visit me, or depute Ins assistant, or any other party upon whom the sahib placed 
confidence to do so, and become acquainted with my present position, and afford «e 
redress. ^Upon which, I was induced to submit a further yarl, dated the 19th March 1849, 
to the effect that the guards being placed upon me, exposed me to much inconvenience, 
and, further, it was derogatory lo tny respectability, and that therefore their removal should 
be ordered ; consequently the sahib should be kindly pleased to free me from the imprison- 
ment I am at present placed in. 

2. Because these guards indulge in obscene language in my presence, and which, from 
the nature of their fulsorneness, cannot be repealed in writing, and if no redress is to be 
obtained by my complaint, from the Company Sirkar, as was the case from the Guicowar’s 
goveininent, then no other alternative remains for me than to sacrifice my life. But it is 
to be hoped that, notwithstanding the false representations which may be made by interested 
parties lo prejudice the sahib’s mind against me, yet, consequent upon the sahib's superior 
judgment, at some future time the true nature of my case the sahib will ascertain. Relying 
upon this hope, I patiently bear with my present lot; tlierefbre the Resident should, for 
God’s sake, and for the upholding of the spotless name of the British Government, benevo- 
lently aitetid to my case, and free me from my present distress. Not wishing to enlarge 
upon the subject, I beg in a few words to state, that if such oppression be permitted to be 
enacted towards me, the guarantee of the British Government must, of necessity, 
materially dishonoured; conseqiiently, it is indispensably necessary that my case should be 
minutely investigated, because I, the complainant in this case, having ihe guarantee of ihe 
British Governmeni, am denied redress; whereas my goomasta, the offender, and a person 
guiltv o[ many acts of impropriety towards the Sirkar, and by the expenditure of iiiy wealth 
in corrupting parties, so that ilie truth of my case should not reach the sahib’s ears, has 
no punishnu nt awarded him, but instead, he is being supported by the Guicovvar Sirkar, 
and daily my distress is augmented. 

3. If these guards me not removed, 1 cannot say what will become of my life, because 
life is not dearer than honour. 

4. During the administration of Veeneeram, Arabs were sent, and Bhaskerrow Withul 
also had been subjected to similar oppression, as at present enacted towards me ; but upon 
the same coming to the knowledge of the then Resident, he immediately, within a space of 
half-an-hour, taking into consideration the guarantee extended towards this individual, got 
him released from being subject to further oppression, and the said sahib caused the Arabs 
to be instead incarcerated at the Rcdidency ; but at the present time my enlargement is not 
effected, and therefore the sahib should inform me, in writing, the true reason for my case 
beins treated in the manner in which it is. 

O 


Dated as above. 


(signed) Setlanee Joitahace^ in the hand-writing of 
Banabhaee Kaiidass. 


(Endorsement.) 


Tiiis yad replied to on the 31st March 1849, No. 253, Baroda Residency. 


24. 

Translate of a Letter from the Acting Resident, Captain French, to Joitabaee Settanee, 
the Widow of Paiuk Bechur Samul, of the Firm of Hurry Bugtee, dated the 3lsi March 
1849, No. 253. 

A. C. 

Yoitr yad, dated the 30th instant, has been received, in which you solicit that the guards 
placed upon you should be removed; with reference to which, be it known, that upon the 
receipt of your former yad upon this subject, a yad had been sent to the Guicowar Sirkar, 
directing the removal of the guards placed upon you, and as no reply, up to the present 
time, has been received, this clay word lias been sent by Govindrow Rodeeya to remind the 
Maharaj about the removal of these guards ; therefore you should depute some party on 
your part to remind Govindrow about the same, and acquaint me with what may result. 


26. 

Translate of a Yad to the Aciing Resident, from Joitabaee Settanee, the Widow of the 
late Bhachiir Samuldass, dated the 2d April 1849. 

1. 1'he sahib’s yad, dated the 31st March 1849, No. 253, has been received, in which it 
is stated, that ‘‘ a yad has Vjecn sent to tiie Guicowar Sirkar for the removal of the guards 
placed upon you by the Guicowar Sirkar and your goomasta Baba Nafra ; but no reply 
thereto having Vieen received, this day word has been sent to the Maharaj on the subject by 
Govindrow Rohdia ; theiefore you should cause some person on your part to attend upon and 
remind Govindrow Rohdia. and keep me informed of what takes plaec.’^ According to the 
above, I despatched a ]>erson to visit upon, and remind, Govindrow, to whom, however, 
Govindrow intimated that he had brought the subject to notice on that day, therefore 
directed that the roan should Itave patience ; I beg to acquaint the sahib of the same, agree- 
ably to the sahib’s orders. 

2. Consequently, at the present time the sahib is informed that the sahib had directed 
that Govindrow^ should be reminded upon this point; and as I could not refuse anything the 
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sahib may feel disposed to order, 1 complied with the sahib’s request, and caused 
Govindrovijee to be reminded ; l)ut I feel confident without the interposition of the sahib, 
the Guicowar Sirkar will never release me from iny present position by the removal of the 
guards placed upon me. Upon rny having formerly presented two yads, respectively dated 
the 6ih and 19th March 1049, the sahib \tas pleased to cause their transmission to the 
Guicowar Sirkar, and it was incumbent upon the Maharaj to have respected the sahib’s 
wishes, and to have removed immediately the guards ; but such was not the case, which 
induced (he sahib to again take the trouble of directing Govindrow to mention the subject 
to the Maharaj, and upon this occasion it was necessary for the Maharaj to liave considered 
that it appeared very uncourieous that the sahib should have been put to this incon^ 
venience ; and, to obviate the possibility of its recuvrrncc, he should have at once removed 
the guards; but even on this occasion the Maharaj did not think fit to pay any attention 
to the sahib’s wishes in removing the guards ; therefore 1 have no confidence that the guards 
will be removed by iny goomasta, reminding Govindrow of the same; my goomasta being 
desired to bear patience, is but with the view of gainiiur time to submit a petition, mis- 
reprcv'^enting things to prejudice the sahib’s mind against me; because, although 1 waited 
the whole of yesterday, up to noon this day the guards have not been removed. There- 
fore I respectfully solicit that the sahib will benevolently take iny distressing case into 
consideration, and cause the removal of the guards placed upon me. 

3. In the yad the sahib was pleased to send to me, ii is stated that the guards which 
have been placed, will be removed, from which it is evideni that the sahib does not believe 
that tlieGuicow'iu Siikar has placed guards upon me ; therefore 1 beg to respectfully submit 
that the parties com|)osing the guard are the Guicowar’s emyloyees, i. e., one Jassoos 
Gangajees, and four puttavalas of the Guicowar’i Adalul; and they are named as follows, 
viz. : — 

1. Daveesing, 

1. ll.iinsing. 

1. Dhundee. 

1. Hyputtees, and brother Dhondee 

Accord i no* to ilie above, these five persons are in guard to-day, whom, upon the receipt 
of the vn(), the sahib should send for, and cause their depositions lo l)e taken as to whether 
they are employees of tlie Guicowar Sirkar nr not ; and if they liad not been placed upon 
this guard by ihe orders ot the Guicowar Sirkar’s othcials, any doubts which the sahib 
may at present entertain, by the above examination of the panics above named, will be at 
once removed ; but if their deposition be not taken to-day, these parties are likely to be 
clranged (since it is the ])iaciice so to do with the guards), these parties may not, 
upon another day, be present upon this guard, and my statement might consequently be 
considered as false. Therefore it is incumbent that their depositions be taken to-day; 
but the sahib shouid be the best judge. Besides this, there arc six persons on guaid 
belonuinii to rny goomasta Baba ^afra, and it is necessary that these pe^^ons the sahib 
should at once cause to be apprehended, and hiought before the sahib, because I enjoy the 
privilege of the Sivkai’s guarunlee ; therelbre these parties should be appiehended, and the 
Baba sent for and punished, as may appear to be reasonable to the sahib, for liaving, with- 
out the sanction of tlie sahib, placed a guard upon me, and subjecied me to much oppres- 
sion. And lurther, my prayer is, that the copies ol any yads, and whicli might have been 
given in by the Guicowar birkar, the sahib should be pleased to benevolently fiivour me 
with. 

Dated as above. (signed) Seltanee Joilabaee. 

In the luuid-w riting of Banabliaee Kandass. 

Endorsement. 

Regarding the above, Govindrow Uodceya has submitted, on the part of the Maharaj, 
that the sentiies placed upon Joitabaee by the firm of Uurree Bugtee, have been removed, 
and that a jassoos and a seepahee, on the part of the Gincowar Sirkar, have been pemiitied 
to remain witli the Baet ; therefore there is no necessity of sending any reply to this yad. 

Dated the 4tli April 1849. (signed) P. T, French^ 

Acting Resident. 


2(5. 

Translate of a Yad from Joitabaee Settanee to the Acting Resident, dated 5 April 1849 

(Chytiir Sood 13ih, Sumvut 1905.) 

On the 2 d April 1849 1 had petitioned the Besidtnt for the removal of the guards 
placed tipon me by the Giucowni Sirkar, and by my goomasta, Bnl)a Nafra, and in it 
solicited that the guard placed by tin? Baba should he sent for by tlie Resident, and 
examined, and the Baba himself punished according to liis deniciiis, because he, without 
the peimission of the Resident, oppressed me; the above efibet was the peliiinii I had 
submiiUd, and thereupon the Residrnt issued the ntcessary oitlera, owing to which, the 
parties, placed by the Baba as guards, rt moved theiiiKjIves away, fearing that ihe Resident 
would surely send for them. These parties must now be either at the Baba’s or my 
husband’s house, therefore it is r^ecessary that they be sent for by the sahib, and examined, 
and the Baba punished, as may appear advisable, b< cause this evil-minded individual had 
placed both myself and father under coRfinenient, when Colonel Outram caused our 
560 . 3 M release; 
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release; and upon this occasion the said gentleman cautioned the Baba very much; but 
notwithstanding w hich, the Baba has again oppressed me, unheeding the caution of Colonel 
Outram, thus treating with contempt the wishes of the Sirkar ; thus ihe Rv sident should take 
into consideration, and act accordingly ; but to do so is left to the Resident’s pleasure. 
The parties placed by the Guicowar Sirkar have not as yet been removed; they sit near 
me, and cause me much inconvenience; I am coinpell d consequently from lim*^ to time 
to trouble ihe sahib. Therefore it is solicited that the Rer^ideni will be pleased to cause 
their removal, and allow me the indulgence o( the services of a couple of puttawallas, 
whose pay, agreeably to the custom, 1 am willing to liquidate. By the griut of this favour, 
no obsiriu’tioii will exi>t to my iioing to and from living in my hou'C. It is requested that 
the sahib v. ill be pleased to take the vd)Ove request into considonition, and, after making 
all the nt ccssary arrangements, to favour me with a speedy answer. This is my petition. 

(signed) Settariee Joitabaee, 

by Bannobhoy Kandass. 


27. 

Translation of a Guzeratee Yad from the Acting Resident at Baroda, No. 271, dated 
5 Apiil 1»49, to Settanee Joitabaee Combe Bachcr Samul, Inhabitant of Baro<la. 

After due compliments. 

I HAVE to acknowledge the receipt of your yad, dated the 5th April 1841), requesting that, 
as Baba Nafra has already removed the guard which was placed over you, that his High- 
ness slinuld also do the same, &.c. In reply, I beg to inform yon, that nothing could have 
induced his Highness to place a guard over you, bui considciiriix that as you, being te nder 
in age, and may be in possession of joys, jewels, &c., belonging to the shop < f Hurree 
Bhuutee, and paving regard to liis name, it may have been tfiought advisable by his 
Highness to keep a guaid over you, with no other motive than to keep you secure Irani the 
depredation of robbers, who are too common in the town. Your ca^e, I beg to say, is 
already before the Bombay Govermnent, aud a rejdy thereto is shortly expected. It is 
impossible in you to trouble the Sirkar by your hearing the evil advices of your vukeels, 
&c. The bearer, Narrainrow Chimnajee, a carcoon in the Residency office, has been 
instructed to call on you to read over and explain to you the purport of th's yad. 

(signed) P, 7’. French ^ 

Acting Resident. 




28. 

Translate of a Yad from Joiiabaee Settanee, the Widow of the late Paruck Betchiir 
Sarnuldass, of the Firm of Hurree Bhugtee, to the Acting Resident at Baroda, dated 
10 April 1841). 

The very kind and considerate letter of the acting Resident, dated the 5th instant, 
No. 271, has been received, and the replies thereto, seriatim, are given below, viz.: — 

1. Relying upon your benevolence and wisdom, I was sanguine, and had every confidence 
that, in accordance with the prayer contained in my former yad, dated the 2d April, the 
sahib would have sent for tlie parlies placed as a guard over me by goomasta Baba Nafra, 
and, alter having examined them, would have punished Baba Nafra according to his deme- 
rits, and that the sahib w'ould have also caused the removal of the guards placed over me 
by the Guicowar Sirkar, and have granted me puitawalas to proiect me, and fun her, that 
the sahib would otherwise have protected me; but, much to rnv misfortune and sorrow, 
such has not been done; but, on the contrary, the sahib has made such answer to my 
respectful request above referred to, as is inconsistent with the sahib’s wisdom ; nevertheless 
I cannot write otherwise to the sahib upon this subject ; should the sahib not retain such 
benevolent heart, then there are no hopes of ray ever obtaining redress. 

2. For this reason, z.e., the Guicowar Sirkar, and my rebellious goomasta Baba Nafra, both 
placed guards upon me, and otherwise severely oppressed me to such an extent, that even 
my lepmation had been compromised, and rny feelings and life are so outraged, that death 
would be far preferable to the disgrace and pain inflicted on me, by being Hubjected to 
such oppressions, the particulars of which, with the view of my suflferiug being alleviated, 
I was induced to write and submit for the Resident’s information; but, owing to some one 
belonging to the Baba’s faction having misrepresented things to the Resident, the sahib has 
conferred a very great boon of justice towards me, by deciding that I am in possession of 
the joys, and jewels, and other wealth belonging to the said firm of Hurree Bhugtee, and 
that, owing to my youthfulness and precaution, which are considered necessary to prevent 
interested parties plundering me of such wealth, and, further, with the view of upholding 
the respectability of the name of Hurry Bugtee, it would appear that the Guicowar Sirkar 
has been induced to place the guards to protect, and not to oppress me. The above con- 
elusion, arrived at by the sahib, and written for my information, the sahib’s karooon, 
Narrainrow Chimnajee, came and read and explained to me, which has been a source of 
much regret to me. The Guikwar Sirkar, by extending Ins countenance and support 
towards my rebellious goomasta Baba Nafra, causes the squandering away of lacs of 
rupees of'wealth from the firm ; and further, this Baba Nafra, who had abducted my soO, 
has adopted such precautionary measures, that there is no ascertaining the child’s Ihte: 
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iipon this subject my mother had presented several petitions to the Bombay Government, of 
wnich, one, dated the 2d August 1847, has been referred to the Residency, and upon another 
petition upon the same subject, dated the 21st December 1848, is the Bombay Government 
endorsement, to the effect that ‘‘this petition should be presented to the Resident,” and, in 
obedience to such an order, on the 6th March 1849, this petition was presented to the Re- 
sident, in which Imrl been embodied the particulars of the various acts of oppression which 
had been perpetrated towards me ; but the Sahib omitted to pay any atieniioii to such peti- 
tion. In this same petition, dated the Oih March, I had detailed the sufferings I was sub- 
jected to, from the imposition of these guards, and from the want of funds to meet my 
expenses; and I solicited that tlie sahib would personally visit me, and satisfy himself of 
truth of my representations; but this request the sahib did not think proper to comply 
with ; instead of doing so, hvid come to the above conclusion, which appears very extra- 
ordinary, because the party to whom it was necessary to afford just support and assistance, 
has been involved in difficulties, by believing the statements advanced by the Guicowar 
Sirkar, which was not proper, 

3. “ Owing to your youihfulness, the Maharaj, it would appear, may have placed the 
guards to take care of you the Resid:^nt, having thus written, should consider, that two 
years ago I must have been younger, at which time my rebellious goomasta exposed me to 
much oppression, forcibly abducied my son, Maieelall, plundered the house of my father, 
and placed myself and others in confinement; at thi^ time the Guicowar Sirkar afforded 
protection to this lawless man, and gave me no redress. At the present time I am with ray 
parents. From the representations made by the Maharaj, or his karbarees, the sahib has 
Deen made to believe that the guards placed over me are with the view of protecting me ; but 
before the sahib gave credence to :^ucli statements, it was necessary for the Resident to have 
taken into consideration the various papers in existence upon this subject, and which plainly 
estaldish the fact, that I had quitted my house with a single suit of clothes, which fact I have 
repeatedly brought lo the Resident's notice; and further, ihis villanous Baba Nafra, 
previously to his putting into execution the acts of oppression wliich he had plotted 
against me, under the plea of ie(|uiriog tliem for his daughter, obtained the loan of mv 
jewels fr<un me, which he has never returned to me ; such being the case, he falsely repre- 
sented ttnngs to the Maharaj, owing to which, the Maharnj now writes, that 1 am in 
possession of the jewels and wealth belonging to the firm of Hurree Bugtee ; but what 1 
ask is, why does the Resident not institute an inquiry into this maiter? It is incon- 
sistent with the wisflom of ilie Sirkar to take for granted the false representations 
made by the Maliaraj, owing ‘o which 1 am liopeless ; apd the Baba having per- 
verted the judgment of tlie Maharaj, exciting him with the h^e of gain, has succeeded 
in inducing him to come to the conclusion that I possess no rights whatever to the wealth 
belonging to the firm of Hurree Bugtee, and such being the state of affairs, it is incum- 
bent upon the Resident to po->sess himself with full information as to what the rules are 
according to the usage of the caste with reference to tliis point; as to what extent the 
Maharaj is justified in protecting the intere>ts of the sowcars subject to his jurisdiction, 
and whether the present Maharaj has acted in accordance with sucli usage. The whole 
world being well informed on this Mibject, it is needless for me to enter into it farther than 
by instancing the following cases. The party pronounced guilty by the Bombay Govern- 
ment of having brought about the ruin of my good name, and wealth, and of compro- 
mising the lives and liberty of my people, the Maliaraj, strange as it may appear, has 
taken under his immediate protection and patronage, and, permitting his judgment to be 
influenced by the counsel of ibis villain, the Maliaraj has been induced to misrepresent 
facis to the Resident, tliu.s placing the judgment of the Resident upon a similar footing as 
his own ; but this state of things the Resident should not permit to continue, but rather he 
should, as above .stated, inform himself of a few ill^tances as to the nature of the pro- 
tection tlie Maharaj affords. The firm of Huttonjee Kandass at one time had the sum of 40 
lacs of rupees in deposit, besides the jewels, joys, estates. ; w hereas at the present time, 
owing to the liberal protectio7i extended towards this firm by the Maharaja it cannot boast 
possession of 40 rupees, 

4. It is stated that, “owing to the acts of fraud being perpetrated in the country and 

thi.s city, the Maharaj has been induced to place the guards to protect your interests;” but 
in this country and city there are many parties of gr< at respectability, and others reputed 
to be possessed of w^ealth, more or less ; and the Resident should inform himself as to 
the number of such parties who have guards placed liy Maharaj upon ihein for their pro- 
tection ; further, the sahib writes, that, “ owing ti> i he great ie.>pectability of the firm of 
Hurret Bugtee, these guards have been placed;” but if the Maharaj actually intended to 
have upheld the great respectability of the firm of HurreaBugtee, he should have at the 
time the Baba had commenced oppressing me, deputed some of his men to investigate 
the matter, and afforded protection to me and my infant son. -Even with a common patel, 
it is usual for him to duly investigate cases, and protect the inhabitants under his jurisdic- 
tion against oppression and extortion ; but the Maharaj is supreme in Guzrat, yet he 
afforded me no redress or protection* Further, tlie Resident writes that “these guards 
iM>t been placed to inconvenience me, rather to protect my interests.” Upon learning this, 
I am at a loss to understand what could have induced the Resideut, who is reputed to be 
possessed of wisdom and judgment, to have come to such conclusion. The Resident 
having deputed his own karkoon to read and explain tlie sahib’s order upon my petition was 
Wiy proper, Maharaj’s jaisons remarked, in the presence of the sahib’s karkoon, 

Karrain iW spot where 1 was at the fime seated 1 constantly occupied, and 

that whenever 1 went about in the bouse, that he (the said jsssoos) accompamed me by the 
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Morders of the Maharaj. This subject the sahib should be pleased to take into considera^ 
tion, and judge whether such restriction be imprisonment, or a protection of my interests ; 
also, whether it be proper or just on the part of the Maharaj to subject me to such disgrace, 
and whether it is a proper act for the Maharaj to so oppress me without any sufficient or 
reasonable cause. 'J'his the sahib should take into his mature consideration. 

5. The sahib has wiiUeii, that it is very improner by the advice and promptness of 
vakeels, &:c., to give the Sirkar unreasonable trouble.^’ With reference to this, I beg to 
submit, that in the whole world nothing is (lone without deliberatiot), and there is no one 
in the world who acts otherwise ; but as for my part, 1 do not adopt the bad advice of any 
one, and further, 1 entertain nobody about me to give me bad advice; those who are about 
me are respectable and good people ; and the impiTsoniiieni which I have been subjecte<|j|io 
reoardin^^ it, unless to the Resident, to whom should I ajipeal in order to get redress ?^f 
tins be uiketi into the sahib's consideiatiou, lie will disjjcl from his mind the conclusion 
that I am putting the Sirkar to unneccssarv trouble. 

0*. F'or the upholding of the great n spectability of ihe firm of Hurree Bugtee,*' the 
Maharaj Sirkar lias resorted lo this very benevolent measure of placing guards upon me, 
but with only a single suit of clothes ; I joined my mother at Dhakjee’s wadcia, and Uf)on 
sending my people to iny bouse the next day for my clothes, the Sirkar prevented their 
obtaining them. This, however, the Mairaruj did not take inio account; and as the expen- 
diture of my house amounts to lacs of rupees, and thousands of pe«.|)le are being provided 
for thereby, such being the case, yet up to the present time 1 have not been allowed a single 
half seer ol flour from my house; even a person cliaiged with the greatest crime imagin- 
able, the Companv Sirkar, within the 12 hours td' the day, allows tliem food; it is incuni- 
bt nl tlierefure, on the part ol' Maharaj Sirkar, to take this into consideruiion, which, however, 
he does md do. Nafra liaving great influence over the Maharaj, liotv is it to be expected 
tiiat the Maliaraj should pay any attention to such matters ? But the Resident had been 
written to about my expenses being defrayed from my firm; and the Resident, on the 31st 
December 1848, in his reply, staled, that he could not sanction the disbursements men- 
tioned in my vad. But I did not wish the disbursements in question to be made from the 
Government Treasury, but from my own firm, regarding which, however, the Resident did 
not think proper to write to the Bombay Governmcni, ajid refused tlie prayer at once. 
But the Company Sirkar having pledged their word to the Dewanjt e’s people, rendered 
them every assistance ; now the same Sirkar’s guarantee has been extended towards me : 
what objection, tlierelbrc, existed to die Sirkar permitting iny expenses to be disbursed 
from the funds (;f my firm ? At the pre>ent time it is owing to my evil destiny that there is 
no gentU man who is wiHihg to dispense justice ; hut as 1 am put to much difliculty on 
account of my expenses, this disgrace the Jlesidcmt should take into consideration. 

7. What 1 beg respectfully to subjoin, the Resident should take into consideration, i.e,, 
that my forefatlnu’s obtained the Company Sirkar’s guarantee, because the usage of the 
Mahratta Durbar was not to be depended upon, and to guard against any imposition being 
practised towards them, or their children; and for this purpose they sought and obtained 
the said guarantee; but, from the oppressions w’liich have been practised towards me, such 
protection has been set aside, as npp(iars from what tlie Resident has written to me. Jt is 
well known to the whole world that my son had been forcibly abducted and taken away; 
yet the very parties guilty of the perpetration of such an enormity, are permitted to con- 
tinue oppressing me. 

8. Th<- Rc sident had stated in Ids letter, that an answer from the Bombay Sirkar might 
be looked for in a short time ; butafier so writing, the removal of the guards placed by the 
Guicuwar Sirkar has been entirely lost sight of; for the parties composing the clique of 
Baba Naira congratulate themselves that the Resident has written to the Bombay Govern- 
ment to induce them to withdraw' their guarantee, which the firm at present enjoys, and that, 
upon thih measure being sanctioned, as ihey enjoy the protection of the Guicowar Sirkar, 
they need not fear being punished, and that as I had been formerly confined in a dark 
room, that the time is approacliing when I shall again he subjected to the same treatment; 
d ^ ncli be the consequence of iny havin<x petitioned the Resident, I am hopeless. One 
ciicuinsiance troubles me much, i.c., the Resident having written that inv case is pending 
before the Government at Bombay, and that an answer in the matter may be looked for 
shuitly; but Colonel Ouiram had ordered, that, consequent upon my mother, Laudl,»aee, not 
having ‘jiven in her deposition, the ca-e had not been concluded ; but that, so soon as such 
deposition was taken, ihe case would be completed at the Guicowar Sirkar's, and would then 
be ^ent lieiore him ; and that when the c ase was so brought before him, lie would take into 
cunsideiation what I had to urge on my part, and have the case adjudicated ; therefore, my 
mother was induced to gi\c in fier deposition ; but 1 have not been informed whether, after the 
gi\ ingin of such depoMtion, wliethcr the case has been sent before the Resident, or other- 
wise; but the s.ihil) staUs that the ease is pending before the Bornl>ay Sirkar; therefore, 

1 beg that the sahib will be pleased to afford me every infoimatiou on this subject. 

S). The Bomba v Sirkar had w’litten to the Maharaj to remove Baba Nafra and his 
partners in crime fiom their several offices, and it does not appear that the said Siikar had 
given this order with a view of furthering their own interests; but it is evident that such 
order had been made witij the view of preserving the fneudship which obtains between both 
the ^irkais ; and such being the case, these very parties, at the |)resent time, should they 
evci’' |eel disposed to murder one in my position, they may do so with impunity, as far as 
the Guicowar Sirkar is concerned ; therefore, 1 am incluced to solicit the Resident, that he 
will be pleased to transmit to me any order which may have been sanctioned by the Bombay 
Government, or any of the late Residents, permitting Baba to commit murder, so that I may 

feel 
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feel satisfied, and not cease to adopt any measures calculated to secure me redress. The 
sahib should forgive me for thus troubling him, because tlu* saliib would appear to be igno-^ 
rant of the practice obtaining under the Guicowar Sirkar’s rule; as also with the peoj)le 
and the custom of this country, and consequently I am denied redress, and exposed to 
much inconvenience and suffering; and therefore 1 am compelled to urge that you should 
inform yourself upon the above points, when only these intrigues are likely to be puiiislied, 
and I relieved from my present miseries. 

Dated as above. 

(signed) Settanee JoUahaee, 

In the hand-wriling of Bhanabhaec. 

— The above yad had been prepared, signed, and got ready for transmission to you, 
when, owing to the sahib’s kindness, the puttawalla belonging to the Adavvlut, and the 
jassoos who had been placed as a guard upon me, removed themselves from their p*isl. 
The fact of their having done so, I ben to bring to the sahib’s notic*", and that I had 
fornicily solicited the favour of being allowed u puttavvalkt from the sahib’s hoozoor ; and 
[ now l)eg to solicit tliat the Resident will kindly sanction this indulgence to me, to guard 
against any obstruction being offered to my going to and from and leinaining in my house. 
This is my prayer. 

Dated Chytur Vud 4, Sumvnt 1905 (ll April 1849). 

(sinned) Juiiahaee Settemee. 

In the hand-writing of Bhanabaec Kanda^s. 


29. 

Tkanslate of an Endorsement by the Acting Resident upon a Yad, dated 11 April 1849, 
sent in reply to the Acting Resident’s Yad, No. 209, l)y Joitabaee Settanee. 

The low and unbecoming language contained in this yad, pre^venled its being read fur- 
ihei^than the third para.; and, consequent upon the improper flane in which tins yad is 
written to the acting Resident, and the many strictures therein used \\ith refi rence to the 
Guicowar Sirkar, this petition is returned without having been wholly perused : when a 
petition is sent properly written, it will meet with attention. 

(signed) P. T^^rencJiy Acting Resident. 
(True copy.) 

Baroda Residency, (signed) M. Battye, Assistant Resident. 

Dated 11th April 1840. 


30. 

Translate of a Yad from Joitabaee Settanee, the Widow of Sett B( ciiur Bhaee Sarnuldass, 
of the Firm of Hui ree Bhugtee, to the Acting Resident, dated 20 April 1849. 

Baba Nafra and his party relying upon tlie support extended towards them by a very 
influential and great personage, have subjected myself and my people to the greatest acts 
of oppression, the particulars of which from time to time I have made known to the Resident, 
and respectfully solicited that my c.ise should be duly investigated, and such redress granted 
as the nature of the persecutions we had endured might appear lo be deserving of. This 
matter has been impending for tlie last two years, during which time I have implicitly 
obeyed the orders of the Uesideiit, and made my sufferings known to him, as well as to the 
Bombay and Guicowar Governments ; but up to the present time the road leading to what 
is called justice I have failed in finding. On the contrary, my several petitions have not 
only been unattended to; but I have been menaced; < xtraoidiiiHry conclusions have been 
come to, and extraordinary decisions have been passed in my case; and from this, I can- 
not understand how it is that the road leading to justice is abandoned, and how such 
conclusions arc arrived at : thus, my hopes of meeting with redress, by representing the 
circumstances of my case to the sahib, have been damped. Nevertheless, 1 beg to submit 
the subjoined particulars for the information of tlie Resident. 

Para. 1. On the 21st December 1848 1 liad pctitiDiu d, and, in accordance with the 
decision upon such petition, dated 25th January i849, I submiited my second petition, 
dated 6th March, loyou. In the reply to this petition, datediBth March, the Resident stated, 
that the Bombay Government had been written to upon the subject, and that upon the 
receipt of the Bombay Government’s decision in the case, the same would he communicated 
for my information. With reference to this, I beg to submit, that the particulars which 
had transpired up to the 2l8t December last,^ the date of Colone] Outraui’s departure 
from hence to Bombay, I have already brought to the notice of that gentleman. At that 
period the charge of the Residency devolved upon Captain Batiye; and my father and 
Karbaree personally attended upon him, during which, in accordance with the oiders of ihe 
said sahib, the above Karbliaree verbally afforded every information connected wiil| ruy 
case; again called upon that gentleman, and again explained these matters to him. In the 
meantime the sahib’s suwat ree arrived, when an interview took place. Upon which occa- 
sion, Captain Battye detailed the whole particulars of my case to the sahib, and afterwards 
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some conversation took plarc ; after which, ihe sahib informed himself of all the particular 
which had taken place up to the period of the Colonel Sahib's departure, and with the view 
of affoidini^ redress, the sahib ])roinised to have the ease inquired into; but this was not 
done. What the sahib may have written to the Bombay Government regarding this case, 
as well as what had been writttn to the Guicowar Sirkar, upon the receipt of the reply 
thereto IVorn tlte Bombay Government, he should know. But, owing to it, on Mahavud 12, 
iny kamdar and father were sent for, and the order was comiuumcated to them. If the 
sahib was desirous of obtaining sueh an order in this case, he should at least, previously to 
thus writing to the Bonil)ay Government, have inquired of my kamdar regarding the par- 
ticulars, afid infoinied himself fully upon the subject previously to his so writing to 
Government; but this the sahib did not do, (but relied instead upon) the f)ersons who iMd 
gubjeettio m(‘ to such oppression, i. e. Bab i Nafra. and his supporter, Gunesh Punt, nie 
Guicowar Sirkai’s kamdar ; further, this Gunesh Punt's son is married to Baba Nafra's 
daughter, and he is at the present time in charge ofafl'airs; and further, Nursoo Punt also 
is related to the Baba; therefore, taking the above into consideration, it is evident that all 
tliat i had written to the sahib has been suppressed, as was the case in the affairs of 
Koo>hull Cliund, the shastree, and others, who had been persuaded to agree to their dis- 
putes being similarly adjudicate d at the Residency by punclia vet; and i lie above-mentioned 
par ies must have persuaded the sahib to have the present case similarly settled, and thus 
got the sahib to write for the sanction of (lovernmeni to this being carried out. But in 
the pre-ciji «’ase there are two distinct parties, and, according to both sides, the case lias 
not be»^n St [uirately inqu red into: it is evirlcnt, theiefoie, that the sahib lias been mis- 
infonm d, and has repotted on this ca^e without taking the trouble* of informing himself of 
its incut.'': when, con>*e(juently, for the pm pf»se of havtng tlie subject e\|)laincd according to 
the (.rders of t; e sahil), and m accordance witli the rules of justice, 1 happen to expiess 
lUNself anxiously in infiJiinintr the sahib, he becomes angry, fancying that his orders are 
not respected. From fear of exposing myself to the sahib’s anger, I have been induced to 
submit a memorandiiin of my case to ihe Guicowar Sirkar; but no attention has been paid 
to this n presentation ; and 1 have been required to do such things as are entirely out ol my 
power to do. On this subject I have to state, that the last yad vvhieli 1 had presented to 
the Guicowar Siikar it rt fused to receive, but I know not what the Guicowar may have 
written to the sahib, and made him believe. Subsequentiv, on Malta Vud 12, my father 
and kamdar were sent for, and in the petitions presi nted by me to the Ri sident, dated 
30th Dectinber !H4H, and 3d and 17;h January I acrpiaiuted the Residr'iit with what 

passed, and thereu|)(in, iijt accordance with the orders of tlie sahib, and his wishes on Post 
Sood 8th (2d Jai uary ), liild Vud 13th and 14th (2*2d and 23d January), and Maha Sood 
4th and Hth (28ih January and 2d February), I submitted yads in my f use to the Maharaj, 
which, after ha^ing beet» lead in the presence of iny people, and after becoming acquainted 
with their contents, whichevei jt.nty might have heen consideied to he guilty, should have 
been spoken to ; but such was not the case ; the Resident merely asked my father whether 
he had been to the Maharaj, and Govind Row was asked whether the Maharaj had sent 
for my father. After having thus interrogated lioih parties, my kamdar reminded the Sahib 
that peiitions had been presented to the sahib, dated the 30th December 1848 and 3rl and 
17th January 1849 ; and the Maharaj, dated Post Sood 8th, a. d. (2d January), and Vud 
13th (22d January), and 14tli (23d), and Muha Sood 4ih (28th Juuuary), and Bth (1st 
February), and stated that when the sahib will he pleased to peruse the whole of these 
documents, he will become acquainted with all the particulars of this case, and thus not be 
necessitated to seek for further information; and further, that by the perusal of those docu- 
inenis, the sahib will become informed as to the steps necessary for the investigation of this 
case, consistent with the rules of justice which he should adopt; for if the case were per- 
mitted to progress in the same rnaniier as it has hitherto done, 1 rnu^t necessarily be subjected 
to much loss. The above, however, was not taken into consideration, and my kamdar was 
desired to hold bis tongue, and luriher, was told that when the decision of the Bombay 
Government, to whom the case had been referred, arrived, that the same would be commu- 
nicated for my information. Owing to which, 1 am hopeless ; but I am necessitated to 
respect the orders of the sahib, without, however, being made acquainted with the nature of 
the report by the sahib to the Bombay Government. I feel at a loss how to make my 
grievances known to the Bombay Government, because up to the present time I have in no 
way obtained redress for the WTongs I have suffered ; neither has any inquiry as yet 
in accordance with the rules of justice, been instituted in the matter : on ine contrary, 
unnecessary delays have been permitted to intervene, having for their object the placing of 
the case, by procrastination, in such a position as to prevent its being ultimately established, 
and the charges contained therein brought home to the parlies who have perpetrated them. 
Thus in every way am 1 betrayed into difficulties ; and all that the sahib has done has 
been to remove the guards and jhassoos who had been placed upon me by the Maharaj and 
the rebellious Haba Nafra. Beyond this the sahib has done nothing towards relieving me 
from the difficulties I am surrounded by on every side. And the measures which, in 
accordance with the rules of justice, it was incumbent upon the sahib to have adopted, he 
has entirely overlooked, and set aside, and in their stead he issues orders upon me, while 
no attention whatever has been paid to the requirements which an impartial investigation of 
the matter would appear to call for, and which would appear to be in unison with the 
established wywut and usage in dealing with cases similar to mine. Yet, under the above 
circumstances, nothing but orders are issued upon me by the sahib. The order issued 
by the sahib, dated 6th April, consequeutly, appears to me as extraordinary as it is 
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ambiguous and beyond my conapreherasion ; and this order has rendered me quite hopeless, 
because I am quite at a loss to understand upon what grounds the sahib had issued such 
an order. lathe sahib's yads my case, and the subject thereof, is noticed in quite a contrary 
manner. If it was intended to adjudicate the case upon its own rneriis, an inquiry sliould 
have at once been commenced ; but such a course has not been adopted. I had from the 
first repeatedly brought prominently to the notice of the authonties my being placed under 
the strictest surveillance ; yet thi'*, too, has been set aside, while matters nf>t adverted toby 
me in my complaint, and having n > connexion uhaO vtr witli my case, are being harped 
upon in tlie oK.ers which the sahib has from time to time been pleased to issue in the 
matter, having for their object the screening of the acts of op|)ression which had been per- 
petrated towards me by both the Baba and the (luicowar Sirkiir. I he nature of such acts, 
hcMwever, is well known to the world, as also tliat the base upon vvhitdi these orders have 
been const) acted is a tissue of deeply concocted intrigues ; and f urther, 1 have yet to learn 
whether tiie saliib had been induced to issue the order of the 5th April upon the represen- 
tations which had been made by the Maharaj, or be( ause I had complained against the 
Baba ; therefore the Resident should, us it is to me of the utmost importance to possess 
information upon this subject, be pleased to afford me such information; also, if his order 
really has emanated from any such representations made to him by the Guicowar Sirkar, 
that an attested copy of such ie[>resentati()ns be furnished to me. II, however, on ihe 
other hand, it be owing to reprcsi ntations made by the IVabii, that a similar copy of such 
be furnished me duly autln nticati d. My motive lor requiring cop es of the documents 
adverted to above, is with the view' of refuting the foul assertions wlilcli have bee»i advanced 
against me, and which 1 make no doulit have gone far in prejudicing the svihiii’s mind 
against me. And further, my kaindar (vakeel) will also wait upon the sahib, with the 
view of giving him every explanation and information in this matter; for 1 feel sanguine that 
whs n sneh exjdanations are given, and taken into consideration, the sahib will bi*, better 
enabled to arrive at the truth in this mailer, and ever^ particular connected 1 lien witli will 
become displayed and revi aled before the sahib. I'liither, the sahib will be particularly 
satisfied, that, reganling myself and iny kamdar, wiiliont cause or any sufficient grounds 
(as up to the present tune no invt stigation or inquiry has taken pla< e in which we have 
been called upon to jiurticipate or apjiear), no conclusion can possibly be arrived at as to 
our being fit or urifn. Yet, tlie plotters above alluded to have, no doubt by fdse repre- 
sentations, prejudiced the mind of the sahib against the fiiness of my kamdar. Moreover, 
with the view of conv incing the sahib upon this point, 1 beg to advance that it is not u'^ual 
for any just judge 10 draw conclusions from the st-iteuient made by interested parties. 
And thu", I leave no doubt, the sabib acts. Therefore, whatever W >l.e iiM asures adopted 
by the sahib be in unison with the above, it would be for tin better; but this, as a matter 
of couise, is lelt to the sahib’s pleasure. Further, in the order of the above date, the sahib 
writes that my case is pending before the Bombay Sirkar, and that in a short time the 
said Sirkar’s decision in the case may be expected, and that 1 should not listen to the bad 
advice of vakeel and interi sted parties, und give unnecessary troid^le to ihe Sirkar,” &c. 
But 1 heg to submit, that this remark is at variance with ihe rules of justice, and the usual 
practice in such cases. If such a remark be made, it can onlv emanate from my opponent, 
or liis supfiorters. But for such a remark to come from tiie sahib, does not appear }»roper ; 
and consequently I am ii duced to submit to tlie sahili that, up the present time, though 
my case has been under inv< siigation, yet nothing definite has been arrived at. Conse- 
quentiy, I cannot understand how the imperfect proceedings in the case have been sub- 
mitted to ihe Bombay Government It is not the prac tice so to do In any case without, in the 
first instance, acquainting the conqdainant with lh< decision arrived at in the investigaiion. 
Such is ac cording to the rules of justice. And further, without iidonning such plaintifif 
with all the particulars of tne proceedings in tlie ca>e, is it proper to hand up ihe same to 
the confirming autliorities ? But in my case nothing whatever of the kind has been done; 
but orders are being from time to time issued in the matter. For this reason, it is necessary 
that all the particulars which may have been in this case submitted, should be furnished to 
the complainant in this case by the sahib, because the sahib’s report is upon the subject 
of my plaint. And it is therefore necessary that I shouhi know what inquiry had been 
made, in order that I may have it in my power to refute the aspersions made against me 
by the supporters of my antagonist, which r« filiation the Bombay Government may thus 
be enabled to compare with the representations upon this subject which may have been 
furnished to the Government by the Resideni, and tlieii come to a decision in this case. 
I'herefore 1 shall feel obliged by your kindly furnishing me with copies of ihe necessary 
documents adverted to above, and, pending the receipt of such copies, and the preparauon 
of my explanations iu this niatier, the Resident should write to the Government to withhold 
iheir decision, because the conclusion as yet arrived at by the said Government has been 
formed upon a one-sided view of the case; whereas ihe decision which may be formed 
aft* r the submission of my explanations, will be possessed ol the virtue of having been 
deduced from receiving both sides of ihe question. It, however, the Hesident be dis- 
inclined to write to the Bombay Government to the above effect, it is requeiited ibm this 
my yad may be transmitted for the said Government’s informal ion, because up to ihe 
present time I have reniaiiied passive, owing to the enjoyment of the British Sirkai's 
guarantee. And even those parties wlm do not at the present time possess such guaranUe, 
upon failing ^ be redressed by the Guicowar Sirkatf the Company's Government, more 
readily than either Peishwa or the King of Dhelli, ever took cognizance of such cases. 
Morrover, in every petty state» the chiel, 8cc., upon prosecuting their subjects, the Com^ 
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panv’s Government, after sati^ifyins: themselves of the justice of the complaint of such 
subjects, do, as a matter of right, afford to such parties such redress as the nature of their 
case may appear to deniand. Therefore, even in this manner, the Resident should be 
pleased to take my ease, into consideration ; because tlie sahib, being our parent both in 
this world and also after deaih, he should not pay any attention to the misrepresentations 
made by interested parties, but, taking into consideration that 1 am in the enjoyment of the 
Company^ Sirkar’s guarantee, and the particulars detailed above, should grant me such 
redress as the sahib may consider its merits to entitle it to. 

Para. 2. Parties in the enjoyment of the British Government’s guarantee, written or 
verbal, have tin ir interests cared for by the said Siikar, so that no person dare practise any 
imposition upon them. And the said Siikar ever evinces a readiness to attend to any 
representation made by such parties, and, according to the merits of their cases, to gi^Ant 
them redress; but it is not usual for surh parties lo be permitted to be oppressed, perse- 
cuted, and ultimately made over to the tender mercies of their persecutors, as has been the 
case with me. I beg furtiier to solicit, that the particulars of my case^, which from time to 
time 1 have, from Maha Vud 12, brought to ihe notice of Colonel Outram and yourself, 
should be taken into consideration, and redress granted me according to their merits. 

Para. 3. But without in any way attending to the particulars of my case, as made 
known by me, various orders have been issued to me; this practice I beg may for tl)e future 
be discontinued, and a pioper adjustment of my case made. 1 had formerly brought 
various particulars connected with my case to the saliib’s notice, and in the petition recently 
submitted Iliad noi iced other matters ; but this petition, vviihont having been read, was 
returned t) me on the Jlth April 1049. In the same way if I were to answer in detail all 
the orders which have in this rnaiter lx cn addressed to me, such reply would necessarily 
be very voluminous, and consequently, itbout being read, would be returned to me, as in the 
case of my f)etition adverted to above ; and further, whatever points the sahib might be 
pleased to notice in his orders to me, if I should be induced to advance detailed particulars 
of the oppressions I have been subjected to, for the purpose of expiainini:* the same, tin* 
sahib will pronounce my doinu this as disrespectful, and will become dnspleased with me; 
consequently I feel myself placed in great difiirulty in writing to the sahib. Therefore, sir, 
should I w rite, 1 have to fear ihe above result ; but, on the other band, should I not wriie, 
how is it possible foi* the sahib to undeistand the nature of my grievances, and afi*ord 
me redress; theivfbre, there would appear to be no other alternative but writing ; and when 
the Nahib will be disposed to take mv representations into consideration, then only will the 
true nature of my case become understood, and I obtain justice. On the above acconni, 
I find myself involved m much dithcultv; tiierefore, as ab >ve submitted, should the sahib, 
from tile misrepresentations of interested parties, or from the diciates of his own judgm ent, 
formed without taking into consideration tlie misrepresentations of‘ ihis sort of people, 
and thus departing from the direct path of justice, arrive at such conclusions in my 
case, wlmi will a just judge say to it upon its coming hereafter under his observations ? 
Therefore, in order to obviate such a result, the saliib should duly consider the subject, and 
all the particulars advanced by me, before coming to any conclusion in this matter. 'I'his 
would appear to be necessaiy, which the sahib should he pleased to take into consideration ; 
but to follow this course is left to the sahib's own pleasure; as, lor my part, I shali, to the 
extent of mv power, continue seeking redress by petition. 

J^ara, 4. Sir, mv request only is, that you will be pleased to take into consideration my 
former petitions in this matier, and commence the investigation of my case. At the present 
moment I am in great distress about funds for my expenses, and ibis subject I had formerly 
brought 10 ihe sahib’s notice, and at present 1 again do so; therefore ii is necessary that 
some immediate arrangement be made regarding this matter. 

Paia. 5. Colonel Outram had informed me, that as there was no person to manage this 
case on my behalf, I should name some person lo do so, and for the above cause, he sus- 
pended the f urther investigation of this case ; and, in accordance with the desire of Colonel 
Outram, I engaged the services of a competent person to conduct the case. As for myself 
and my parents, we have been subjected to solitary confinement; and the investigation of 
this j)ieee of injustice cannot be conducted by any other iban the sahib; therefore, for 
the redress of this act of ojipression, I have petitioned the sahib ns regards the per- 
petiiitors of the?e acis of oppression, which they perpetrated without the sanction of the 
autlmii’ics, ^ven eminent sowcais would not be permitted 10 perpetrate with impunity; 
but my enemies and otliers have thus oppressed ns. Such being the case, how is it that 
no settlement is as yet made regarding this matter? The Sirkar is well aware that 
other cases are immediately settled; but my case, which has been pending for the lust 
two years, n permitted to remain uninvestigated. Therefore it is solicited that the 
Resident will afford this case due consideraiion, and give a proper decision iti the 
matter, so ibat I n;ay be freed from nil my trouble, and put in possession of my just 
riglits ; to pievent for ihe luture a servant being guilty of sucii enormiiies against his 
mistress. Kind sir, in r ases of K ss note than the present one, when parties comijlain they 
meet with instant aliention, whereas my complaint is unattended to ; therefore I beg to 
request that you will be pleased to consider tlie reastm why this should be. 

Para. 6. When the above impositi- ns were being enacted towards my infant son. 
Moteeiallbhaee was about IB months old, who, together with his wetnurse were placed in 
confinement, and at midnight, aaer exposing them to much harsh treatment, tney were 
conveyed away, upon wbicii my mother, on our part, went to Bombay and complained, and 
my oppressors fancying that her exertions to obtain redress would prove abortive, and 

that 
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that consequently she would return without obtaining justice, they were induced to concoct 
a plot with five or seven blackguards, and caused to be rumoured far and wide that the 
child had died, and in the meaminie they removed the child away from the village of 
Amleeyara, and concealed him in some other place. Upon Colonel Ouiram becoming 
satisfied upon this point, he desired Baba Nafra and his colleagues to, in the first instance, 
produce ihe boy, and that an investigation would afterwards be instituted in the matter; 
and Colonel Outrain had issued very strict injunctions to them upon this point, but Nafra 
being conscious of the existence of a plot, under the plea of a pilgrimage, despatched his 
family away from this place. This step he was induced to lake with the view of squandering 
the funds of the firm, and of conveying the infant far away from his friends. Upon my 
acquainting Colonel Outrain with the above particulars, and upon his believing the truth 
thi^reof, this gentleman, without awaiting the conciusion of the investigation at the time 
impending, became pt rfectly satisfied ; but owing to my bad luck, this case not having been 
yet concluded, appears extraordinary to me. 

Para. 7. Maha Luxmee Setianee being confined to her house, her son a child, and I 
involved in difficulties, as detailed above, materially facilitated the Baba’s raising false 
reports, and concocting nefarious schemes for plundering the wealth of the firm of Hurree 
Bhugtee; independently of which, he exercises unlimited control over the affairs of the firm, 
and with the view of plundering tlie wealth of the firm, he has discharged all the old 
servants. For the remedying of these evils, I had formerly written to the Sahib to appoint 
a kanuUir whom I had confidence in, and another in ihe confidenc’e of Maha Luxmee 
Seltanee to manage the affairs of the firm in ihe same manner as they used to be conducted 
duriiig the lifetime of the Setijie; also, that pending the investigation of the case, th(‘ 
Resident should supervise the affairs of the said firm, so that ihe wyvut may be conducted 
properly, in the same manner as it was conducted formerly, and in accordance with the 
respectability of Hurree Bhugtee, and in order to prevent any defalcation taking place in 
the collections, and that on every side the wyvut should be carried on. In accordance with 
the above, 1 had solicited that arrangement should at once be adopted, and which I beg at 
the piesent time to repeat; for, being heir to the firm of Hurree Bhugtee, the above arrauge- 
iiients being entered into will he to my benefit. Moreover, as tliis state of things will save 
trouble to llie Sirkar, the Siikar also will benefit thereby. 

Para. 0, According to the above, if immediate arrangements be made according to what 
I have already informed and may hereafter inlbrm the Sahib, no unn^feessary trouble will 
result to the Sahib, or the parties emrusted with the management of the affairs of this 
firm, and the business will be concluded with despatch, and in a satisfactory manner; and 
further, the extent of each person s bearing will appear then evident* I feel sanguine, there- 
fore, that the Resident will be pleased to take the whole of the above circumstances into 
consideration, and not feel vexed at my writing to him, and not think it a labour 10 peruse 
my petitions, and take my case into consideration, and not allow this matter to become 
public ; and thus, in whichever way (after the investigation of this case) the Resident may 
so desire, a settlement could be made. 

(signed) Setianee Joitaaee, 
in the hand-writing of Bhanubhoy. 

P. S . — I hc Guicowar Sirkar’s, jasoos and seepahee, as also the seepahees of Baba Nafra, 
who had been placed as a guard upon me, have been removed; consequently, at present 
I am relieved of the surveillance I had been subjected to ; and this 1 consider a great 
favour conferred upon me ; but it is necessary to guard against any obstacle being offered 
to myself and followers going to and returning from the house iff my late husband, or 
places of worship, 8cc. Arrangements should therefore be made for the purpose of allowing 
me a Government puttawalla. To write more in detail would swell this petition to a very 
great size; therefore I write in a few words. Should it meet the Sahib’s pleasure, he should 
arrange for granting me this indulgence. Furtlier, if the Sahib will be pleased to transmit 
with this petition all the papers which have, up to the present day, passed upon this 
subject to the Governor in Council, and furnish me with copies of the same, and grant 
me permission to submit my case in detail, 1 shall feel obliged; and availing mv seif of 
the indulgence, will submit ray case in detail, which the Sahib can submit for the informa- 
tion of the Bombay Council, to enable the Siikar to become informed of the true bearing of 
the case, and thus enable them to grant me ample redress for tlie wrongs 1 have suffered. 

Dated as above. (signed) Setianee Joitabakee, 

in the hand-writing of Bhanabhaee. 


31. 

Translate of an Endorsement made upon the Petition of Joitabaee Settanee, dated 
20 April 1849, by the Acting Resident, Captain French, dated 21 April 1849. 

The order in this matter is, tliai on the lOth April 1849 your petition, improperly 
%riiten, had been received, and was returned by endorsement. The present petition, upon 
a pems^of a portion of its contents, has been found to be similar to your toru er petition, 
as regards the unbecoming language used therein; consequently it is returned to you 
560. 2 without 
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without the whole of its contents being perused ; therefore, if you are desirous of seuctiag 
any peUtion, you should cause such petitions to be properly and temperately written. 

Dated Baroda Residency, 21 April 1840. 

P.S. — What is the benefit of your sending petitions? The Bombay Government has been 
writtert to regarding your case, and upon a reply thereto being received, the decision of the 
Bombay Government will be made known to yon. 

* (signed) P, T, French, 

Dated as above. Acting Resident. 


32. 

Tkan slate of a Petition from Joitabaee Seitanee to the Resident, dated 26 April 1849. 

Para, 1. With reference to the SahibV letter, dated 6th April 1849, No. 274, which has 
been received, I beg to state, that I submitted an answer on the lltli April 1849, where- 
upon the Sahib was pleased to endorse, that ‘‘ consequent upon ii being improperly 
written, it is returned, and that when a petition properly written was submitied, it would 
be atteruled to,’’ Upon the receipt of tfie above order from the Sahib, I caused the said 
petition to be corrected, and again sent on the 20th April. This, however, was also 
returned, with a similar endorsement to that written upon iny previous petition. You being 
omnipotent, the orders issued by you I must respect, and consequently my present petition 
is, that both (he sirkars are the parents of the firm of Hurree Bhugtec, and I am in the 
place of a child to each of tfie sirkars. But the Company Sirkar is the paramount power 
between myself and the Gtjicowar Sirkar, to prevent the Guicovvar Sirkar from in any way 
oppressing me; and a wise and benevolent gentleman like yourself, being the representa- 
tive of the said Company Sirkar, I was induced, considering that Sirkar in the place of ray 
parent, on account oi such acts of oppression being enacted towards me, and no redress 
being afforded me, td embody a statement of all the sufferings 1 had been exposed to in 
the two yads which 1 had submitted for the Sahib’s information, in the fervent hope that 
the Sahib, after perusing them, would take their contents into consideration. The Sahib 
being the paramount power, and I being severely oppressed, and considering the Sahib an 
omnipotent protector, I had thus laid my grievances before the Sahib; but the Saliib did 
not take this view of the case, and therefore caused both the petitions to be returned to 
me, as ab(»ve stated. Nevertheless the Sahib is omnipotent, but it is urgently necessary 
that the Sahib should take into consideration that 1 am being severely oppressed, and that 
besides yourself I have no other to look to for redress, and that, cou'^equently, if I do not 
lay my grievances beiore the Sahib, where am 1 to s(.*(*k for justice ? 

Para. 2. My motive for writing on this subject at present is, that the explanations in 
reply to the contents of the Salnb’s yad to me, dated the oth April 1849, I verbally com- 
municated to yonr karkoon, Narrain Rovvjee, with my request tliat lie should intimate the 
same to tlie Sahib, and I have no tloubt but that the karkoon did so. But owing to no 
reply having been received from the Sahib upon this subject, I am forced to the conclusion 
that the Sahib did not place full reliance in what I desired the karkoon to intimate to the 
Sahib regarding my sufferings, owing to wliich want of faith in me, the Sahib has embodied 
the spirit of the Guicovvar Sirkar’s yad (enclosing the statements of Baba Nafra and others) 
in his yad to me, dated the oth April ; therefore I am induced to s. licit the favour of your 
kindly furnishing me with the copies of the Guicowar Sirkar’s yad, and the statements of 
Baba Nafra and others which accomfianied the said yad, so that 1 may be enable I to 
refute the false representation made in those papers against me. 

Para. 3. I consider it very necessary, in justice to myself, to refute such false accusations 
against me, because the accusations coutaiaed in the yad of ihe 6th April lieing false, I con- 
sider their being so written a great piece of injustit e towards me, for I had my house 
with one single suit of clothes; winch circiunsiances I have repeatedly made known to the 
Resident, and even to the Government; yet this fact is set aside, ainl I am accused of 
having brought awav wdih me to my mother’s the whole of the jewels, Sic. belonging to 
the tirm. The next thing is, that the nature of the strict surveiliauee under which I had 
been placed by the Guicowar Sirkar and 15aba Nafra, exceeding even that which a mur- 
derer is subjected to, this also is set aside, and it is made to appear to the Sahib that the 
guards had hecn placed U|)om me to protect my interests; and, similar to these, there are 
other false imputations cast upon me; therefore 1 am induced to solicit the favour of being 
permit: ed to have copies of ihe papers adverted to, and I trust to be so far indulged, so 
that I may be in a position to refute the calumnies which have been in those papers 
advanced against me. 

(signed) Settanee Joitabaee^ 

in the hand-writing of Bahanabhaee.* 


* No reply appears to liave been given by f’aptain French to this appeal. 
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33. 

Translate of a Yad from Joiiabaee Settanee to the Resident, dated 7 May 1841). 

Baba Nafra and his colleagues, relying upon the support of certain influential parties, 
have subjected myself and my people to such oppressions and sufl'erings as they should 
never have thought of doing, and winch lltey are ^till continuing to perpetrate towards us, 
the particulars of which I have biiefly, from time to time, brought to the knowledge of 
both tl»e Bombay Government and the Resident, Colonel James Outram. Bui I find 
myself involved in much difficulty as to the mivisability, or otherwise, of following the 
course pointed out in the Sahib’s mandate in this matter;* and the reason for my being 
placed in my present posiiion emanates from the fear I entertain of exposing myself by 
any one act of mine to the censure of ti»e Sahib. Up to the period of Colonel Outram’s 
quilting for Bombay, from time to time I used to keep him informed of all the particulars 
of my distressing case by yads ; but subsequently to that gentleman’s depaiture, up to the 
26th April, my case having been taken up by the officer in charge and acting for the 
Resident, I presented a number of yads, both at the Residency, and, by the Sahil/s 
orders, to the Maharaj Sirkar. The particulars of my case I had communicated in my 
petitions, but in consequence of my case not having been investigated in the presence of 
my karbaree, I still find myself surrounded by a multitude of difficulties, for the purpose 
of being relieved from which I have thus, by yads, from time to time, solicited the Sahib 
to cause an investigation to be instituted in my ca>e ; but my solicitations h ive not been 
attended to, or taken into consideration, or even perused, and, consequently, an investi- 
gation of my case in the presence of my karbaree has not been ptrmitted to take place; 
on the contrary, my yads were endorsed and returned lo me on the 11th and 21st of April, 
without being even duly read, on hich I ht gto respecifully subjoin the following explana- 
tions. 

Para. 1. This petition has been only read as far as the 3d paragraph.” An endorse- 
ment to this purport, dated the llih Apiii, obtains upon my yad of tlie same date ; therefore 
it apiiears very extraordinary to me why the whole of the petition had not been perused. 

t'ara. 2. The said endorsement further states, that the petition in question contains very 
low and improper language,” and the Reside nt severely comments thereon, owing to wliich 
I find myself placed in a very hopeless state, and am involved in much anxiety, because, 
for tlie last two years, myself and my friends have been treated v'ith great rigour, cmellv 
oppressed, and tyrannized over ; our feelings outraged, our reputation scandalised, and out 
wealtti plundered ; yet we have not been able to obtain redress; and when, under such cii- 
cumstances, with the view of being relieved fiom the difficulties in which we are pluncred, 
and from the cruelties practised towards us, of obtaining redress for the \vrongs we have 
sufleied and are still sutfeiing, upon my making a respectful representation of the particulars 
of my case, so that by its perusal the Sahib might be macie acquainted with all the circum- 
stances connecied therewith, and thus be enabled to meet the various false representations 
advanced by my enemies with the view of accomplishing my ruin; such a representation 
is denounced as containing low and improper language, and the points adverted lo in such 
repiescntations, which from time to time I have been induced to submit for the information 
of the Sahib, and which it was essentially necessary for the Sahib lo have taken into 
consideration, and thereby adopt measures for their annihilation ; such points tiie Saliib has 
set aside; and, owing to my evil destiny, the Sahib having taken quite a different and 
hostile view of the subject, has denounced the language of my petitions in this matter as 
low and improper. This, then, would appear to be the Sahib’s ostensible reason for rejecting 
my petition and not taking its contents into consideration. With reference to this, I beg to 
submit, that il t!ie whole of the particulars of ray case be not detailed and brought to the 
Sahib’s notice in ray petitions, how' can the Sahib become acqiuiinted with its bearings ; 
and what decision, consequently, coultl he be expected ultimately to arrive at, consistent 
with justice in the matter ? Honoured Sir, the Almighty has created judges to protect sucli 
poor creaiui'es as ate similarly situated witli myself from the crut by of tyrants, and further 
to make arrangements calculated to afford protection and redress lo the poor. .Such being 
the case, if before such judges parties similarly circumstanced with myself be not per- 
mitted to submit the detailed particulars of their grievances, how could such judges he 
expected to afibrd to such parties ample rt^diess for the wrongs they had been made to 
endure ? Consequently, I have been induced fiom time to time to keep the Sahib informed 
of every particular connected with my case, and 1 humbly solicit that the Sahi b will be 
pleased to take into consideration such portions of the particulars submitted, as may be 
considered necessary to meet the ends of justice, and then adjudicate my case ; but not 
merely consider tiie language of my petitions, as the Sahib has done in his endorsement 
above noticed, but rather the Sahib should dirt ct attention to the merits of my case, with 
the view of relieving me from persecution, and having only justice in view, commence at 
once the investigation of my case, in the same tnamur as a tender parent who shuts his 
eyes to the imperfictions of his child, and directs the whole bent of his mind to his child’s 
advancement in the path of honour and rectitude, because in this same mamur, judges 
following the dictates of justice, iind with the view of protecting the ryots from rapaci v ami 

oppression, 


560, 


Alluding to the orders she had received from Captain French, 

3 N 2 



468 PAPERS ON THE REMOVAI. OF COLONEL OUTRAM 

oppression, are alive only to the oppressions with which such ryots are groaning under. 
Therefore, in the same manner, it is necessary that the Sahib be pleased to deal with my 
present cnse. 

2. Regarding the oppression and tyranny I and my people have been subjected to, which 
from time to time I have made known to the Sahib, the truth or otherwise of such represen- 
tations, as also the reasonableness or otherwise of the remark the Sahib had been pleased 
to make regarding the nature of the language used in my petitions, will appear upon the 
investigation of my case; but it appears quite evident that the Sahib is more inclined to 
attend to the style of the language used in my petitions, than to the grievances and atro- 
cities of which such petitions complain. But I feel sanguine that upon the investigation 
of niy case, it will appear beyond doubt whether the language used in such petitions, or the 
nature and extent of my sufferings, claim greater consideration at the hands ot the Sahib; 
and lurtbei, it will become apparent the great cause which existed for the use of such 
language as I have Ireeii induced to employ. Protector of the poor, with what feelings I 
write, and how my motives are distorted and misrepresented to you by intermediate parties, 
there unfortunately exists no chance of knowing ; but, notwithstanding, it is evident that my 
writings arc so dealt with, which alone can account for the prejudice which has been 
created in your mind against me. Therefore, 1 am induced to solicit that such prejudice be 
expelled iiorn your mind. 

3. Further, the Sahib writes that “ when a properly written petition be presented, it will 
meet with attention.'’ Willi reference to this, I beg to submit, that any person having 
occasion to write a petition, will endeavour to do so properly to the best of his ability; 
whereas, in my case, though I have been subjected to so much oppre ssion and suffering, 1 
even leave out some of the occurrences when I write; anfi yet, such being the case, if it 
appears that I have written mure than I ought to have done, ibis circumstance should not 
be taken into tlie consideration of a person who has to investigate tliis matter. The reason 
of my so writing, not the length only, and the intensity of the parties’ sufferings, should be 
considered. Therefore, the Sahib should not take into consideration the nature of my 
language or wriiing, but ray sufterings onlv should be taken into consideration ; and as 
above soliciied, the investigation of my case should be commenced with. This is necessary 
for the Sahib to do, and for me to request; and as to act thus is proper on the part of the 
Sahib, the Sahib should be pleased to inform me in which way he wishes me to make out 
my petitions in this matter, when such instructions, if they appear proper, will be followed. 

4. As above noticed in my petition of the 20th, an endorsement was made on the 21st 
April, and returned to me, the reply to which being similar to that given in preceding para.. 
Its repetition here is unnecessary. 

5. On the 21st April an endorsement had been made upon my yad of the 20th of the 
same month, to the effect that what benefit would result from my sending sucli petitions.” 
My reply to this is, why should I be asked as to the benefit 1 expect to result from sub- 
mitiing such petitions ! A deal of benefit is expected, but if the Sahib send for my 
karliaiee to lii^ presence, and ask him, he wall then make every thing known; therefore the 
necessary arrangements should be made, and the investiiratiun of my case commenced in an 
impartial manner; then there will be no difficulty to shuw the benefits which 1 expect to 
derive; such benefits will easily be made appaient, and there will also be no need for in- 
quiring about this matter. And further on, the Sahib writes, that upon the receipt of the 
decision of the Bombay Government, to whom my case had been referred, the same will 
be communicated to me.^’ Upon this point I beg to submit that the Sahib having formerly 
written to me in a similar manner, I h »d answered it in my yad of the 20th of April, which 
if the Sahib had perused or taken into consideration, then the Sahib would not have 
written thus to me; but as 1 had suggested in the above yad, he would through my kar- 
baree have commenced the investigation of my case, and then there would have been no 
necessity for writing lo me in the above manner; for as solicited in my yad, the papers, &c. 
would have been transmitted to the Council, and the whole of the proceedings in this case, 
either aitesied or otherwise, would have been furnished to me; upon which 1 should have 
framed a petition noticing such facts as I considered necessary to bring to the knowledge of 
tfie members of the Council, to satisfy by them of the truth of my case; and I should have 
suhniitted the same through the Sahib for transmission to the Bombay Government, w'hen 
nothing would have been wanting to satisfy the above-named genilerneii and yourself of 
the tiiith of my case. But it has not fallen to my lot to have the investigation of tliis case 
coudueted in a proper manner, and I am therefore helpless ; and as there would appear yet 
to be some delay in the opening of my prospects, nobody therefore feels inclined to devote 
their atiention to my case ; consequently, under tiie above circumstances, having no other 
alternative, 1 am induced to irn|)lore the Sahib not to consitler it as an inconvenience, but to 
take the prayer of my petition into consideration, and make arrangements for the investi- 
gation of my case. 

0. The manner in which my case should have been investigated, I have from the 
beginning from time to time pctinted out to the Sahib; and in my yad of the 20Lh April, 
also the subject was again noticed. According to which, or in any other way as may occur 
to the Sahib, the investigation ol this case should be commenced upon, because, by doing so, 
much benefit therefrom will result to me; whereas by procrastination much loss has already 
been entailed upon me, and what remains to seal my ruin will also be brought about ; con- 
sequently the sooner the investigation of my case can be brought about the better. 
Accordingly, in the above seven paras., to the best of my abilities, I have submitted expla- 
nations ill reply to the endorsement the Sahib had been pleased to make upon my yads, 

respectively 
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fespeclively dated the 11 th and 20 th April, on the 11 th and 2 igt idem ; and the further 
explanatiouB suggested to my judgment 1 beg to submit in the subjoined paras. 

Ist. At present I am involved in the deepest pecuniary difficulties with reference to my 
expenses, and as for my wealth, it is in various ways being squandered upon this subject. 

I have from lime to time by yads brought the same to ine knowledge of the Governor 
in Council, Colonel J. Outram, and yourself. If, accordingly, an investigation i^e early 
instituted in this matter, and arrangements made, the wealth and respectability of my 
ancestors, Huiree Bhugtee, will be saved ; but should tlu* above measures riot be adopted, 
it is hard to say where the matter may end. Therefore it is necessary for the Sahib to 
kindly adopt the necessary steps in this matter. ♦ 

2 d. With reference to myself and my karbaree, owing to the inimical feelings entertained 
towards us by certain panic?, what misrepresentations they may have made and are still 
making to the Sahib, with the view of prejudicing ihe Sahib’s mind against us, I have no 
means of either ascertaining or refuting ; but the respectability of myself and karbaree 
cannot become known to the Sahib unless we are admitted to participate in any business 
which might be going on in the Sahib’s immediate presence ; therefore if such opjjortunity 
be allowed, then the Sahib will be enabled to riscertain the high standing of various 
parties. 

3d. The Sahib having written to the Bombay Government regarding my cnse, therefore 
1 beg to solicit (that) copies of the yad, dated the 20 th April, which was sent to the Sahib 
and returni d to me with endorsement, may also be forwarded. A copy of this yad I have 
enclosed in a petition to the Bombay Government, and have sent to the Sahib. The reason 
for my doing so is, that, on the 20 th December 1B48, 1 had submitted a petition to the Bom- 
bay Government, and thereupon it Avas ordered by the said Government that any petitions 
I might wish to submit to them, I siiould transmit through the Resident; therefore the 
former packet to Government, which I had the honour of sending to the Resident for 
transmission, the Resident must have forwarded, and I trust the same indulgence wdll be 
extended towards me with reference to the present one. . 

4th. On the 25th April, 1 had petitioned the Sahib to permit me to have copies of the 
whole of ilie proceedings in my case, for the purpose of enabling me to send replies to the 
Sahib’s orders, but up to the present time no reply to the above yad, or copies of the papers 
applied for, have been received by me from the Sahib ; therefore the Sahib should be pleased 
to inquire into the matter, and cause the necessary copies to be furnished to me as early us 
possible, because the preparation of my petition in accordance with such | roceedinzs is 
being delayed (or the want of such papers ; thereupon it is necessary that a reply to my 
petition, together with copies of the proceedings, should be transmitted to me as early as 
possible. The Sahib having writien to the Bombay Government, it is necessary that my 
representation also be placed before the said Government at one and the same time, so that 
the said Government may pfiss a decision in the matter after becoming acquainted with 
both versions of the cas^e; but my representations being delayed, is calculated to involve 
the matter in much difficulty, and cause the Government unnecessary trouble. 

The above particulars the Sahib should lake imo consideration, and be pleased to grant 
an order in tliis mutter. 

(signed) Joitabaee Settanee, 

in the hand-writing of Bhanabhaee. 


34. 

Translate of a Yad from the Acting Resident to Joitabaee Settanec, the Widow of 
Bechurbhaee Samuldass, dated 11th May 1849, No. 419. 

After compliments. 

Your petition, dated the 7th May 1»49, has been received, in which it is stated, that the 
packet which had been formerly sent to ihe Acting Resident it is hoped the Sahib may have 
been pleased to transmit to the Bombay Government, and the present one also it is solicited 
might be forwarded to its desiinatiou.” In reply, be it known that the present closed 
packet which accompanied your letter under acknowledgment has been forwarded, and as 
to the other packet, obscurely adverted to in your present communication, I cannot under- 
stand to what packet it refers. Further, the request made to be furnished with copies of cor- 
respondence, be it known, that without the sanction of the Bombay Government, copies 
from the Government records cannot be given. To make the above known to you this letter 
is written. 


35. 

Translate of a Lei ter from the Acting Resident to Joitabaee Seitanee, the Widow of 
Bechur Samul, dated the 25th May 1849, No. 483. 

After compliments. 

In the matter of the complaint made by you regarding the abduction of your son, the 
orders of the Bombay Government having been received, the Maharaj has been w ritten to, 
to have this case settled amicably or by punchayet, and in reply a yad from the Guicowar 
560 . 3 N 3 Sirkar 
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Sirkar had been received, dated the 15 th February, mtimating that you declined having 
your case adjudicated by punchayet, and therefore the Bombay Governoaent had been 
‘written to upon this subject, and a translate of the Maharaj’s yad was also handed up for 
the inforraai ion of the said Government. In reply to tire above, a letter, dated the 2 l 8 t May 
ia 49 , No. 2108, has been received, ifitifnating that since you had declined to have this 
case adjudicHt<-d by punchayet, you be mformed that the Bombay Govemmeiit dedifies to 
interfere further in this matter; con sequent ly this letter is written to inform you of the 
sani^. 


36 . 

Tkanslate of a Yad from Joitabaee Seitanee to the Resident, dated Assud Sood 13th, 

Sumvv'ut 1905 (a. d. 3 July 1849). 

After recapitulating the Resident’s letter, dated the 25th May 1849, No* 484, relies 
as follows. That I had complained to the Guicowar Siikar regardnvg the oppression 6 aba 
Nafra had subjected me and my family to, and that, in consequence of obtaining no redress 
whatever from tiia said Sirkar, my mother was induced to proceed to Bombay and seek 
redress from the Bombay Government, and that I had also laid nw complaints before the 
Resident; and thereupon my mother was directed by the Bombay Government to return to 
Baroda, and that the Kesideni would be instructed to investigate the matter. Thereupon 
my mother returned to Baroda, and in ac cordance with the orders of the Resident, she 
gave in her deposition ; after which, without any inquiry into tlie matter, the Resident 
wrote to the Bombay Government, and consequently the said Government decided that the 
matter should be amicably or by punchayet adjudicated ; and, (uriher, the punchayet was 
not to be convened by the Resident, but oy the Guicowar Sirkar. But had my case been 
properly inquired into by the Guicowar Sirkai, and my grievances rc‘dressed in accordance 
with the rules of justice, what necessity existed for my complaining to the Bombay Govern- 
ment ? And this the Sahib should have taken into consideration, which however he failed 
to do ; but, upon the other hand, the grievances which I complain of, the Sahib altogether 
set a>ide, and took only into consideration the misrepiesentations made by tlie Guicowar 
Sirkai, the supporter of Baba Nafra, ami favourably set ibem forth in his letter to the 
Bombay Government, which induced them to come to the decision they have pronounced in 
this uiiitter ; and the Sahib having acted thus, now addresses the above orders 10 me, which 
consequently renders me hopeless. 1 have, however, despatched my mother, Lanibaee, to 
Bombay, to appeal against the Bombay Government’s d< cidon, because, as 1 enjoy the 
guarcuitee of ine British Government, it is necessary that Goveriiinent should grant me 
red less for the oppressions which I had been subjected to, and the lacs of rupees of which 
I have been plundered. And after ihe perpetrators of these enormities have been punished 
for tfie acts ihey have been guilty of, if the Bombay Government then decide not to inter- 
fere in my behalf, 1 shall it move to some place under tiie jurisdiction of the British 
GoveniDient ,* but in the meantime, having been subjected to much oppression, as detailed 
above, should the British Gtivernment re;u?e to interfere and grant me redress, then ihe 
fair lame of the said Gove.nmeni, whose guarantee 1 enjoy, must necessarily be stained. 
Tiierefore, having despatched my moiher lo Bombay, this is to inform the Resident of the 
same . 


3 ^ , 

Translate of a Leiter from tiie Acting Resident to Joitabaee Settanee, the Widow' of 
Bechur Saiiiul, (fee., dated 31 July 1B49, No. 681, 

After compliments. 

In tVie matter of tlie complaint made by you, regarding tlie abduction of your son, you 
had presented a petition to the Bombay Government, dated the 27th June 1849; and the 
decision of the Bombay Government in this matter has been received, contained in a letter 
to my address dated the 23d July 1849, No. 3126; therefore you are informed that the 
former decision of ilie said Government, w Inch had been communicated to you under date 
the 2 r#th May 1840, No. 483, to the effect that the Government declined to interfere in your 
case, and you are informed that the same decision the Bombay Government still adheres to. 


38. 

Translatfc of a Letter from the Acting Resident to Joitabaee Settanee, dated 18 August 

1840, No. 746. 

Alter compliments. 

A reply to your petition to the Bombay Government, in the case of your son’s abduc- 
tion, dated tlie 9th August 1849, No. 3399, has been received, intimating that you should 
Ije informed that the Bombay Government’s decision in this matter, contained in their letter, 
dated the 21 st May 1849, No. 2163, should be considered final ; therefore you are informed 
that the decision of the said Government, communicated to you in my letters dated 25tli 
May and 31st July 1849, Nos. 483 and 681, is still adhered to by the said Government. 
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^ 9 . 

Translate of a Yad from the Acting Resident to Joitabaec, the Widow of Bechur 
Samuldass, dated 12 January 1860. 

After ctmiplUnents. 

A YAi> from I he Guicowar Sirkar, dated the 1 1th January 1860, hue Been rece ived, 
enclosing copy of a petition from the elder Settanee Mahaluxmeebaee, the widow of Bechur 
Samul, in which h is atated that, under the plea of your mother Lardba(»e’s indispoi^ition, 
you had gone to reside with her, and that at present the said Lnidbaec having been restored 
to health, she has proceeded to Bombay: tnut such being the cast*, two years fiave now 
elapsed, but you iiave not thouiihi proper as yet to return to your home, and continue to 
reside at Dhakjee wadda, and that such a procedure on your part is calculated to compro- 
mise the respectability of the firm ; therefore it is incuHibeirt upon you to return to the firm ; 
but if any difference be made irf the settlement made in your behalf by the late Bechur- 
bhaee, your late husband, that you should make the same known to the Sirkar. Thus are 
you informed of the contents of the above yads And you are further informed, that tlic 
decision <*f the Bombay Gove rntneni has bt*en received ; that they decline interfering in the 
case regard in u; the abduction of your son, which had already been coiTimumcated to yoti in 
my letter, dated 25th May 1849, No. 483 ; and, fuTiher, you should not continue tr) reside 
away from your own home, which docs not reflect credit upon the respectability of your 
connexions; therefore you should return and live with your elder Rival Mahal uxmeebaee, 
which will be very creditable to you. The above the Acting Resident considers to be proper, 
and coiisequenily tfie same is comrimnicatcd to you. 


40. 

Translate of a Yad from Joitahaee Settanee, the Widow of tlie late Bechurbhaee 
Samuldass, dated Maha Sood 13th, Sumwut 1906 (a. n. 25 January 1650). 

In the yad received from the Resident; dated the 12th January 1650, No. 23. it is stated 
that a yad from the Guicowar Sirkar, dated tlie 4th Moon of Suffer (a. n. 11 January 1850), 
enclosing a yad from die elder Settanee Mahaluxmeebaee, had been received, and that 
therein it is stated that, consequent upon the indisposition of my mother Lardbaee, I had 
gone to have an interview witli her, and that my mother having recovered from her illness 
had again returned to Bombay ; also that for the last two years I have continued to remain 
at Dhackjee’s wadda, without thinking of returning to re>ide at my own house, and that 
such a procedure on my part is calculaied to com|)romise the respectability of the firm; that 
therefore it is proper that 1 should return to my own house and cimtinue re siding there, 
and that if any difference be made in the arrangements made by the late Bechurbhaee 
Samuldu'^s regarding my allowance s, that 1 shotdd make the same kuowm to the Resident, 
and that, consequent upon the petition from the Guicowar Sirkar containing ilic ab >ve, the 
Resident tin his pan intimates that the Bombav Govermueii! declined to ii»terftre in this 
case ; also tliat such decision anivt-d at by tlu* Bombay Gov( rmneui hnd been communi- 
catecl to me by the Res dent in his yad No. 463, dated tin 25th May 1649, and further 
directing that I sliould, according to the respectability of the firm, go and reside at my owm 
house with Mahaluxineebace, &:c, VV^ith reference to which, I beg to submit the following 
answers, which tlie Sahib should be pleased to take into cons»tieratii>n, and make the neces- 
sary arrangements. 

Para. 1. The Resident having ordered me to reside at thefiiin is very j)!Ot)er, because the 
firm is my house, and I am mistress of it ; but the objections 1 have to going and living 
at the firm are as follow s ; — 

1st. My goomaslita Baba Nafra, having consulted with Mahaluxmee Settanee, hy force, 
in broad dayiiglit, abducted and took away my son Moteelal, had placed both myself and 
my parents in confinement ; and for such outrageous acts, although three years have elapsed 
since their perpetration, up to the present time the Saliih has not afforded me redress; and 
in the same manner, the Sahib being influenced hv tlu bad advice of my enemies, has, 
without acquainting me, written to the Bombay Government ami obtained their onlers ia 
my case, yet the Sahib keeps advising me that ii is proper for me to go and live with 
Mahaluxmee Settanee. This order of the Sahib I lesjiect, and am willing, to act according 
to the Sahib’s wislies in this mutter; but Nafra being a person bad character, c^ nse- 
quemly I have not confidence that he will allow me to live in my house uudlsiurbed, but 
rather that he will not fail lo leNurt to every evil machination imaginable, even to the 
placing of my life in danger. As to this 1 am perfectly saiij-tied, because I am the plaintiff 
111 this case, and my wrongs liave not been duly investigated and adjusted ; owing to this, 1 i>ave 
been induced to despatch my mother to Bombay to try and obtain redress for me, and I feel 
sanguine that the Bombay Goveinmeut vmU not fail to grant me redress acemding to the 
true uieriis of my case. 1 entertain not the sliglitest doubt upon this point either, hut at the 
present lime, owing to my evil destiny, a one-sided view of my case only has been taken, 
owing to lire promptings of my enemies; but at the present time my petitions, &,c. are before 
the Bombay Government, but w hen my fortune again opens, and an inquiry will be made 
into my case by confronting the parties on both sides, then the Sirkar will ascertain which 
are the guilty and which the innocent parlies; and for tins very reason, Nafra, assuming a 
humility quite foreign to las nature> has petitioned the Resident in tire name of Malraluxmee 

3 N 4 Settanee, 
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Settanee, to induce me to return to my house and remain within the influence of his 
nefarious machinations ; but even this I "do not care about, and I am ready and willing, in 
accordance with your commands, to return to my home. But to guard against Nafra or any 
other party oft'ering me any annoyance, the Sahib should be pleased to allow me the services 
of a couple of putfawallas, and for the purpose of preparing my meals and doing other work 
for me, I shall entertain sucli parlies as I have confidence in; and further, I do not wish to 
have any one belonoing to the Baba or his party near me, because they are at enmity with 
me, and a Foiijdaree charge is pending upon the Baba ; therefore it is evident that no pains 
will be spared to compass tny ruin and take my life. Therefore, to guard against the 
perpetration of such atrocities, the Sahib should make arrangements, after the accomplish* 
mem of which I am willing and ready, agreeably to the orders of the Resident, to return to 
niy own house aitd reside there. 

Para. 2. Upon the representations of the Settanee Mahaluxmeebaee, the Sahib has been 
pleased to order that if any diiVerence be made from the settlement made by the late Settjee, 
that 1 sliould report the same to the Sirkar ; but it appears that the Sahib is not inclined 
to investigate this case, but writes in accordance with ihe misrepresentations made by the 
Settanee, which would appear to have much weight with the Sahib. The extent of my 
hopelessness amounts to this much only, that the Sahib will not give equal attention and 
consideration to the statements made by the Mahaluxmee Settanee and those submitted by 
me. If such impediment, however, be removed, then the Sahib will not be long in discover- 
ing which p?irty has advanced the trutli, and which otherwise; and that such an enormous 
atrocity has been perpetrated, that by force and head-strongness* an attack had been made, 
my son taken from me, and the house of my father plundered. These facts are well known 
to everybody, and such being the case, the Sahib is deaf to my calls for redress. From the 
misrepresentations made by the above-named Settanee, letters are written to me, but I am 
not aware that anv arrangements had been made by the Settjee about me ; and if he 
actually liad made auy such arrangements, why does not the Sirkar before iny face cause 
the same to be inquired into, and established or refuted ? 

Para. 3. The Sahib further writes that the decision of the Bc^mbay Government has been 
received, to the effect that the said Government declines to interfere in the complaint made 
by me regarding the abduction of my son, and which decision had been communicated to 
me in his letter dated the 25th May 1849. 1’hus the Sahib writes, but in the letter dated 
us above, it had been wriiten, that as 1 would not agree to have my case adjudicated by 
punchayet, therefore the Bombay Sirkar declined to interfere in mv case. Upon the receipt 
of which order from the Sahib, I despatched my mother to the Bombay Government, and 
therefore I am sanguine tiiai the said Government will attend to ray complaint, because the 
said Government up to the present time have not investigated the truth or otherwise of the 
case. After such an investigation taking place, the Government will decidedly not pay any 
attention to the parties who may be ascertained to have been making false representations; 
but the Government are our parents, and at the present time, excepting in the Company’s 
Government, justice is nowhere to be met with, therefore I am sanguine that my grievances 
will be redressed. 

(signed) Settanee Joitahuee^ 

By Bhannabhaee Khandass. 


41. 

Translate of a Yad from Joilabaee Settanee, the Widow of the late Bechurbhaee Samul- 
dass, of the Firm of Huriee Bhugtee, dated Maha Vud 13th (a.d. 10 February 1850). 

My petition is, that Baba Nafra oppressed me and abducted my son. Upon this subject 
1 had prci-ented numerous yads to both the Sirkai s ; but up to the present time, my case 
lias not been investigated, neither has my son been returned to me. On this account my 
mother proceeded to Bombay to lay this case before the Bombay Government, at whicn 
place she is now dangerously ill, and I am proceeding to see her face with the utmost 
despatcli ; therefore I beg to report the same for the information of the Sahib. This is my 
petition. 

(signed) Settanee Joitabaee, 
in the hand-writing of Bhannabhaee Khandass. 


Endorsement : 

I'he last orders from the Bombay Government in the petitioner's case having been 
already communicated to the petitioner, therefore this petition should be brought upon the 
dufturs. 

(signed) M, Batty e^ 

Dated 11 February 1050,1 Assistant Resident. 

Baroda Residency. / 

(True translations.) 

(signed) M. Battye, Assistant Resident. 
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Appendix (B.) 


CoRRE8FOKDEico£ with the DuRBAR from 18 August 1848 to 14th September 1850. 


1 . 

Translation of a Yad from Lieutenant-Colonel Outram to his Highness the Guicowar, 

dated 18 August 1848. 

On account of the depot^ition of Lardbaec, wife of Bhanabhaee Kandass not being 
taken, the decision in tl)e abduction case of the son of Joitabaee has been delayed ; thus 
has it been written by the Sirkar as formerly received, concerning which she had been 
warned ; but, in the mean time, she became sick, and yesterday Govind Row Rodia 
delivered a message from the Sirkar that Lardbaee should live in her own house; therefore 
Dr. Davis was sent to ascertain her state of health ; he (Dr. Davis) transmitted a certi- 
ficate of the same, dated 17th August 1S4B, in which he stated that he had seen Lardbaee, 
and it is his opinion that removing her from her present abode would be detrimental to her 
health ; which conclusion has been come to cotrsequent upon observing her state. This case 
having been prolonged for such a length of tiii»e, therefore the Durbar should transmit 
forthwith all the paiticulars regarding it; this is very urgent. The Resident sees no 
obstacle to the Sirkar sending one of his kamdurs to Lardbaee’s house, for the purpose of 
taking her deposition ; therefore his Highness will greatly oblige by doing so, and trans- 
mitting all the necessary papers regarding the said case. 


2 . 

Translate of a Yad from his Highness the Guicowar to the Resident, dated 22d Ramjan, 

Sumvut 1904, (22 August 1848). 

Upon the receipt of a yad from the Residency, dated 26th July 1848, No. 760, regarding 
the granting of permission to certain parties who had attended in the abduction case of the 
son of Joitabaee Settanee, widow of Bachur Samul Parruck, from the village of Meetapoor, 
under the jurisdiction of Kaira, to return to their village, a verbal message was sent to 
the Sahib, by Govind Row Pandoorung, stating that many days had elapsed since the 
return of Lardbaee to Barodn, yet she would not attend at the investigation of this affair, 
and that the Meetapoor people had been detained for the purpose of being confronted with 
her; on which the Sahib sent word by the said Govind now Pandoorung, that Lardbaee 
should be again ordered to attend, and if she failed on attending at the appointed time, 
then the Meetapoor people should be permitted to return to their homes ; and according to 
the above desire of the Sahib, the authorities were ordered to proceed in this matter, and 
they sent a yad to Lardbaee, but up to the appointed time she failed to attend, and only a 
single day before the expiration of the day appointed for her attendance she fell sick, with 
the view of, as heretofore, absenting herself. On this point, however, there is no necessity to 
enter into details, but the Sahib will find no difficulty in arriving at the true cau^^e of her 
pretended sickness, which would appear, from her continued absence, to evince her un- 
willingness to proceed with the prosecution of Ibis case. Recently another yad has been 
received from the Residency, No. 868, dated 10th August 1848, in which it is written, 
“ Lardbaee being sick, a kamdar should be sent to her for the purpose of taking her depo- 
sition : this course suggests itself to the Resident, 8 tc. in compliance with which, on the 
part of thisSivkar, Meer Siirfraz Ali, Gopal Row Myral, Trinibuck Shastree, and Bappoo 
Shastiee having been appointed us a committee, a copy of the Sahib's yad was givRn to 
them, and they were desired to carry out the Sahib's views in this matter; but from the 
above-named parties a yad has been received by this Sirkar, as also verbal communications, 
and in their yad it is written, ** Lardbaee up to the present day has been putting forth 
excuses to obviate her attending at the investigation, and at present the Doctor Sahib says 
that she is sick, and if, in her sickness, Trimbuck Shastree and Bappo Shastree should go 
and take her deposition, hereafter Lardbaee will be at issue with the kamdar on the subject, 
and put forth other excuses, and as slie is putting up at Vakeel Ruggoobhaee’s, how can 
her deposition be taken there, and this case be decided? Because, in this case, Lardbaee 
is the principal, and as it is necessary that her deposition after being taken, she be con- 
fronted with the other parties concerned in this case, which should take place in the presence 
of us four persons ; and if such does not take place, how clin this affair be adjusted ?" &c. 
Thus is it written, and copy of this yad is transmitted, from which the subject will be 
understood by the Sahib; and further on this subject, the following remarks aie submitted 
for the Sahib’s consideration ; that is, that the taking of Lardbaee’s deposition in this matter, 
and her being confronted with the other parties in these proceedings, without taking place 
in the presence of these four kamdars, how can the case be properly adjusted ? This the 
Sahib should take into consideration. It is now five months since Lardbaee’s return to 
Baroda, and she has been repeatediv ordered by both Uie 8ahib and this Sirkir to attend 
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at the investigation; but owing to the tutoring of the vakeel, &c., up to the present day, 
she has not attended, and at present it is said that she is sick, and it does not appear that 
during her sickness, by sending a kamdar and taking her deposition, that the case can be 
finally settled ; therefore further proceedings on this matter had better be postponed until 
her recovery, when she can attend before the four kamdars, give her deposition, and be 
confronted with the other parties in this case. This appears to be necessary, but theSuhib's 
pleasure should decide the point, ** The parties irom the Meetapoor village should be 
dismissed, and ai some futuie time, when this matter is revived, the Sahib will be written 
to, to cause their attendance.*’ Thus have I informed the kamdars, and the Sahib also is 
made acquainted with the same by these presents. 


3. 


Translate of a Yad from the Resident to his Highness the Guicowar, dated 

24 August 1848. 

A YAD from the Guicowar Sirkar has been received, dated 22d Ramzaa (22 August 
1848), in which it is stated that in the complaint made by Joitabaee Settanee regarding 
her son, ‘Mier mother Lardbaee, in consequence of being sick, a kamdar should be seat to 
her quarters for the purpose of taking her deposition, has been received in answer to a yarl 
fr^ the Residency, 18 August 1844, No. 868, together with copy of a yad from Meer 
Surfraz Ali, &c., in which it stated that it will be a source of further litigation and excuses 
on the part of Lardbaee, should, during her illness, Triinbuck Shaslree and Bappoo 
Shastree call upon her at her quarters for the purpose of taking her deposition, and that 
unless Lardbaee attends before the four kamdars appointed to investigate this case, for the 
purpose of giving her deposition and being confronted with th(‘ other parties in tiiis matter, 
how can a final settlement of the case be brought ab.)ut ? ** Thus is it written ; whereupon 
be it known that when the Guicowat’s kamdars are about to go to the quarters of 
Lardbaee for the purpose o/‘ taking her deposition, intimation should be sent to the 
Resident, when steps will be taken to cause the attendance of the doctor, for the purpose 
of seeing whether Lardbaee’s state of health be such as to admit of her deposition being 
token, an<l also at the time of such deposition being taken, should it be the desire of the 
JMaharaj that Nursoo Lnxmoti should be there present, the necessary permission will be 
given him, according to the above precautions, when the deposition has been taken; any 
excuse made by Lardbaee hereafter will not be taken into consideration ; therefore two of 
the Sirkars kamdars, the two Shastrees, should go to Lardbaee’s to take her deposition, 
and Meer Surfraz Ali and Gopal Row Myra! need not attend there; but no objection 
appears for their karkoons attending upon their behalf and accompanying the Shastrees. 
Therefore, having taken the above into consideration, adfcpt measures for the deposition of 
Lardbaee being soon taken, in order that the adjustment of this case maybe early effected. 
The above having occurred to the Resident Sahib, the same is written for the Sirkar’s 
information ; therefore the deposition of Lardbaee should be early taken, the adjustment of 
this affair brought to a speedy termination, and the proceedings resulting from the same 
be transmitted as formerly requested. 


4. 

Translation of a Yad from his Highness the Guicowar to the Resident, dated 
6th Shaval Soersun (4 September 1848). 

A YAD having been received from the Residency, dated 24 August 1848, No, 886, stating 
that Lardbaee is sick, whose evidence is required in the investigation going on regarding 
the son of Joitabaee S( ttanee, widow of Bachur Samul, accordingly Meer Surfraz Ali and 
Gopal Row Myral were desired to send Trimbuck Shastree and Bappoo Shastree to 
Lardbaee’s house and take down her deposition. These persons accordingly went there, 
but Lardbaee would not give her deposition, and disputed with them; they therefore 
returned without taking her evidence. The first-named persons presented a yad with 
a copy of the Roz Kam to the Government ; copies of them are herewith forwarded. I beg 
to state that while the proceedings in this case are about being closed, Lardbaee has 
refused to attend and give her deposition ; that Joitabaee had before prevented persons from 
being examined at the Durbar; from this cause the case has been pending for one year, 
as will appear from the yad of the four kamdars oh the subject. I therefore request that 
the Resident, after taking the above matter into consideration, will write to the Bombay 
Government in a clear manner, so that it may be infortned of the reason of this case 
having been so long pending. 
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h. 

Tbanslate of a Yad from the Resident to his Highness the Guicowar, No. 927, 

dated 4 September 1848. 

Having been informed that upon the occasion of the kamdar, on the part of the 
Oifioowar Siiicar, uttending at Ihe tj^arters of Bltfanabhaee for Jtbe purpose c/f taking the 
depositkm of Lardbaee,the w4fe of Bhanabahee, in the pending abdootion case of Joitabaee 
Settaneef^s son, and it being considered necessary titat at the "taking <t.f such deposition ;im> 
ether pereoti be present but tSie husband cf the deponent, that the said Lardbase tii^eetod 
to give her depoBition unless « Mehta on her purl v^as permitted to be also firesent, and 
subsequently to which, on the let September 1848, a gooinusta on the part of Joitgbaee hwing 
atterxled at tlic Residency, he was informed that it was very i»nproper on the part of 
Lardbaee to refuse giving her de|>OBition before Yhe Guicowar authorities because a Mehta 
was not permitted on the occasion to be present with her husband ; upon w^hich he con- 
sented t© Lardbaee giving her deposition without requiring the presence of any other body 
but her husband, and he was desired to attend ^before his Highness and intimate the same. 

liiisday a yad has been received from Joitabaee Settanee, enclosing one to the address 
of his Hi^ness the Guicowar, in which it is stated that her goomasta attended ibr two 
days with the enclosed petition for tl^ie purpose 6f presenting it to his Highness, but was 
prevented doing so ; consequently the said petition to the address of his Highness, and copy 
<of Joitabaee Settanee’s yad giving it cover, are herewith transmitted, from which nis 
Highness will become mformed of all the particulars ; and it is requested that for any 
impropriety Lardbaee may have been guilty of, she may be forgiven. This the Raaid^t 
considers necessary ; also, thut the prayer of Joitabaee’s petition should be taken into ^n- 
sideration, and the Guicowar othcrals should be again directed to proceed to Lardbaee'a 
and take her deposition. Tliis is the advice of the Resident, which is written for his 
Highness’s ii>farmation. 

Bhadurput Sood 7th, S. 1904 (4 September 1848.) 


Enclosure to the above. 

Tban81.ation of a Yad Irom Joitabaee Settanee to the Resident, dated 4 September 1848. 


You personally gave <»rders that 1 should go to the Mabaraj and represent what I had to 
say ; accordingly I sent a yad with a carcoon to the Mahaiaj on Sood 5, in the morning, 
who remained till 8 o’clock at night at the Durbar, but no one would receive the yad. 
The carcoon told Bappoo Shastree that no one of the jossoods, &.c., would receive the yad, 
and requested him to take it to the Maharaj ; Bappoo Shastree took the yad to Gopal Row 
Myral and others who were sitting near the Maharaj ; they, after considering the matter, 
refused to take the yad. The following evening the vad was again sent to the Durbar, 
when Bappoo Shastree, after speaking many things, threw the yad away, and said it would 
not be received. The carcoon had therefore no alternative but lo bring back the yad. 
I therefore beg to represent that I c?in in no way receive redress at the Durbar, on account 
of the partiality shown to the ojq30site party ; and lest you might find fault with roe, I sent 
the petition to the Durbar, agreeably to your order, which 1 now forward with this yad, 
and after acquainting yourself with the circumstances therein mentioned, please issue such 
orders as may appear best to you. 

(signed) Joitabaee Settanee, 

by Bhanabhaee Kandass. 


Order. 


Copy of this yad, together with the packet addressed lo the Maharaj, was sent to his 
Highness on the 4th September 1848, with a yad, No. 927. 

(signed) J. Outram, Resideiit. 


6 . 

TRANsuATi^iN uf u Yad, No. 934, 8 September 1848, to his Higlmess the Guicowar, from 

the Uesideut. 

With reference to a yad with two endosures received from the Durbar, dated 5th Saval, 
Soorsun 1249, corresponding with 4th September 1848, stating that although a kamdar 
was sent as requested in the Kesident’s yad. No. 886, 24 August 1848, to take the 
deposition of Lardbaee at her lodging, in consequence of her sickness, in the case of the 
suit preferred by Joitabaee Settanee, widow of the late Bachurbhaee Samul, regarding her 
son, she refused to make the deposition without a carcoon being allowed to sit near her, 
I beg to state that prior to the receipt of the yad under reply, a yad was sent from the 
Residency, No. 927, 4th September 1848, requesting that if Lardbaee had made any 
mistake, she should be fori^iven, and her statement taken through a Kamdar; it is hoped, 
thaasibre, your fi^gluims wrtl giwe .atientioii to tlie requests therein made. 
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7. 

Translate of a Yad from his Highness the Gaekwar lo the Resident; dated 17 Shawal, 

S. 1004 (16 September 1848). 

For the purpose of taking Lardbaee’s deposition. Kamdars were deputed to her quarters, 
but she objected to give her deposition, and entered into an altercation with the parties 
thus sent, whereupon ihe Katndars came awi^. The particulars which transpired on the 
above occasion were embodied in a yad to the Sahib, dated 5 Shawal, S. 1904 (4 September 
1848), and at present the yad from the Sahib, dated 6 September 1848, has been received, 
in which it is Slated that any impropriety Lardbaee may have been guilty of should be 
forgiven, and that the Kamdurs should be again sent to her quarters for the purpose of 
taking her deposition. The yad from the Sahib in which the following request obtains is 
numbered 927 ; in answer, I beg to submit ihat when a person on the part of Joitabaee 
attended with a petition, he was informed that Joitabaee’s father, Bhanabnaee, should wait 
upon the Sirkar, and communicate anything he was desirous of doing to the Sirkur, to 
whom also the petition should be delivered ; thus for two days w as he directed ; notwith- 
standing, the said Bhanabahee failed in attending, and has since made false representations 
to the Sahib, and gave a petition in Joitabaee's name, which is so very objectionable 
a procedure on his part, that the Sahib should be pleased to take into consideration a yad 
presented to the Sirkar by Meer Surfraz A15, Gopal Row Myral, Trimbuck Shaatree, and 
Happoo Shastree, copy of which is herewith transmitted, by perusing which the Sahib will 
b^ome informed. Although, agreeably to the Sahib’s reques^t, the Kamdars had been sent 
to the quarters of Lardbaee for the purpose of taking her deposition, when she commenced 
disputing wiili them, and would not give her deposition, which induced them to come 
away, and subsequently, although Bhanabhaee had been directed personally to wait upon 
the Sirkar and communicate what he had to say and deliver his petition, he tailed in 
doing so, and is making talse representations to the Sahib. What is the nature of such 
conduct ? Such being the case, the adjustment of this affair is necessarily delayed, and 
such delay being calculated to engender suspicion in the mind of the Sahib, and cause 
unnecessary correspondence between the two Governments, appears to be what is intended 
to be brought about. Therefore, to obviate which the following is written for the informa- 
tion of the Sahib; L e. That Bhanabahee, not heeding the commands of the Sirkar, acts 
quite contrary to such ; therefore Kamdars to be sent to his quarters Irom time to time for the 
purpose of taking the deposition of his wife, would appear to be at variance with what 
is due to the Sirkar’s dignity, which the Sahib should be pleased to lake into consideration, 
.18 also the necessity which, under existing circumstances, exists, that the taking of 
Laidbaee’s deposition be postponed until her restoration to health, and then th.it she 
attend with her husband Bbanabhaee, and give her deposition before the four persons 
nominated for conducting this inquiry; this would appear to be necessary, but if it still be 
the pleasure of the Sahib that her deposition should be taken at her quarters, Trimbuck 
Shastree and Bappoo Shastree will be again deputed to do so; but how much such 
a course will be in direct opposition to what is due to the Sirkar’s dignity, particularised 
above, the Sahib will be pleased to write, and bring to the notice of the Bombay Govern- 
ment, and which I trust will be done. To write further would be unbecoming, See. 


8 . 

Translate of a Yad from the Assistant Resident in Charge to his Highness the Gaekwar, 
dated the IBth September 1848; Bhadurwa Vud 8th, S. 1904, No. 981. 

A YAO, dated 16th September 1848, with its enclosures from the Gaekwar Sirkar, have 
been received in reply to the Resident’s yad, dated the 6ih September 1846, No. 934, 
intimating that the deposition of Lardbaee remains to be taken in the case of the abduction 
of the son of Joitabaee, the widow of Bachurbhaee Samuldass ; and further, that if it meets 
with the pleasure of the Sahib, that Trimbuck and Bappoo Shastrees will be deputed to 
the house of the said Lardbaee for this purpose. With reference to the above subject, tlie 
Maharaj having kindly, as sugoested in the Resident's yad. No. 934, intimated his 
intention of deputing tlie two Snastrees above named to the house of Lardbaee for the 
purpose of taking her deposition, is proper; in accordance with which, after the taking 
of tliis deposition, it is necessary that the case should be completed and transmitted, with 
all the papers of particulars connected therewith. 


9. 

Translate of a Yad from His Highness the Gaekwar to the Resident, dated 5 Zelkath, 

S. S. 1249 (3 October 1848). 

A yad from the Residency, dated 18th September 1848 (No. 981), has been received, 
directing that both the Shastrees should be deputed to the house of Lardbaee, for the 
purpose of inking her deposition in the impending cas^ of the abduction of Joitabaee 

Settanee's 
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Settance’fi «on ; and in accordance with the pleasure of tiPd Resident in this matter, Meer 
Surfraz Ali and Gopal Row Myral had been directed to depute kamdars to take Lardbaee’s 
deposition ; and thereupon they deputed Trimbuck and Bappoo Shastrees to the house of 
the said Lardbaee for the purpose of taking her deposition ; but the said Lardbaee refused 
to give straightforward replies to the questions put to her^ and comtnenced contending 
with the parties so deputed ; and ultimately the said Lardbaee went so far as to declare 
that she did not intend giving the explanations required from lier, owing to which the 
deposition had not been completed^ and the karndars deputed were necessitated to return 
without accomplishing the object for which they had gone there, and reported the circum- 
stance, and submitted the incomplete deposition of Lardbaee for the information of the 
Sirkai , copies of which are herewith transmitted for the information of the Resident, from 
the perusal of which the subject will become elucidated. Lardbaee, up to the present 
time, avails herself of every plea to impede the accomplishment of the inquiry in the 
impending case ; and, further, she advances unreasonable propositions, which from time 
to time I have reported to the Resident, but which do not appear to be kindly taken into 
consideration, and the necessary strict orders upon the subject have not been issued to 
Lardbaee. In the same manner, Joitabdce, under the plea of her mother's illness, has taken 
up her residence with her mother, since about the last iwo and a half months, without 
tninking of returning to her own home. Such being the case, censorious letters have been 
addressed to this Sirkar; and on this account, owing to the tiitorings of interested parties, 
both Joitabaee and Lardbaee do not give proper answers to the karndars; consequently the 
Resident should particularly report the same to the Bombay Government ; and, further, 
Lardbaee should be strictly enjoined to attend, according to the usage of females, and from 
time to time give answers to the questions which may be put to her. Strict injunctions 
should be issued to the said Lardbaee upon this subject. Moreover, Joitabetee has^or 
the last two and a half months, been putting up at the quarters of Lardbaee, her doing which 
reflects much discredit upon the reputation of the firm of Hurree Bhucktee, and therefore 
it is necessary that htrici injunctions should be issued to her by the Resident to quit her 
present and return to her former residence. 


Enclosure to the above Yad (No. 1). 

Translate of a Yad to the Maharaj from Meer Surfraz Ali, and others; dated As^veen 

Sood 5th, S. 1905. 

A YAD, dated 18ih September 1848 (No. 981), from the Resident, having been received 
by the Maharaj, directing that Trimbuck Shastree and Bappoo Shasiree should be deputed 
to the house of Lardbaee, for the purpose of taking her deposition in the impending case 
ol Joitabaee SeLtanee's son’s abduction, &c., the Maharaj was pleased to issue the necessary 
mandate upon this subject; thereupon Trimbuck Shastree atid Bappoo Shastree attended 
at the house of Lardbaee, but the said Lardbaee refused to make proper answers to the 
questions put to her by them, but commenced vaunting that unless arrangements be made 
in accordance with the contents of the petition she had submitted to the Bombay Govern- 
ment, that she would give no replies to the questions put to Iter, and independently of 
which she used many more similar disrespectful and unreasonable phrases; and consequent 
thereupon, as Lardbaee deposed 1 submitted to paper, and brought away with me, copy of 
which I beg to hand up with the present yad, and from its perusal the subject will become 
understood. Further, the present case is a weighty one, and Lardbaee figures in it both as 
complainant and the chief manager; therefore she talks according to the promptings of her 
own mind. Therefore, if she refuses to give proper answers to the questions put to her in 
this matter, how is it possible to bring this case to a final conclusion ? This the 8iikar 
should be pleased to take into consideration, and cause strict injunctions to be issmd to 
Lardbaee, to give proper and truthful replies personally to the questions which may be 
considered necessary to put to her in this matter, and that no other party should be per- 
mitted to answer on her behalf, because, in the present case, unless the parties themselves 
give evidence, no depeiulence can be placed upon the evidence advanced ; and, in accord- 
ance with the above, after the deposition of Lardbaee is taken, it w ill be necessary for her 
to be confronted with the other parties in the presence of us all, so as to tnable us to 
conclude our investigation in this case, and submit our proceedings for the information of 
the Maharaj. But up to the present time, consequent upon Lardbaee having advanced 
one plea or other, the conclusion of this inquiry has been considerably retarded; therefore 
the above circumstances should be taken into consideration, and the necessary strict 
injunctions should be made to Lardbaee, that she might be induced to give proper 
answers to the questions put to her, and not lo give utterance to improper language before 
the Sirkar^s karndars. Measures should be adopted to bring about the above; but unless 
strict injunctions are issued to Lardbaee, it dues not Rppenr from her tone and manner 
that she will give proper answers to the questions put 10 her, buch being the case, how 
is it possible for us to bring this matter to a speedy termination? And the Sirkar keeps 
constantly wriiing to us to expedite the termination of ibis inquiry, and submit the pro- 
<^eedings for the Sirkar’s information ; but owing t6 the above circumstances we are 
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helpless* Therefore the Sirkar' should be pleased to take the above circumstances into 
consideration, and accjnaiut us with tlie Sirkar’s orders, which we are ready to carry out. 

(signed) Meer Surfraz Alu 
Oofal Row MyraL 
Trmhuck Shastree. 

Bappoo Myral Shastree, 

Enclosure to the above Yad (No. 2.) 

Translate of the Deposition before Trimbuck Shastree and Bappoo Myral Shastree, 
made’ on the 14th Bhatiurwa Vud, S. 1904 (26th September 1848), by Lard baee, Wife 
of Bhanabhact* Kandass ; Hindoo, Veesa Land Banian Caste, about 36 years of age, 
Resident of Buroda; Residence Dhackjee Kakno's house, in Row Poora. 

Question, You petitioned th«* Bombay Government and the Resident, relative to your boy 
being taken from you, and delivered over to a Kobe, by the Karkoon of Hurree Bhucktee, 
Baba Nafra, of your dauahter the Settanee, and your husband having been imprisoned and 
other subjects ; a copy of whii h petition you sent to this Sirkar ; you are therefore 
required lo state all the particulars of the same? — Answer, I, on the 2d August 1847, sent 
a petition to the Botnt>ay Sirkar and Resident, in which I stated fully all the particulars, to 
the eflect that the Settanee’s son, Moteelall, was in the habit daily of taking his airing in 
a paulkee, and that one dav he was for this purpose placed in a paulkee, and sent 
to my house that day the Settanee was imprisoned, and prevented going out by the 
doors and windows being all fastened up, and a guard being placed near the Gur- 
raliee Pole ; this I heard tlu‘ following day ; also, ti»at none of the Settanee’s relatives 
were allowed to pass there; on which I went to the Bhaee Sahib (the ranee), and gave her 
the full parnculars of what had occurred, and afterwards informed ins Highness Gunput 
Row, that such were niy oppressions, the whole of which through Succarem Purshotum 
was made known to tfic hue Maharaj. His Highness Gunput Row bid me not to be dis- 
tressed, saying that Joitabec, w'ho is imprisoned, is to be released, and that my case would 
be fully inquired into; a few days after which, one day, 30 or 40 men, about raid-day 
(my dinnertime), came and wandered through my liouse, spoiling my dinner, and confined 
Moteelalbhaeeund the nurse Kooshallee in a room; after which, my husband (Joitabaee’s father) 
and his mother were confined, and a sepahee struck Bhanahhace, and whilst I was eating 
came to the door and siood staring at me. The sepahee and the jemeeJar named Seetaram, 
told me to go up->tairs. 1 replied, that if they laid hold of my hands, they should be 
S, ()• denounced by* the Company’s Sirkar; on which Seetaram Poorheeya replied, “ The Sirkar's 
denouncement is on rny head, and I am a Sirkar’s sepahee after which I came down 
stairs. In the ineantimo, a few people went up-stairs, and I having descended went 
outside, and Bhugwan Mujtnoodar fiom the outside was attaching a chain to the door. 
In the meantime I raised a cry that I was being killed, on which the city people llironged 
in, and thus prevented the chain being fastened ; the Arab sepalree, strikina me, pushed me 
into the house ; the city people inquired the cause of my iKiing beaten, and I in the mean- 
time crying, went to the Sirkar’s palace, and seated myself in a room near tlie Adawlut, 
on the nght-hand side in a room; some Ducknee Brahmins, together with a Banian, were 
seated. I did not know who tliey were ; they inquired why 1 was crying, mid said, ** What 
have you got to represent to the Shastree?” The Shastree heard this, and the Banian told 
me to go up-stairs to the mandvee, wlierc the Sirkar was. I was crying, but no one heard 
me ; the Sirkar went up-stairs, and some people remarked that the Sirkar had heard me, 
but said nothing; alterwaids I went to Bhaee Sahib’s quarters of the house; tlie people 
told me that the Sirkar had come tlrere to dine. In the meantime 1 went, and sat crying 
close to Baee Saliib’s room, and I toW her people of how I was oppressed, and whom I told 
to acquaint Baee Sahib of the same; and one of these people bid me sit down, saying, 
he would go and tell her; about four liours afterwards one o^f the people came and told 
me that there was no one who tvonltl listen to my tale of distress, adding, Baba 

is very powerful.” Tints wearied, but I sat for three hours ; a person came and said to 
me, ** You have been seated here wearying yourself, but you still are experiencing the same 
oppression,’^’ All this the people said to me, but neither their names and themseives do I 
know. Afiev this I rose and went to Jtrmboosur, and at my relation a Banian’s house, 
I wrote a petition, and sent it to the Bcmibay Sirkar a month subsequently to this. I went 
to Bombay ; there I three times petitioned. Such is my case. 

Q. At the time of Bachnrbhaee’s dying, how many months gone with child was ycrar 
daughter Joitabaee, and in accordance with the custom of women, how and by whom were 
the necessary arrangements made for her? — A, When iriy case, as contained in my jietition, 
bars been hetiled, then 1 will fully and clearly give proofs on the subject. 

C2. A settlement in accordance with what you have petitioned for cannot be made; there- 
fore can you give satit^factory proof-!! on ihe subject of your petition ? — A, On what I have 
wntten in my petition b( ing settled, I will then give mry reply. 

Q. After the Sett died, hoil4ong after was Joitabaee confined, and what women were 
present at the time of her cofj^nettient ; what nurse, and what w^es did she get? — 
A, When my case i» inquired into a^eeably to my petition, then I will reply and give my 
proois ; but the arrangenaent 1 w^h made is contained in my petition to the Booibay 
Sirkar. 

Yon 
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Q* You have petitioned the liombay Sirkar ; should you be called on to prove what 
you have brought forward, can you give proofs? — When the inquiry comes on at the 
Residency^ ana the subject of my petition is arranged, then I will fully reply and substan- 
tiate all that I have brought forward. The arrangement to be made is to this effect: That 
Moteeluibhaee is restored to me, and Baba Nafra is confined, and the safe-custody of the 
wealth is provided for; also, an account rendered of such as may have been expended, 
as well as the restitution of such property as was dug out from my room, and that 
taken from Joitabaee ; of all this Baba Nali a should be called on to explain. When all this 
above arrangement is made, then, and not till then, can I, or will I, give any answer. 

Translate of postscript to the copy of a deposition made by Lardbaee liefore the Durbar, 
14 Bhadurwa Vud, 8.1904 (26 September 184B); received at the Residency, 6 October 

1848 . 

I, Lardbaee intimate to the Sirkar, that when my case is being inquired into, my vakeels 
will speak in my behalf to both Sirkars. 

(signed) Lardbaee, Wife of BhauablieeKandass, 
w ritten by Ballabhaee Samdass, at Lardbaee's request, 
herx mark. 


10 . 

Tuanblate of a Yad from the Acting Resident to his Highness the Gaekw^ar, dated 

the 22d December 1848, No. 1386. 

With reference to Mr. Secretary Malet^s letter, dated the 18th December 1848, 
No. 5269, I have to inform you that Settannee Joutabaee, the widow of Bhachur Sammul, 
of the firm of Hurree Bhucktce, having complained that the case n garding thq abduction 
of her son has been a long time pending without being brought to any definite conclusion, 
the Bombay Government directs that both the seitanees, i,€. Maha Luxnmee Baee and 
Joutabaee, should be called upon to pass a ra^eenamah, duly attested, consenting to abido 
by the decision of a punchayet, consisting of two arbitrators, respectively chosen by either 
of the Settannees, and a chief arbitrator, in the same manner by them appointed to 
adjudicate their dift’erences ; but in the event of the said litigants compromising such 
differences amongst themselves, and granting a razeenainah to this effect, the Government 
is willing to sanction the matter in this manner being brought to a conclusion ; consequently 
the Maharaj will be pleased to have the kindness to make the above known to both the 
Settannees, and I hope to receive your reply, informing me of both the Settannees having 
agreed to the above-named propositions. Separate letters, containing the above proposi- 
tions, have been also addressed lo the litigants in this matter, which is written for the 
Maharaj% information. 

(signed) P. T, French, Acting Resident. 

Note * — His Highness’s reply to the above yad, dated 15th Februair 1849, and another 
yad of the same date, were forwarded to Government with Caprain French’s letter, dated 
22d February 1849. 


11 . 

Trah SLATS of a Yad from the Acting Resident to his Higbiicss the Gaekwar, 
dated 20th March 1849, No. 246. 

A TAD, dated 19th March 1849, from the Settannee Joitabaee, the widow of the late 
Parruck Bhachur Bhaee Sammuldass, of the firm of Hurree Bhucktee, has been received, 
soliciting the removal of the guards placed u(K)n her by x\\e Gaekwar Sirkar and Baba 
Nafra, &c. Copy of the above yad is sent enclosed for the information of the Gaekwar 
Sirkar; and as tne above-named Settannee enjoys the Company Sirkar's guarantee, placing 
of guards upon her does not appear to be proper; therefore it is requested tlxat the Gaekwar 
Sirkar will be pleased to remove the whole of the guards so placed upon the said Baee, 
and write and inform me of this having been done. 

(signed) P. 1\ French, Acting Resident. 


12 . 

Trah SLATE of a Yad from the Gaekwar Strkar to UMI Acting Resident, dated 
6 Jammadil Ahwul, S. S. 1249 (31 March 1849). 

A YAD from the Retidenoy, dated the 20 th instant. No. 246, has been received, intimating 
tiial the guards placed tipon Joitabaee Settannee, the widow of the late Bhachur Bahee 
560 .' . , 3 O 4 Sammuldass, 
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Sammuidass, of the firm of Hurree Bhucktee^ by the Gaekwar Sirkar and Baba Nafra, 
should be removed, and enclosing copy of the said Settannee’s yad upon the subject for 
the Sirkar’s information, and further intimating that the said Settannee enjoys the Com- 
pany Sirkar^s guarantee, and that consequently it does not appear proper that guards 
should be placed upon her, and that therefore the guards should at once be removed, 
&c. In reply to the above, be it known, that the said Joitabaee used formerly to con- 
stantly inform the Resident that the guards placed upon her by Baba Nafra prevented 
any olie fVom having access to her. Thereupon the elder widow of Bhachur Sammuldass, 
Maha Luxamec Baee, upon being questioned upon this point, she declared that the firm 
was large, and that the parlies who visited her rival, Joitabaee, did so for the purpose of 
giving her bad advice, and that consequently the said Baee's father, heeding the counsels 
of such interested parties, was squandering away the jewels and other valuables belonging 
to his daugfhter; and upon hearing this the Sirkar, to protect the interests of the firm 
caused a jliassoos to be in attendance upon the Baee, and the said jhassoos was instructed, 
however, to not prevent the Baee’s father, and the members of the Baee’s family, having 
access to the Baee. The above arrangement was at the time made. In the mean time 
the mother of Joitabaee, named Laudbaee, had been, by some interested parties, advised 
to remove her daughter fmm tlie house of her husband, and with the view of carrying 
out this scheme, she pretended sickness, and reported the same to Colonel Outram ; and 
upon the said Sahib communicating the circumstance to this Sirkar, Joitabaee was imme- 
diately permitted to join her mother, and this Sirkar had sent word by Govindrow 
Rhodeeya to the Sahib that Laudbaee^s house was located in the city, and it would be 
proper for Joital)aee to go there; but that as she had gone to a strange place, it did not 
appear w ell, and that up to the present time the deposition of Laud baee had not been 
taken. To this the said Sahib replied, that good people should be kept near her, and that 
so soon as Laudbaec became well, that she would be enjoined to attend. This c’onversa- 
rioa took place on the «th moon of Ramzan Shrawun, S. 1904, (6th August 1848); and 
Joitabaee removed to her mother Laudbaee’s house, and the attendants and sepaheis 
belonging fo the firm accompanied her ; and as the Sahib had ordered that trustworthy 
^ and good people should be entertained and kept near the said Settannee, therefore the 
first jnassoos, who had been deputed to this duty before, being trustworthy and inielligeni, 
he was again deputed to attend upon the said Settannee. Subsequently, on the 16th 
Ramzan, 16th Augiist 1848, the Resident informed Govindrow Pandoorung that he had 
sent Mursoopunt Tatteeya to Joitabaee, to caution her against remaining the night at 
Laudbaee’s, but up to the present time such caution does not appear to be attended to ; 
and at present Laud baee is in the enjoyment of good health, and she has been so for some 
time back ; yet up to the present time Joitabaee has not returned to her home, and even 
wlten Laudbaee had been desired to attend at the inve^igation of the impending case, she 
did not attend, and disregarded the injunctions of the Resident, directed • to her upon this 
point ; and further, the Resident had sent to remind me about sending for Joitabaee, and 
privately advise her regarding this. Be it known, that my lady mother, Bya Stbib, had 
twice sent for the said Joitabaee, but she failed in coming. And this same subject had 
been in detail made known to the Sahib in my yad, dated 21st Rubbil Ahwul S. 1906, 
16th February 1849 ; and ultimately the Bombay Government bad decided that this case 
should be adjudicated by the appointment of a punebayet, the members composing which 
being chosen by the litigant parties ; thereupon, also, Joitabaee had been cautioned, but 
she has not as yet sent any reply of her agreeing to such a measure; then it is quite 
evident that the said Baee, by listening to the bad advice of interested parties, evinces so 
much obstinacy, and treats iih disrespect the orders of both the Siikars, and yet no steps 
are taken to remedy it ; and the Resident at present writes, that the Settannee enjoys tne 
guarantee of the Kritish Siikar. Then it should be taken into consideration that such 
guarantee has nothing whatever to do with the private affairs of my subjects. At present 
the paragraph containing the reason why the British Sirkar’s guarantee had been extended 
[■ S. 0. to Bhachur Bhucklee,t the Resident is respectfully requested to refer to, when the ||ibject 
will be better i ndersiooci. Tlie will made by Bhachur Bhaee at the time of his death, 
Joitabaee should act in accordance with, viz., to render in an account of her jewels, and 
return and reside in her own house ; and tvhatever she may be desirous of conmiunicating 
to either of the Sirkars, she should do through the medium of her father, Bhanna Bhaee ; 
and further, if it he her desire to continue the prosecution of the present case, she should, 
as suggested by the Bombay Government, name her arbitrators, and submit it to be 
adjudicated by punebayet, when the necessary inquiries will be mafle, and the case 
brought to a final conclusion. Regarding the placing of ihe guards, the said Settannee 
has made a false representation to tlie Resident, and which it is necessary that the Sahib 
sliould he pleased to take into consideration ; and the personal attendants who had 
accompanied the Baee from the firm offer no obstruction to her whatever; and as for 
the Sirkar’s jfiassoos, he has been placed to protect the interests of the Baee, and the 
particulars ot which have been already noticed above, and therefore the Sahib should be 
pleased to take the above particulars into consideration, and issue the necessary injunc- 
tions to J oitabaee to return her home, and to agree to have her case adjudicated by 
a punebayet, composed of members appointed by eiuier parties respectively; and further, 
it i| made kno#n, that those parties who fail to respect tbaorders of botii the Sirkars, and 
treat such with contempt, the Resident continues to reemve petitions from, and actt in 
accordance with their wishes; and fdt this very reason such parties entertain not 
least fearfef 'disobeying or treating with contempt the orders addressed to them by 
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of the SirkarB» and the^ tliink nothing of acting according to the dictates of their own 
fninds; therefore this Sirkar entertains the h6pe that the Resident will give this subject his 
serious consideration and attention. 


13. 

Thanslate of a Yad from his Highness the Gaekwar to the Acting Resident^ dated the 
2d Moon of Rubbil Ahkur, S. 1905 (26 April 1849). 

JoiTABAEE Settannee, the w'idow of Bhachurhhaee Sammuldass, by the bad advice 
of interested parties^ having left lier home, is at present residing in Dhakjee’s waddy, 
and owing to the same cause, her mother, Laudbaee, under various pleas, refuses to be 
present at the investigation of the impending case of the abduction of the son of the said 
Joitabaee; and although tins matter has been brought to the knowledge of the Resident, no 
measures have been adopted to remedy the evil complained of ; upon which the suWeet had 
been a second time brought to the Resident's notice, and upon this occasion the Resident 
was informed that it was highly improper for. this female to be putting up at a strange 
place ; and to this the Resident replied that some trustworthy person should be appointed to 
remain near this woman; and in accordance with such order the Sirkar’s jhassoos was 
appointed to this post, and he was instructed to take notice who the parties were who gave 
such bad advice to the Settannee ; and at present the Sahib has ordered that this jhassoos 
should not be permitted to remain near :he Baee, but at a distance away from her ; there- 
fore it is submitted, for the information of the Resident, that the Sirkarree jhassoos had 
been placed near the Settannee to prevent interested parties giving her bad advice, and to 
guard against any false representations being made to the Resident in tlie case at present under 
investigation ; and so long as this person remains in attendance upon and near the Settannee, 
her evil advisers are pre< Juded the opportunity of disseminating their poisonous advice in 
the ears of the Settannee; and for the purpose of rtlieving themselves from the above 
impediment 10 the maturing of their nefarious machinations, they caused the removal of 
the Baee from her own home nt the firm, and located her amongst strangers ; but even at 
this place, when they find that they have not attained their object, they at present have 
adopted their present course before the Sahib ; and it was necessary that the Sahib should 
have taken the above into consideration, and given the petitioner an answer at once, to the 
efiect that the petitioner having been by the Resident enjoined repeatedly, and she not 
having respected such injunctions, the Bombay Government have at last decided that the 
case should be adjudicated by a punebayet, composed of members chosen by both parties 
to this ca^e ; and that thereupon both the Resident at»d the Gaekwar Sirkar had commu- 
nicated with her upon this subject, and that as she treated such communications with dis- 
respect, that her present petition could not be attended to, unles*;? she gave her written 
consent to have her case adjudicated in accordance with the orders of the Bombay Govern- 
ment in tKe matter ; and had the Resident given her such an answer, she would never have 
thought of disregarding the Sirkar’s orders in this case; but since such a course had not 
been adopted, she, relying upon the efficacy of petitioning, has at the present time peti- 
tioned for the removal of the party placed to guard her own interests. From the first 
there had been no guards placed upon the Settannee, and the Resident was advertised of 
this fact in the yad sent from hence, dated the «ih Jummudil Ahwul, S. 1905 (31 March 
1849); yet upon this the Resident has written that the jhassoos should be directed to 
remain away from the Settannee, and the reason for having the jhassoos near the Baee has 
been already particularised above ; and as any explanation whicli is submitted to the Sahib 
he does not take into consideration, therefore it does not appear of any use from time 10 
time, without cause in such a reasonable case, to trouble the Sahib; the jhassoos has 
been removed, and which is reported for the informaiion of the Resident. And in a 
friendly inanuer it is submitted Ibr the Sahib’s information, that if such a practice be intro- 
duced, ft will go far to make parties enjoying the British Sirkar’s guarantee unmindful of 
paying any respect whatever to the mandates of either of the Sirkars. And in tliis matter, 
during the time of Colonel James Outram, the proceedings instituted, and the opinion of 
the Bombay Government, dated the 22d Uecemher 1848, is embodied in a yad wnicli has 
been received, and from the perusal of' which this subject will become elucidated ; and 
further the Sahib had informed Govind Row Rhodeeya 10 send for Joitabaee privately, and 
advise her; and thereupon, on the part of my lady mother Byah Sahib, parties had been 
sent twice to call her, but even tlun she did not think proper to attend ; therefore, taking 
this into consideration, it will be asceriained how very headstrong she must be, and ihere- 
fore the Sirkar entertains the hope that the whole of the past proceedings in this matter 
the Sahib will be pleased to in detajl report for the information of the Bombay Governraeni, 
and cause the party who had the temerity to treat with contempt the mandates of both the 
Sirkars, to be severely punished, because Bhulwuni Row Gaekwar and idhers «)f his stamp 
have abandoned the even course they had formerly pursued, t. e, respecting the orders of 
tke Sirkar, and at present have become rebellious, the par^ulais of which have already 
been brought to the notice of the Resident ; and as no assures have been adopted to 
reinedy ibis evil, they are continuing in this very objei*tionable course ; fiii|l for this very 
'he deposition of Ine p^itioner, <jated Chytur Vud 7th, had been sent with Govind 
Row Rhodeeya to the Resident for his infoifnationj j^cause in this manner the parties who 
rtie enjoyment of the British Sirkar's guaranite have left the even course pursued by 
560. 2 p them 
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Aem formerly, and have taken quite a different and iFery objectionable rovitei dMfefore A 
ie iBCuaibeDt upon this Sirkar to advertise the Bambav Oovemment of the eame, mnil eon* 
aeqiiently the Resident is requested to have the kindness to take into coilsidevatiM tllo 
above particulars, and write and inform the Bombay Government with the same. 


14. 

Translate of a Yad from the Acting Resident to his Migbnees the Gaekwar, dated 

12 June 1B49. 

A YAD, dated the 15th February 1849, in answer to the Resident’s yad, dated the 22d 
December 1848, No. 1386, &c., rei^arding the complaint made by Joitabaee, the widow of 
the late Bhachur Sammuldass, of the abduction of her son, has been receiv^, stating that 
no definite or reasonable reply can be obtained from Joitabaee, and requesting that this be 
made known to the Bombay Gevemment, and thereupon the translates of both of the yads 
received from tlie Maharaj had been handed up with the Resident’s letter, for the informa- 
tion of the Bombay Government, and in reply to which, a letter from Mr. Secretary 
Courtney, dated the 2l8t May 1849, No. 2163, has been received by the Acting Resident, 
intknating that since Joitabaee is not desirous of having her case adjudicated by punebayet, 
the Bombay Government declines interfering in her case, and directing that Joitabaee be 
informed of the same ; and in accordance with which, the said Joitabaee has been made 
•CQuainted with this decision, and this letter is written to inform the Maharaj of the same; 
ano further, it appears that if tliis case could be brought to an amicable settlement it 
would be very desirable. This the Maharaj should be informed of. 


15. 

Translate of a Yad from his Highness the Gaekwar to the Resident, dated the 4th 
Moon of Suffur, S. S. 1250 (10 January 1850). 

A YAD from Maba Luxamee Settannee, the elder widow of the late Bhachur Sammuldass, 
of the firm of llurree Bhucktee, has been received, intimating that the younger Settannee 
Joitabaee, having, by the tutoring of interested parties, advanced the plea of her mother 
Land fiaee’s illness, joined her mother, and that up to the present time she has not returned 
to her own home, and although her motlier Laud Baee has proceeded to Bombay, that the 
said Joitabaee continues residing at Bhackjee’s wadda, and that the parties belonging to 
the firm who were in attendance upon her, the Sirkar has removed, and that Joitabaee^y 
the advice of interested parties, is squandering away the jewels in his possession, and 
requesting that the Settjee’s respectability being taken into consideration, that t|ie Sirkar 
should adopt such measures as will induce Joutabaee’s return to her own home. See. Copy 
of the above yad is transmiited with this yad, and from its perusal the matter will become 
better uudei*stood by the Resident ; and in a friendly way the Resident is informed that when 
the Settanee Joutabaee’s mother was indisposed, immediately upon the receipt of the order 
from the Resident, that Joutabaee should be permitted to visit her mother, this Sirkar per- 
mitted her to do so ; and such being the case, she is at present recovered, and has proceed^ 
to Bombay, yet the Settannee Joutabaee has not thought proper to return to her home, but 
continues residing separate, and wliich procedure on her part is not calculated to reflect 
credit upon the respectability of the firm, and consequently, she has been instructed to 
return to her own home at the firm, and to conduct herself ni accordance with the line of 
conduct marked out for her to follow in the paragraph of the will prepared by the late 
Bhachurbhaee Sammuldass, her liusband, at tlie time of his death } ano should, however^ 
any difference be made regarding the provision made for her in the above paragrap]^ of the 
Settjee s will, she should be instructed to make the same known to this Sirkar, and she 
has been assured of redi-ess being afforded her. The Settannee has been thus enjoined, 
and it is requested that the Resident should in a similar manner caution her. 


Enclosure to Yad, dated 10th January 1850. 

Translate of a Yad from Maha Luxamee Settannee to the Maharaj, dated Post Vud 5th 

Sumvui 1906 (3 Januaiy 1850). 

The younger Settannee Joutabaee, being tutored thereto by ber parents and relying upon 
the support of evil advisers, comrocted intrigues, and put both the Sirkars to much unneoes* 
^ry trouble. In the mean time it had been advanced that the Setiannee’s mother had been 
indisposed, and under this plea she requested permission to visit her mother for a short 
time, and having then gone i3r|lon this vifdt, she has not up to the present time returiied> 
but has taken up her residence in Dhackjee’s waddee; two years having elapsed ainoe sibei 
baa left her home, and in the month of Jaist, Sumvut 1906, luly 1%49, her mother Laudhaei^ 
left Bombay, and the parties from the firm in attendance onon jetabaee* ehe^ by folae 
seiitations, have caused to be remored, as also the 8ii bar's jbassoos, who been plljoil 

. 
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near her to protect her interests ; and further, she said Settannee being young, she has 
evinced much disregard to what is due to her own respectability and that of the firm, by 
continuing to reside amongst males by herself, and siie is surrounded by interested parties 
who give ner bad advice, and the above circumstances talcen together is calculated to reflect 
much discredit upon the respectability and fair name of the Settjee ; and further, by the 
advice of the inlerestied parties above adverted to, she is squandering the jewels ^e is 
possessed of, and as the firm of Uurree Bhucktee is great, the circumstances detailed 
above reflect much discredit upon it ; therefore it is necessary for the Sirkar to adopt 
measures to remedy the evils complained of, because the Settjecdrew up a will in his own 
handwriting for the purpose of regulating the affairs of the Arm, and that of his family ; 
and in the said will a paragraph obtains* regarding Joutabaee, and upon the perusal of 
which the intrigues had recourse to by Joutabaee, by the bad advice of evil-disposed 
parties for the purpose of squandering away her jewels, &c., will become better under- 
stood ; therefore Joutabaee should be directed to return and live at her own house. 


16. 

Taahslate of a Yad from the Besidem to his Highness the Gaekwar, dated 2 July 1850 

(Jaist Vud 8th, Sumavt 1006), No, 484. 

A PETITION having been presented at the Residency, on behalf of Bhyejee Glioillah, 
Lulloo Bhugwan, and Bbugwan Buwanneedass, inhabitants of Baroda, their attendance in 
person before the Resident is considered necessary; therefore it is requested that you will 
have the kindness to adopt such measures as to ensure their attendance at the Residency, 
without fail, at ten oVlock a. m. on the 8d of July 1880. 


17. 

Translate of a Yad from his Highness the Gaekwar, dated the 22d Saban, S. S, 1251 

(3 July 1B50), to the Resident. 

In your yad, dated the 2d July 1850 (No. 484), ii is stated that Bhyejee Ghoilla, 
liUUoo Bhugwan, and Bhugwan Buwanneedass* attendance ane required ; therefore on the 
Oth Jaist Viidf at 10 o’clock on Wediiesday, without (ail, they should be made to attend at 
the Residency.” Thus was it written ; upon which, agreeably to the Resident’s lequisiiioa, 
the said individuals, at half-past nine cfclock, in charge of the Chubbootra Jemadar, and 
other aepahees, wei^e despat<med to the Residency. 


18. 

Translate of a Yad from the Residency to his Highness the Gaekwar^ dated the 
3d July 1850 (Jaist Vud Btb, Sumvut 1906), No. 489. 

In accordance with the request contained in a yad from the Residency, dated 2 July 
1860 (No. 484), the goomasias of Parruck Purshotum Bhashurbhaee, of the firm of Hurree 
Bhucktee, t. e. Bhyejee Ghoillali, Lulloo Bhugwan, and Bhugwan Buwanneedass having 
personally attended at the Residency, they are sent back with the present yad ; and as 
these parties, in their statements made before the Resident, have preferred a serious charge 
against the Moonim Goomasta, of the firm, Baba Nafra, and as they, it would appear, have 
been subjected to much oppression, and further, as the said firm enjoys the British Sirkar’s 
guarantee, therefore it is necessary, after his Highness the Gaekwar has satisfied bimsieU^ 
for the Resident to investigate the serious charge preferred against tlie Moonim Goomasta, 
and the result of such investigation will at a (uture time be made known to the Gaekwar 
Sirkar. In the meantime, however, it is requested that the Maharaj will think proper to 
sdopt budi measures as may be calculated to guard against these parties being subjeated 
to further oppression from the said Moonim Goomasta, as it would appear that tliese men 
liave already been for four months imprisoned by the Moonim Goomasta ; and it is furtber 
requested, that, till the adjustment of this case, that the brothers and sons of the parties 
above adverted to, i* e. Nurrotum, Jummadass, Lulloobhaee, and Mbousocxk, be caused to 
be liberated from the confinement in which the Moonim Goomasta would appear to have 
placed them ; and further, that these persons and tlie parties returned with this yad should 
be permitted to have in attendance upon them a peon from the Residency, and any other 
person whom his Highness may think proper to name : and the Resident trusts that the 
guard placed by the Baba upon the elder Settannee, Maha Luxamee Baee, his Highness 
will cause at om^e to be removed, and that as the Moonim Goomasta, Baba Nalva, is 
charged with the commission of an atrocious iBurder, pending the investigation of this 
drnrge against hina, that he be placed in confinement, and prevented access to the books 
wja valuables bdonging to the firm, and wfliich should at once be sealed and placed under 
me ^cuirtodj. The above is written for fihe information of the Maharm, and the Resident 
Atat bis opiniem will be coincided in by that of Mafaany mr the final disposal 

wthiitiaie. 
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Translate of u Yad from the Resident to his Highness the Gaekvvar, dated 6th July 

1850 (Jaiet Vud I2ih, Sumvut 1906), 

JouTABAEB Settannee, the widow of Bbachur Sammuldass, having presented a petition 
complaining of the abduction of her son, the atte ndance of the under-mentioned parties are 
considered necessary to give their evidence in the case : 

4 persons from Amleeyara^ Purgunna Baroda : 

1, Tullaveeya Uhulleeya, 

1, - Ditto Jharia. 

1, Patel Ryejee Bhachur. 

1, Ditto Nurrotum Narrian. 

4 

1 ditto from Sowlee, named Bharrote Phurtaub, 

3 ditto, inhabitants of the city of Baroda: 

1, Hurjeevun Ghowlumram. 

1, Havildar Dadabhaee. 

1, Arab Synd Munsoor Janadur. 


3 


These eight individuals it is requested that the Maharaj will cause measures to be adopted 
for attending the Residency, to give evidence in the above case, which is being inves- 
tigated. 


20 . 

Translaie of a Yad from his Highness tlie Gaekwar to the Resident, dated the 
29th Moon of Shaban, S. S. 1251 (10 July 1860). 

In the yad from the Residency (No. 502), dated 0th instant, which has come to hand, 
it is stated that Joutabaee, having preferred a complaint regarding her son, which, being 
under investigation, it is requested that the witnesses enumerated in the accompanying 
memorandum be sent for the purpose of giving their evidence in this case.'' With reference 
to the above, it is written, that, iVora amongst the parties enumerated in your memorandum, 
Havildar Dada Meya's house is locked up, and it cannot be ascertained where he has 
gone to; and it having been ascertained that Mehia Hurjeevun Ghowlumram had pro- 
ceeded to Petland, ilie Wywiildar of which place has been written to, if he be there, to 
immediately send him here ; and the remainder of the parties named in the said memo- 
randum were, on the 14th and 30th Vud Jaist (23d and 24th July), sent to the Residency. 
The above is written for the information of the Kesident. 


21 . 

Translate of a Yad from the Resident; dated 12 July 1850 (AssooSootl 3d, 

Sumvut 1900), No. 629. 

In the case of the abduction (»f the son of Joutabaee ScMtannee, the widows of Parruck 
Bhaclmrbhuee Sammuldass, of the firm of Hurree Bhucktee, and reaarciing which she had 
presented a petition, the evidence of Mhounlall Phniboodass, a goomasta, of the firm of 
Baba Nafra, had been taken at the Residency, in which, however, as many discrepancies 
obtain, and the writing of the original deed agreeing wiili specimen of his handwriting, taken 
on the above occasion, but which he denies as being in his handwriting, and makes many 
contrary statements regarding the same; it appears quire evident that this person haa 
f orged the name of Bhaunabhaee, the father of Joutabaee Seitannee, upon the original deed 
produced ; and as this is a very serious offence, he is sent with ihis yad to the Maharaj, and 
it is requested that as the crime this person is supposed to be guilty of, is of equal magnitude 
as that with which Baba Naira stands charged, that he be placed in strict confinement. ‘ 


22 . 

Translate of a Copy of a Yad, dated 16 August 1850, sent from the Resident to 

Durbar. 

Joutabaee, widow of Bhachur^Sammul, of , the firm of Hurree Bucktee, has in the cose 
of her son petitioned the Bombay Sirkar ; the evidence of such parties acauainted with the 
case, the Resident hns personally taken a list of, which, amounting in all to 31 original 
papers, are sent with this yad, from which all the information required will be elicited; 
therefore the Malmraj, at his convenience, should consider them, and having inquired into 
the case, is requested to return both original and list. 
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Translate of Copy of Yad, dated 10 August 1850, from the Residency to the Durbar. 

f* In the case of Joutabaee’s complaint to the Bombay Sirkar, and with reference to the 
Leckh, for 201 rupees, written by Bhucktee Kandass, and given to Rug^oonath, a 
Meetapoor Kolie, in the matter of taking away her son, the original had been given to the 
Resident privately by Govind Row Rhodeeya, and it is now returned to the Maharaj witli 
this yad. 


24. 

Translate of a Yad from the Rebident to his Highness the Gaekwar, dated 

14 September 1850, No. 794. 

I BEG to send for iiis Highness's information tlie deposition in original, of Bhugwan 
Buwannee, goomasta to Hurree Bhucktee, taken before me, as one appears to have been 
taken by your Highness from him on the same subject in the case of Joutabuee Settannee’s 
son* 

(True translations.) 

(signed) 3f. Battye^ 

Assistant Resident. 


Appendix (C.) 

Considerations respecting the Will or Testamentary Deed said to have been executed by 

Bechur Samuldass Sett. 

The original copy of the will of the late Bechurbhaee Samuldass having been submitted 
for my inspection by the Durbar, it appeared to me to bear strong internal evidence of an 
illegal document, and of having been obtained from the late Sett, when he was in no con- 
dition to understand its real purport. I therefore, as the interests of parties entitled by 
guarantee to the protection of the British Government were deeply concerned in the 

Q uestion, deemed it my duty to institute some inquiry into the manner in which the said 
eed had been obtained or executed. On here transcribing a verbatim translation of the 
document, I would call attention to the following circumstances which led me, on first 
inspecting the deed, to doubt its legality. 

In the first place, the usual and indispensalde precaution of affixing the signature of 
witnesses to the execution of the will has been neglected. This form is, I believe, as strictly 
enjoined by Hindoo law as it is by English law; and no circumstance would w'arrant the dis- 
pensing with such a guarantee for autlienticity ot the document, excepting the extreme case of 
so sudden an approach of death as to prevent the possibility of witnesses being summoned 
in time. A formal execution of the will of the late Sanuil Bechur was the more requisite 
in consideration of the enormous wealth bequeathed, and because of the peculiar position of 
the party who is by that deed constituted sole trustee of that wealth, and manager of the 
affairs of the most influential banking establishment under the Barodii state, w ith the heirs 
of which he was in no way connected, either by ties of relationship or caste. 

As the will w’as executed on the 4th of August, and Samul Bechur’s death did not occur 
till the 3d September, want of time cannot be pleaded for the neglect of all legal form. 

In the second place, only the last portion of the 6th para., or about one-fourth of the 
whole document, is supposed to be in the haudwTiting of the Sett, who, even if able to write 
so much at the dictation of, and guidance of the hand by, another (and the WTiting has 
the appearance of having been effected with difficulty), it is questionable whether he 
could, at the time the deed was executed, have been in a condition either to read or 
comprehend the preceding previously prepared*^ portion of the document (occupying three- 
fourths of the whole), wherein the separate provision for Joitabaee is contained. It is indeed 
fur more probable that either it was not read to him, or that a blank space had been left, 
which Baba Nafra subsequently filled in as he pleased. 

Had no fraud been contemplated by Baba Nafra on the occasion of his intrusive visit to 
Samul Bechur, it was surely most natural and requisite that he should have retained in the 
room with him, if not the two wives of the banker, whom he would wish to satisfy of the 
uprightness of his proceedings, at any rate the confidential friend and medical adviser of 
the family, if only in considemtion of the effect to be apprehended on the dying man, of the 
di8cu*‘8ion of his worldly affairs so immediately (within nve hours) after he had been seised 
with a most d^gerous fit, and was supposed oy every one present to be dying. But it is 
m proof, as will be seen in the depositions hereafter recorded, that Baba Naira turned every 
bed the personal attendants required to tend the invalid in his 

560. 
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The following is a translation of the deed referred to : — 

Teanslate of a Doc ument purporting to be the "Will of Sett Samul Bechur, of fbe Firm 
of Hurree Bhugtee, dated Shiavum Sood 1st, 1001 (4 August 104$), 

!• One lack of rupees to be given to the younger Settanee, which is to be laid Out at 
interest, the interest 1o be left in deposit, and an account of the expenses on aocoont of 
Jhatra, &c. to be kept, and the jewels, 8cc. to be yearly compared with the hst of tliem, and 
the expenses which maybe incurred should be defrayed from tliislack of rupees/' 

2. The sum of two lacks of rupees should remain deposited in the firm; with the sur- 
plus funds the business of the firm should be carried on/' 

3. From the amount at present expended annually, steps should be taken to reduce the 
amount to 25,000 rupees a year/' 

4. The pay of Goomashta from the commencement up to the year Sumvut 1901, from 
flie funds of Samul Bhughtee and Hurree Bhugtee, together with sirpow received, to be 
credited to Baba Nafra's account/' 

5. All the jewels, together with those contained in the inner rooms, &c., as also contained 
in both of the firms, &o., wherever they may be, should be collected and entered in a book, 
which should be bound lor the occasion, and taken care of/’ 

The above particulars of these are contained in five paras.; and ifPetamber Sewlall 
and Purmannund Sewlall be desirous of adjusting their accounts on their paying the sum 
of 60,000 rupees in cash, the adjustment should be permitted to take place without any 
investigation regarding their former transactions, and an acquittance granted them ; but 
in the event of their so desiring it about this para.,^^ take, on account of this para.,* 95,000 
rupees, and write and give a chit, [ + and on the papers, &c. produced by the kiladars of 
three firms, as also those sent by the correspondents at Surat, Ahmedabao, Amreiliee, and 
Bhownuggur, &c., the signature of Wamonrow Baba is to be considered sufficient. Dul- 
putrara, Bhyjee, Bappoojee and Damodhur, together with those of his brother's firm, should 
abide by the instructions of Baba Wamon Row Baba. Dated Sumvut 1901, Shrawun Sood 
Ist (Monday, 4 August 1B45). What is above written is true." 

(signed) Bechur Bhaee Samuldass.*’ 


The following is the evidence taken at the Residency ; — 

Translate of the Deposition on Oath of Moteeram Meetheeanund ; Caste Oodeechs 
Brahmin ; inhabitant of Baroda; aged about 06 years; occupation, Doctor; taken on oath 
at the Residency, on theEtli Magsursood, Sumvut 1907 (Wednesday, 8 January 1851). 

Question, During the iTluess of the late Paruk Bechurbhace Samuldass, you were his 
medical attendant; therefore you are required to slate truly how long he remained ailing, 
and when he died ; as also whether he retained his senses unimpaired till he died, or 
whether, consequent upon the severity of his sickness, he lost his senses? — Atmoer. Before 
the death of Paruck Bechurbbaee, he had been ailing for about a twelvemonth preceding his 
deatit; he became seriously ill, and got me to prescribe for him ; other doctors also used to 
attend upon liim, but constantly he used to consult me upon his disorder; and I used con- 
stantly to call upon him, and rroni about 25 or 30 days before his death he caused me to 
stay the whole night with and sleep near him; one morning early, about three o'clo^ A*^., 
Bechurbhace suddenly started from his sleep, and in a very agitated manner commenced 
exclaiming Muwarey, muwarey ; dying; I'm dying;" upon which the whole of us 
became alarmed, and collected near him. I was in a different place, sleeping in the house 
from whence I was summoned, and required to fed his pulse; which having felt, I com- 
menced dissolving a cake of medicine calculated to revive him ; during the time I was so 
engaged he continued very much disturbed and troubled ; and after I had administered to 
him the reviving medicine he came a little»to himself, when he was balhed, and caused to 
perform poonja" to bis idol, and charity was also distributed; after wbiefa, he became a 
little better; but afterwards he became worse and worse, and about 16 or 20 days after- 
wards he expired. 

A deed executed by Bechurbhace, dated Shrawun Sood Ist, Sumvut 1901 (a.d. 4 August 
1845), appointing Baba Naira to the management of the business of the firm, has beea|iro- 
duced by Baba Nafra ; therefore you are required to testify as to the state of the healtli and 
intellect of the Settjee cm the day on whicn the said deed was executed and dated ? — At 
night, the fit having come upon Bechurbbaee, he became agitated and disturbed, and gave 
away grain, in charity ; the fit bad come upon him about three o'clock in the mointtm, 
and the same morning, about nine o'clock. Baba Nafra had a private interview with me 

Se«tf 


f From this ludnt commences what is said to be Sanml Bedtur’ibaiidwritjugi ail piwvioiis k ill 
the handwriting of Baba Nafira’s son. 
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S«tt ; after causing every one to leave the room, he remained with the Sett alone. At this 
time Baba got ttie Sett to make out the deed^ but what was contained in the deed I am 
ignorant of. About three o'clock the same aftemoon, having learnt of the Settjee's dan- 
^POtts state, the late Mahaiaj also paid him a visit; upon which ocH!asion Bechurbbaee, 
from havio a: taken the reviving medicine 1 had administered to him. became much better, 
and informed the said Blaharaj that Pursbotumbhaee being young, he had entrusted ttie 
keys to Baba Nafra, and he requested the Maharaj to advitse Baba Nafra to conduct him-^ 
self uprightly and with fidelity. 

What was the nature of the disease from which the Settjee had been sufiPering for 12 
months before his death, and what was the nature of that which he laboured under three 
months immediately pi^ceding his death, and in whai state was the Settjee for 25 days 
before his final dissolution? — Fora twelvemonth he was labouring under slight intermitting 
fever ; the last three months before his death he became consumptive, but used to go about; 
but 20 or 25 days before his death he was subject to laintings, and became quite feeble, 
and the servants used to carry him upon stools, &c. for his necessary purposes; after he 
commenced fiadnting he became seriously ill. There is no difference in what I have above 
deposed to. Post Sood 6, Sumvut 1007 (8 January 1851). 

(signed) Vyeed Motteeraniy 

ill his own handwriting. 


Examination resumed. 

Question. What was t lie state of Bechurbhaee's health prior to the three months pre- 
ceding his death, and used he to go about^ and if he used to do so, by what means 
Answer. For three months before the Sett’s death, being but slighily ill, he used to go 
about, and he was always fond of going about in a palkee, ond never upon horseback, or in 
a carriage; in ihe same manner he used to go about to perform his pooja, durson, &c. 
his disease was not then so very severe as to confine liim to his bouse. 

At the time of his death how old might Bhacherbhaee^have been ? — At the time of his 
death Bhacherbhaee was within 40 years; he might have been 35 or 37 years old. 

Dated and signed as alcove. 


(No. 2.) 

Translation of the Deposition on Oath of Hurribhaee Bbaeechund ; Caste, Koonbee 
Karwa; Inhabitant of Vurnuggur; aged about 40 years; Profession, Service as Khid- 
mudgar, in the firm of Hurree Bhugiee ; before the Resident, at Baroda, on Posh Sood 
6, Sumvut 1007 (a.d. 8 January 1851). 

Question. When Sett Bhanabhaee was sick, who attended on him, and when and how was 
he taken ill, and at the time of his death did he retain hi-i senses or otherwise ; if not, from 
what time was he insensible ? — Answer. When Sett Bhanabhaee was ill, I and Withul attended 
on him day and night. From this I know that three months previous to the death of the 
Sett he was taken bad with a windy complaint, and sometimes be used to get fever, and 
sometimes he used to vomit. The year I do not recollect, but it was about the end of 
Assar month that one night, I, Seit, and others being asleep, the Seit suddenly jumped up 
and began to say, ‘‘ Muworey, muworey,” and in tliis way he began to murmur. From 
that lime he lost his senses. Medicines were administered to him ; sometimes he would be 
in his senses and speak, at other times he would not. We used to take him on a platform 
to answer the call of nature. This extreme illness lasted for about 20 or 26 days. 

Baba Nafra has produced a leek, or writing, signed by Bechurbhaee, authorizing him to 
conduct the management of the firm ; state when this leek was written ; was it done in your 
presence, or how? — When the Sett became languid that night, and insensible, Baba Nafra, 
the next morning, came from his house to the house i)f the firm, where tlie Sett slept, and put 
out all the people who were in the room with the Sett, and alone sat with the Sett, and took 
this writing from him, at which time I was not present, nor any one else. After Baba left 
the place f went to the Setriee to serve him. 

Tne morning on which Baba took a leek from Bechurbhaee, was he in his senses, or 
how ? — The night in which the Settjee became insensible, the next morning Baba took a leek 
from bitn, at v^ich time the Seit was much troubled, and not in his right senses. There 
is no difference in this. 

(signed) Patell Hurreehhuee Shaeeckund. 


(No. 3.) 

Translation of the Deposition of Withul Jetha; Caste, Koonbee Karwa; Inhabitant of 
Wurnuggar; aged about 80 years; Profession, Service as Khidtimdgar, in the shop of 
Harree Bhtigtee; before the Resident at Baroda, on Posh SoOd 6, Sumrut 1007 
U.x>. 8 January 1B51). 

W was sick, who used to attend on him, and of what 

was be taken ill, and at tbe ttiae of hia death was be in his senses* or otherwise ? — Answer^ 
He was suffering from a windy complaint about three months. He used to get fever also, 
560. ^ 3^4 and 
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and someiimes he used to vomit. I and Hurreebhaee used lo attend on Bechurbhaee night 
and day during his illness. From this I know that about 20 or 26 days previous to the 
death of the Sett, one night, as we were all a sleep, Sett Bechurbhaee suddenly jumped up 
and said, Muworey, rauworey (I am dying); on this we got up, and as Moteeram, doctor, 
was there, he was culled, and felt the Sett's pulse, and after doing so, gave him some 
medicine to drink, but as he became languid from that time he became insensible. For 
20 or 26 days lie used to be at times in his senses, and other times not; nor could he speak 
coherently, and we used to take him on a platform to answer tRe call of nature ; from that 
time his illness increased, and he became insensible. 

Baba Nafra has produced a leek or wriiing, signed by the Seltjee, autliorizing him to 
conduct the management of the shop; was this leek made in your presence, and was Sett 
Bechurbhaee then in his senses, or how ? — The morning after the night in which he became 
languid and insensible. Baba came from his house to theliouse of the firm, where the Sett was 
sleeping, and turned out all th<»6e who were in the Sett's room, and got some leek made 
out ; but we were not allowed to remain there, nor was any one permitted to go near the 
Sett at that time* When tiie leek was made, the Sett for six ghurry (2 j hours) before it, 
was insensible. After Baba left we attended the Sett, who was not then in his senses. 
Through the effects of medicine he would at times become sensible. ^ 

How do you know that Baba at that time look a leek? — After Baba left the Sett the 
people in the house began to say that Baba obtained a leek from the Sett. 

(signed) Patell WithulJehta, 

by Hurree Bhugtee. 


(No. 4.) 

Tbanslatju of Yadee from Settanee Mahaluxmeebaee the elder Widow of Bechurbhaee 
Samuldass, dated Post Sood 7th, Sumvut 1907 (a. d. 9 January 1861). 

Question. How long before the death of your husband Bechurbhaee was he ailing ; and 
Baba Nafra, having produced a deed constituting him manager of the whole of the Sett's 
affairs, you are required to declare the state of your husband's health when the deed in 
question was executed by him, and at the execution of this deed, whether youiselfor any 
other parties w’ere present, and whether the Sett had ever said anything to yon about the 
above deedr — Afiswer, For sometime before the Settjee was labouring from flatulent affec- 
tions and slight intermitting fever, and early the next* morning of Assud Vud 3(>th, Siiinvut 
1901 (A. n. 8 August 1845) suddenly the Sett started fom his sleep and fainted; this 
day Moteeram Kyeed was staying at our house ; he came, and having felt tlie Settjee's pulse, 
administered some reviving mt'ciicine to him, after which the Settjee was bathed, uikI charity 
distributed, and on that same morning early, about four o’clock, Baba also came from his 
bouse to the Settjee, and where the Settjee used to sleep, he remained alone with the Settjee 
for about 6 or 7 ghurries, having previously tuiiied everybody out and bolted the door. At 
this time I subsequently learnt that the deed was executed ; but at that time there was 
nobody present; neither was I present, nor did anybody tell me about it; and from the day 
he was attacked as above he became worse and worse, occasionally, however, reviving for a 
short time; but from this time he evidently became worse. 

At the time of executing the above deed in favour of Baba, you say you were not predent, 
and that the Sett had not inlbrmed you about it; then when and how did you become aware 
of such a deed having been prepaied and executed in favour of Baba? — Baba had come to 
the Sett early in the morning, about four o'clock, and lemidned alone with him. Myself 
and the goomashtas, consequent upon the fainting-fit the Sett had, and the ttoubled and 
agitated manner in wliich he was, were sorrowful, and Baba was with the Sett alone; and 
after the Baba had left, and returned to his ijouse, the execution of the said deed was 
indistinctly mentioned to me, but nothing positive was said about it to me, and neither did 
the Settjee say anything to me regarding the existence of such a deed. After the death of 
the Settjee, hov^evcr, Baba informed me that the Setijee had executed and given to him a 
deed, but he did neither show me the deed nor impart lo me the contents thereof^ and this 
same deed I have not, to llie present moment, even yet seen. 

You state that you have never seen the deed ; but before the Settjee’s death, regarding 
the management of liis afiuirs, did the Settjee impart to you, being tlie mother of his sou, 
and to the younger Settanee, any instructions ? — Alter the Settjee had had the fit, when he 
had revived, Baba, Kiiledar Bappoojee, Bhyjee Moomin, Dulput, and Damodhur he caused 
to be assembled, and he said to them, Purshotum Bhaee being young, the whole of you 
conjointly should conduct my affairs, and proceed in such a manner as to secure success 
and profit, and for the due and faithf^ul discharge of this trusty you should all swear;'' and 
having said so, he caused the whole of them to swear by ** Shree Dwarkunatbjee.’* The* 
mbove 1 am aware of, and in the pfesence of ev^ry one the Settjee tiius made over charge 
of his affairs to them, and at the same time, tlie above five persons being present, he made 
over bis keys to the charge of Baba, iind enjoined the whole of them to work unitedly and 
cotgoktly together, regarding bis affairs. 

(signed) Base MaAa/uxmee, 
in the handwriting of Vajoobliaee Vaochidass.^ 
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From the evidence above detailed it appears^ 

1st. That Baba Nafra intruded on the late Samul Becbur^ early on the morning of the 
4th day of August 1845, shortly after the Sett had been seized with a most alarming attack, 
which may reasonably be supposed to have incapacitated him for mental exertion. And 
this view IS most strongly supported by the far more searching inquiry into the subject by 
the Medical Committee, recorded in Appendix (L). 

fid. That Baba Nafra, so far from retaining in the room or calling in witnesses to the 
execution of the will, turned everybody out of the apartment, even the dying man’s medical 
and personal attendants, whose piesenc e was most necessary at such a juncture, and that he 
remained closeited with the Sett, in private, for a considerable time, during which the deed 
was said to have been executed. 

Under the circumstances of there being several persons present in the adjoining room, 
during the whole time of Baba Nafra’s interview with the Sett, the fact of his not summoning 
any o^b to witness the signature of the deed, not even the family medical attendant, whose 
presence throughout the whole interview would have been sought by any friend of the 
dying Sett, about to discuss with him matters of an agitating nature so i mmediately after 
a dangerous fit, had such friend had only honourable objects in view, has a most susfucious 
appearance: — but assuming that none of the parties thus immediately available were such 
as either Baba Nafra or the Sett wished to be cognizant of the transaction, even to the 
extent merely of witnessing the banker’s signature, surely, as Samul Bechur lived for 30 
days afterwards, during which interval he was visited by intimate and respectable friends, 
Baba Nafra would have taken an opportunity to obtain the dying man’s acknowledgment 
of the said will before one or other of such friends, if the document really did express the 
Sett’s wishes and intentions. The neglect on the part of Baba Nafra to do this affords 
very strong ground for supposing that the will contains what he was conscious Samul 
Bechur would not have confirmed, had its real nature been communicated to him in the 
presence of a third party. 

Baioda Residency, (signed) J. Outram, 

31 March 1851. Resident. 


Appendix (D.) 

Yads addressed by Joiteebaec Setanee to the Durbar in January 1849. 


1 . 

Tran slation of a Yad from Joiteebaee Settanee, the Widow of the late Bechur Samuldass, 
and Heiress to the Wealth of the firm of Hurry Bhugtee, to his Highness the Guicowar, 
dated Posh Sood 8th, Sumvut 1906 (fi January 1849). 

The Acting Resident at Baroda, Captain P. T. French, having sent for me, I sent my 
khamdar and father Bhanabhoye in my stead, to wait upon that gentleman, and upon their 
being admitted to that gentleman’s presence, he having explained to them the orders received 
from the Bombay Government, called upon me to name the members of the punchayet I 
chose to appoint on my part for the trial of my case. In the mean time your Highness’s 
jasso(»d had come to call Bhanabhoye to attend the presence, and thereupon he duly 
attended, when the yad received from the resident, enclosing the order in my case from the 
Council, were both read and explained to him, and an order was given that the names of 
the members of the punchayet chosen by me should be given. Upon which Bhanabhoye 
submitted, that though called upon to furnish such names, he had not been empowered to 
adopt any measures in the matter, and he further urged his ignorance in giving proper 
replies in this matter, but that Colonel Janies Outram had sanctioned the appointment of a 
competent person to manage my case, and that the said gentleman bad also notified the 
appointment of such a person to the Mahraj, and that if the necessary orders were commu« 
nicated to me t would send my kamdar to attend on my behalf. My father further added 
that if the Mahraj would favour him with copies of the yad from the Resident, and df the 
orders from the Bombay Government, which had been read and explained to him, that he 
would submit them for my information. This request he made, but failed in obtaining the 
necessary copies. The above, Bhanabhoye communicated to me. Subsequently 1 sub* 
mitted a petition to the Resident, upon which the Resident directed that I should attend 
&nd give the names of the members of the punchayet to the Mahraj ; and further, yesterday 
R jassood also came from the Mahraj to call me. Therefore I have only to solicit the 
Mahraj will be pleased to furnish me with copies of the orders of the Bombay Government in 
this matter, and of the yad fram the Resident, and of the draft of the punchayet namah,” 
and the names of the members chosen by my opponents, so that i may be enabled to give 
the subject due consideration^ and then famish the names of the mem^rs to be chosen by 
me, as weU as make such suggestions in the draft of the ^^pundiayet namah ” upon its 
l^aing famished me, as may occur to me, anti then send iny kamdar as the Resident may 
be pleased to directi to make slioh representations in my behalf as may be considered 
necessary to do. For the above reasons it is necessary that an early reply be given to this 
yad. 

(signed) (In Goozeratee character.) 

3 Q 
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2 , 

Taakslatb of a Yad from tlie Widow of the late Bechiirbh^e Samaldasa* Joiteeba^ 

taoee^ and Heiress to the Wealth of the firm of Harry Bhugtee« to hta Highness tbs 
Guikwar, dated Posh Vud 13th, Sumvut 3U06 (a,j>, 22 January 1&49)« 

In accordance with the instructions received by me from the Acting Resident of Baroda, 
Captain French, that I should cause my iktber and others to wait upon your Highness; 
upon which, considering it necessary, I "have duly kept that gentleman informed of the 
result of such interviews, considering it necessary to respect the mandates of the Company 
Sirkar, on Posh Sood 8th, Sumvut 1006 (2 January 1849), I sent a yad to the Guikwar 
Sirkar; which yad, however, the Sirkar refused to receive, and consequently it was brought 
back to me, the particulars of which I reported for the information of the Resident. Sul>- 
sequently, in accordance with the instructions adverted to above, the party directed her 
father personally attended with the yad, and delivered it to his Highness ; but tms yad, 
after perusal, and being taken into consideration, was returned. The particulars which 
transpired upon this occasion also I duly informed the Resident of. And since I have been 
guilty of no fault, yet as I am constantly made to appear so by misrepresentations, I find 
myself hopeless ; because from the day on which Nafia and his colleagues commenced op- 
pressing myself and people up to the present day, I from time to time have been keeping boUi 
the Sirkars informed of the particulars of the oppressions with which I had been burtlieiied ; 
but no arrangement having been made to remedy the evils complained of, Trimbuck Shas- 
tree Murdiore addressed to nie a yad containing matter quite foreign to the subject-matter 
of my complaint; in which, without making any mention of my father having attended 
with the yad to the Sirkar, he mentioned, as above stated, matters of quite a different 
description. Well, to what ex(ent should I write ? I am hopeless, because up t*> tlie 
present time no jierson suing for justice has ever l)cen treated as I am ; and should such a 
course be persisted in with reference to the dispensing of justice, the Almighty alone knows 
what will become of the poor; for the Sirkar is the parent of the ryots, both in this and the 
next world, therefore it is necessary that as a parent protects the interests of his children, 
so, in like manner our Raja should protect the interests of his ryots. Because the ryots are 
the Sirkar’s children, he should look after the interest of his karbarecs, both those who 
are at a distance from him and those near him, without partiality or favour. At the 
present time I am involved in the deepest difficulties imaginable, regarding which how have 
I not l)een complaining ? I nominated a kaindar and karbaree on my part to manage my 
every business and to give answers in my case, he being an honest, good, respectable, and 
honourable peison, ami I sent him with a yad lo the Resident, whereupon the said gentle- 
man sanctioned the entertainment of this individual, and sent him to his Highness with a 
yad, directing that he be recognized as ihe agent on my part, and from which date he used 
to he in constant attendance upon the said Guikwar Sircar’s court, but on no one occasion 
was anything done agreeably to his representations. For this there would appear to be no 
remedy ; for which reason, from the commencement, the particulars of the case have been 
from time to time made known, and at the present time I send this yad to your Highnesis, 
according to whtel^ when it is taken into consideration, and an order granted, then I shall 
direct my kamdar to wait upon your Highness, and when he is furnished with copies of the 
proceedings adverted to in the above yad, and after he has become informed of the purport 
of the orders from the Resident and the Bombay Government connected with the matter, 
without putting eiiher of the Sirkars to unnecessary trouble, be, according as he may be 
directed by both the Sirkars, will attend for the purposes of conducting tny case, giving 
answers and writing yads, 8u:. in my behalf. Therefore it is solicited that the Sirkar wiU 
have the kindness to take the contents of tlie yad above adverted to into consideration, and 
order the preliminary measures which have been intimated to the Resident to be carried 
out. In the yad of Trimbuck Shastree it is stated that he had been ordered by the Sifkar 
to call on me to specify tlie parties I am desirous of naming as the members of the ptm- 
chayet on my part. But copy of the Sirkar ’s yad has not been furniahed me; had it been 
furnished, after raking its contents into consideration, an immediate answer would have 
been submitted thereto. And as 1 have hitherto from time to time kept the Sitxsar informed 
of the particulars of my case, in the same manner I would itave lost no time in submitting 
a reply to the yad in question, so that an explanation might have taken place. Thus the 
investigation of my case, through my kamdar, being conducted in a proper manner, there 
would not have existed any occasion of reporting any obstacles or other omissions therein 
to the English Sirkar. The Maliraj should be pleased to take into consideration that the 
investigation of any business whatever cannot be said to progress in a proper way unless a 
person on the part of the complainant be present, upon whom the said complainant places 
unlimited confidence, for the purpose o( explaining the nature of the case under ifivesti** 
gation; for unle^^s such a person be present, and the representations be might feel called 
upon to make be attended to and taken into consideration, how could justice be awarded 
tn such a case? Unless steps be for the future taken, find arrangements made in accord* 
ance with the suggestions contained above, how are poor and unmended, and unsapported 
parties to obtain redress for the wrongs they may be suffering under ? This being takea in^ 
cotiskieration, and having his view directed towards the Almighty in a . proper maQiier|it |s 
necessary that the Mahraj should give this subject his best consideration. Up to the pre»#^ 
time 1 have been sadly oppressed, imprisoned, and otherwise ill-used, the particttlara^^ 
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which I have on various occasions brought to the knowledge of the Sahib^ and in accord- 
ance with which (repiesentatiofis), if arrangeiBeitts be made to a#brd me redress, innume- 
rable blessings will ^ showered down upon the M ahra}. As the Sirkar is my parent, it is 
itaceSsety that hr give me assurance of meeting wirb redress; and for this end the whole 
df the ciremiistances of my case should be taken into consideratioii, and amngements 
made. At present the Sirkar’^s seepahees and jassoos, and the seepabees of Nafra, are placed 
as guards upon me; consequei>tly, steps 8h4)uld be taken foe their removal. Nafra and his 
cotieagues have exposed myself and my people to much and severe oppression, and they 
ure squandering away the wealth of the firm. Because 1 have complmmt^ about the above 
they have placed me in imprisoniiieBt. For granting me redress for the above-stated 
wrongs, the Mahraj is omnipotent 

(signed) (In Qoozeratee character.) 

Endoksbment. 

In a yad dated Posh Vud 9th, Sumvot 1005 (a.o. 17 January 1849), you had been 
advised to consent to the adjudication of your case by puuchayet, in accordance with which 
you should send your father, Bhanabhoye, to the Sirkar, to name the members of the pun- 
cJbuyet who you may be desirous of choosing in your behalf. 

Bated 13th Poush Vud, Sumvut 1905 (22 January 1849). 


3. 

Translate of a Yad from Joiteebaee Settanee, the Widow of the late Bechurblioye 

Samuldass, and Heiress to the Wealth of the Firm of Hurry Bhugtee, to bis Highness the 

Guikwar, dated Poush Vud 14th, Sumvut 1905 (a.d. 23 January 1849). 

1 BEG to submit for the information of the Sirkar, that I had on Poush Vud 13, Sumvut 
1905 (22 January 1849) sent a yad, enclosing my former yad of Poush Sood 8, Sumvut 
1905 (2 January 1849) by my karkoon to the Mahraj, which although perused by the 
sirkar, the arrangements therein suggested have not been as yet made, and the above two 
yads, together with one bearing the signature of Tritnbuck Shastree Munhore ; in all these 
three yads, about midnight were brought back to me by a jassoos belonging to the Mahraj 
sirkar* I being at the time asleep, they were made over to my father, who had been dis- 
turbed from his le^t, and the jbasoos after so delivering these yads went away. The next 
morning my father made the yads over to me, and upon perusing the endorsements made on 
my petitions, they were found to be of the same 8ul)6tance as that of tlie yad of Trimbuck 
Shastree Munhore, and although the writer's name had not been specified under those 
endorsements they would appear to have been written in the same liand writing as that in 
which the Shastree's yad is written, but the Slvasiree's ynd does not contain any answer to 
the contents of riiy two yads; whereas, according to the ordeis in the matter from the 
Council and the Kesideiu, in order that my cause might not be injuriously aHecttd, and 
that no obstacle might be offered to ihe continuation of the vywut'' I had been 
induced to notice various particulars, hut no answer to ihese whatever are given in the 
Sha>iree'8 yad, and whether my yads had reached or not, and whether the making of any 
anrangements in accordance with such yads are contemplated, or otherwise, it was neces- 
sary the fact should have been noticed m the endorsements made upon tlie yads returned 
to me, but this course had not been adopted, and without noticing the contents of 
the yads despatched by me, extraneous matter are harped upon in the Shastree's yad ; the 
reason for this evideniiy is, to show (make it appear) that i do not atteiKl at the Sirkar, 
and tiuit owing to my non-attendance, injunciions are from time to time issued to me from 
the sirkar, which I also treat with disrespect, thus to make it appear that I am self-willed, 
and ireatthe mandates of my sovereign with contempt and disdain, and the wording of the 
above (mentioned) Shastree's yad is such as would convey such untavourabU impression 
against me. My inotber was induced to return from Bombay to Baroda,and I, on my part, 
in obedience to the orders of Colonel James Outram, engaged a kamdar kai baree, sent a 
yad (by such kai baree); and from that time up to the pie^ent day, I and my mother have 
on various occasions brouglit to the notice of the authorities the detailed particulars of my 
case, but according to which on no one occasion has the investigation of my case been gone 
into in the presence of my kamdar, nor have the proceedings formerly taken in the case 
been read over to him or any arrangements been eniered into as soUcitefl in such repre- 
sentations up to the present day. My enemies have every indulgence allowed them, 
where^s on my pait, tlie attendance of my father alone in th!e impending case before the 
sirkar and durbar is directed : therefore, f am at a loss to understiind why this should be, 
because he can hardly make himself understood to even a child, and such being the state 
of his intellects, hpw could he be supposed to be eoual to, the task of representing 
and conducting my case before the Sirkar’s court? Colonel Outram beatig satisfied upon 
tim pointy dir^ted the entertainment of a kamdar to condiiet the tnipending case upon 
to^art, end the above I have from time to time brought to notice, but no attention has 
0^ pakt to it; nor have any arrangements been made upon this auligect, yet 1 am called 
apon to name the Sbaaliees and members of die niiiiidh to be appointed on my part ; this 
«|Simra vary eirtraerdinary, therefore, the Mahraj should kindly be pleased to favour me 
Sto* 3 ft a 
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with the copies of ihe various oixlers of the Bombay Government in this matter, and of thfr 
letter written by the Resident to the Mahraj upon the receipt of the last orders of the 
Bombay Government, and as I am very anxious to act in accordance with the mandate of 
the Council, I am further induced to solicit that, as well as copies of orders of Govern^ 
ment and the letter written by the Resident to the Mahraj both of whicli had been read and 
explained to my father at the durbar ; the draft of the “ Kajeenamah ^' to be uranted to the 
punch, and the names of the members chosen by my opponents should be furnished me, 
l>ecause it is necessary that both parties to this action should be made acquainted with the 
members of the punchayet, chosen on either side, for this rule is in force everywhere, more- 
over if 1 were (previously) to name the members of the punch to be appointed upon my 
part the very parties might have been chosen by my opponents, but by being furnished 
with the above information this would be avoided, and 1 would be enabled to name such 
parties as may not have been named by my opponents, in whom I might have every confi- 
dence, because upon the parties so appointed by me, I should have to depend for the fate 
of my case, therefore all these points should be taken into consideraiion before such mem- 
bers are appointed, and named. In this city there are parties in whom as members of the 
punch in my case I have no confidence, therefore it will be necessary (as was done in the 
case of Khooshalchund’s heir, and that of the late Gungadhnr Shas{ree9, by the Company 
Sirkaris orders, and wiih the concurrence of both the litigant parties) that a punch be con- 
vened of parties belonging to other places, and it is necessary that my approval of such 
punchayet should be ascertained, therefore the Mahraj should be pleased to take into his 
consideration the contents of my yesterday's yad, and the respectability of my frimily, 
and protect the interesis of my case, and grant me the copies and draft soliciied. Upon 
which, after taking the subject, as above stated, into consideration, 1 shall furnish the 
names of the members of the punchayet, as has been directed, after which it is left to 
the pleasure of the Sirkar, but if any difficulties offer themselves against the grant of the 
request thus solicited by me, then as my mother had proceeded to Bombay, and 
complained lo the Bombay Goveininent on my part, upon which ihe present inquiries 
have been instituted in this case, it is respectfully solicited that this yad be forwarded 
to the Resident for transmission to the Bombay Government; and that, whatever orders 
the said government may be pleased to grant thereupon, such may be respected. And 
upon becoming informed of the Resident’s reply to the letter, the Mahraj may be 
pleased to send in this matter, I shall be enable to make such representations to the Council 
as I may consider necessary to submit, but at the present time, I being an unprotected 
female, therefore, the Mahraj should pity my case, and having respect to the friendship 
existing with the Company’s Sirkar, grant the copies, &c., solicited by me, and make the 
arrangements suggested in my representations, and then the kamdar on my part will be 
instructed to attend upon the Mahraj and carry out the above measures. To write fully to 
one’s parent is proper, and, as in the cas^^ of a child becoming bad, the parent having 
regard to his own character becomes blind to his ciiild’s imperfections, and tries to better such 
child’s condition. My kamdar will attend upon the Mahraj, and make him acquainted 
with all the particulars of my case, and will communicate to me such orders as the Mahraj 
may feel disposed to make in this matter, and after taking such into consideration, it will 
be determied whether the case should be disposed of by punchayet or amicably settled, as 
the Mahraj has explained to my father the orders of the Council and the Resident’s yad 
upon the subject. Even to have the case disposed of as above, the services of a wise and 
experienced person is necessary ; therefore when my kamdar is sent to the presence, and 
the wywui” with him as regards the management of this case is commenced, then the 
business will progress, but unless such measures be sanctioned it cannot be preceded with, 
for it must be apparent to the Mahraj or any impartial person, that unless the subject is 
fully understood on both sides, it cannot be broujjhi to a proper conclusion. Therefore, if the 
above adverted to measures be not sanctioned, mis case cannot be brought to a conclusion ; 
therefore, it is necessary that the Mahraj should be pleased to cause to be furnished to me 
the copies and draft above solicited by me. 

(True translation.) 

(signed) M» Batty 

[Assistant Residents 


Appendix (E.) 

Correspondence with Government sttbseqaent to 29 July 1800. 


Petition from Settanee Mahaluximeebaee the Daughter-in- Law to Hurry Bhugtee, 

Inhabitant of Baroda. 

To the Right Honourable the Governor in Council, 

Most respectfully showeth, 

That your petitioner most humbly begs to represent, that her firm being under the protec- 
tion of Government for a long period, the business of ber comiiierciai speculations was regu* 
larly carried on, and therefore she has been hitherto spending her days in peace and comfort { 
but Lutloo Wardu, the agent of the firm, who owed a certain sum of money to your 

thmer. 
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tioner, and who, being a man of bad conduct, was sent before his Highness the Guicowar 
by your petitioner, whereupon be wag examined in the court of bis Highness, found guilty, 
and committed to prison. Intermediately, Baba Furkey was strongly recommended to 
Government by the Resident of Baroda, and of this special favour he (Baba Furkey) took 
the advantage and demanded 10,000 r^ees from your petitioner’s agent, promising him to 
render every assistance as soon as Government would sunction the application of the 
Besident ; but with all his influence and presumption, Baba Furkey is a person of a very 
disgraceful character, and his proceedings are generally veiy fraudulent. He endeavours 
to persuade the citizens by his artful way of misleading others, and accumulates round 
sums in shape of a bribe ; considering all the above-mentioned circumstances, your peti- 
tioner’s agent did not believe his assertions, which created hatred in his mind, and he 
therefore openly sent a message to her agent, intimating that he would soon take such 
measures that might ruin your petitioner’s family. 

Your petitioner most humbly craves the liberty of communicating, that an unlimited 
influence of the above cheat (Baba Furkey), has been the sole cause of the total destruction 
of her interests, because the Resident having summoned her agent from the custody, 
sequestrated his househould property, together with his banks. In addition to this, the 
Resident caused to be brought belbre himself the account books, with several agents of 
your petitioner. Hence, she has been labouring under an intolerable oppression and 
tyranny through the said self-conceited * adviser. # 

Under these circumstances, your petitioner hopes that your Lordship in Council, after 
taking into « mature consideration the above statements, will kindly take such early steps 
as to relieve her from the most disagreeable calamity in which she has been unreasonably 
involved, and a grant of this boon will exceedingly oblige your petitioner. 

Tour petitioner, as in duty bound, will ever pray, &c. 

Baroda, dated 13 July 1850. 


No. 3,476 of I860.— 

•Political Department. 

Document to whom sent. 

For what pui-pose. 

Resident at Baroda. 

For Report. 


By order of the Right honourable the Governor in Council. 

(signed) A, Malet, Chief Secretary to Government. 
Bombay Castle, 22 July 1850. 

Received in an envelope, bearing the Poonah post mark, 20 July 1850, a.m. 


No. 17G. 

Report. 

The proceedings gainst mooneem Baba Nafra, of the firm of Huree Bhugtee, referred 
to in this petition, will be reported in due course. All that is now necessary to notice in diis 
petition, is the allusion to Baba Furkey, as having been the instigation of those proceedings, 
and other insinuations against that individual. 

As to the proceedings against Baba -Nafra, they have arisen out of circumstances in 
which Baba Fudkey has no concern. The latter person has not once been admitted to 
the residency, nor have I had any personal communication with him since my return to 
Baroda. 

1 have no occasion to notice tlie asserted communications between Baba Furkey and the 
petitioner’s agent. The animus which prompts these insinuatioiia against Baba Fudkey, 
Qiay, however, be traced to the inimical proceedings of Baba Nafra against him, exposra 
in my late report, regarding Baba Fudkey, dated 22d ultimo, No* 181. 

^ Baroda Residency, 49 July 1850. (signed) J. Oufram, Resident. 


3 <13 
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No« 8)690 of 1060^-^PoiiHeal Depnrtment* 

From A. Maki, Esquire, Chief Secretary to Government of Bombay, to Lieutenant- 
Colonel J. Outranif c.B., Reeident at Baroda. 

Sir, 

I AM directe<l by the Right Honourable the Governor in Council, to transmit for your 
immediate attention, translation of a memorandum from Maha Luxtnee Shettanee, widow 
of Bachurbhaee Samuldass, dated the 4th ultimo. 

I have, icc. 

(signed) A^ Ma&/, Chief Secretary to Qovernmeiii. 
Bombay Castle, 24 July 1860. 


Persian DepartinenU—- Bombay Castle, 16 July I860. 

Substance of a Memorandum from Maha Luxamee Settanee, Widow of the late 
Bachurbhaee Samuldass, and her son Pershotum Bhaee, heir of the firm of Huree 
Bhugtee, to the Right Honourable the Governor in Council, dated Jest Vud lOtK 
(4 June). 

CoLONBi* OuTRAM having imbibed unfriendly feelings towards us on account of the affairs 
of Govindrow Futteh Sing, we are at present subjected to great oppression, our goomasias 
and other servants having joined with Guicowar Sirkar attempted to ruin our firm and house- 
hold in every respect; on our coming to know of it, we represented to the Guicowar Sirkar 
that it wi\s not proper for it to alienate our goomastas and other servants, and thereby raise 
disputes in our house. That we were under the guarantee of the British Government, and 
would have ultimately to report the circumstance to the Sahib, whereupon the Guicowar 
Sirkar took the depositions of those parties, and having established iheir guilt, imprisoned 
them. In the meantime Colonel Outrain returned here ; alihough this officer was unfriendly 
towards us, yet we sent him a message that we were desirous of waiting upon him. He 
sent us a plain negative, that he would not receive us; we, consequently, became helpless. 
Lately, the Colonel and Bhawoo Tambaykur joined together, set at large those parties who 
had created differences in our house, and who were in consequence imprisoned by the 
Guicowar Sirkar, and instructed them to make out a false case to the effect that they were 
acquainted with the affairs ot Joiteebaee ; all at once a party of Shebundees was despatched 
to our house by the Guicowar Sirkar, and the Sahib, and ourmaktiar mooneem was forcibly 
seized and carriecl away from our cutcherry. This mooneem has been in our service from 
the time of the Shetjee, and is an old and respectable servant, enii usied by the Shcijee with 
the c(»ritrol and management of the affairs of the firm, and possesses a paper of mooktiar, 
in the handwriting of the Sheijee himself, according to which, business has been regularly 
carried on. In consequence of his experience and endeavours to promote the prosperity of 
the fi/m, he has incurred enmity. His house has been attacked, and is watched over by a 
party of 60 shebundees ; our firm has been likewise locked up and attached. The Resident 
intends lo take by the hand these persons whom we got imfirisoned as aforesaid, to cause 
them to fabricate matters and establish, by means of his authority, that the lawful son of 
JoiteebMOc Sheetanee was unjustly declared to be spurtous ; on this point we replied to 
every just question hitherto put io us, and will answer any such as may hereafter be asked 
of us, but we iiave no remedy against oppression; we shall submit in a few days for the 
informatirm of your Lordship in Council, cop es of depositions regarding the intrigues of 
the goomastas and others. In short, we are subjected to unnecessary oppression, and 
have become helpless; we are .saliookars, our transactions involve lacs of rupees; w^e have 
ouistaiuiing debts of lacs of rupees ; our debtors, with a view to evade payment of our dues, 
and others who do not receive any presents from us, misrepresent matters as they like. To 
have made at once an attempt against our character without a due examination, was an act 
o* extrcTuc oppression ; our firm has been regularly carried on for nearly seventy-five years. 
From the foregoing act of opprei^sion, it will go to ruin in a lew days ; and great blame will 
attach to the Honourable Company in consequence. If, therefore, government adopt imme- 
diate steps to prevent unjust oppression being exercised towards us tbrojugli emnky, our 
firm may stand for some time, otherwise we cannot define what may become of it ; we are 
prepared to present ourselves at Bombay, and to adduce personftlly before Government 
witnesses, documentary proofs, books, at^ whatever other eridencie may be required in 
refutation of any charge* we may be suspected of; but it is not proper lo disgrace us, and 
ruin all at once a firm of long-standing. If Government allow tins in the feceof their 
own guarantee to us, it is our misfortune. We beg your Lordship in Council will be 
pleased to issue positive instructions to the Resident to prevent {urtliwitk the oppression' 
canapiained of, and afford us assurances of ptotectioii.. 

(signed) A . Malet$ Cliief Secretary* 
(True copy.) 

(signed) A. Malet, Chief Secretary. 



495 


OP BISIBENT AT BARODA. 


No. 180. — Political Department. 


From Lieutenant-Colonel J* Outram^ Resident at Baroda» to A. Malet^ Esq. 

Chief Secretary to Government, Bombay. 

Sir, 

1 . I mava the honour to acknowledge the receipt this day of your letter dated 24th 
instanti No. 3,636, transmitting for my immediate attention, iranalation of a memorandum, 
purporting to be from Maha Luxini Shetanee, widow of Bachurbhaee Samuldass. 

% in reply, 1 beg leave to ohaerve, that the statemeots iti tiiat luemoranduai are so 
entirely opposed to facts, and also to tiie represetuaiions contained in a petition from the 
Shetanee, presented to his Highness on the 18th instant, only 14 days cmbsequent to the 
date of tfcre memorandum (erroneously) dated 4th June instead of 4ih July, e<^y and trans- 
lation of which is annexed, that I have every reason to suspect that her name lias been 
unantfaorizedly used, and that Baba Nafra himself is the author of the document. 1 beg, 
therefore, you will do me the favour to send the original memoranduip, that I may ascer- 


tain the fact. 

3. With reference to the petition to his Highness now forwarded, I take this opportunity 
to make known to the Right honourable the Governor in Council, that Shetanee wished 
to petition me to the same effect ; but I leplted, that i would have nothing to do with any 
arrangements they might choose to enter into for the future management of the firai, as 1 
had little doubt the Bhandree of the British Government, which it had heretofore enjoyed, 
would now be withdrawn, in accordance with the intimation lately made to the holders 
of our guarantee, that any misconduct on their part would cause the forfeiture of the 
Bhandry. 

I have, &c. 

Baroda Residency, 31 July I860. (signed) J, Outram^ Resident. 


Translate of a Copy of a Yad from Purshotum Bhaee Bechurbhaee, Heir of the Firm of 
Hurree Bhugteo, to the Address of his Highness the Guicovvar, dated Assad Sood 9th, 
1906 (17 July 1850). 

It has come to my notice that Baba Nafra, the principal manager of our firm, has been 
in the habit of giving money to certain people, and has been squandering our capital ; it 
was our intention to bring this subject to tlie notice of the durbar ; in the meantime, the 
books of our firm were sent by ihe durbar to the residency, and from the inquiry whidr 
has there been instituted, it appears that there are several items in the chopras which are 
not properly accounted for, this having been satisfactorily proved and brought to my know- 
ledge, 1 beg to inform your Highness that the keeping of such a man as Baba Nafra in 
our employ would be highly detrimental to our firm, I have, therefore, discharged him, 
and now request that your Highness will have the goodness to arrange for the carrying on 
of the business of the firm, that our character may not suffer. Knowing that your High- 
ness’s durbar are our only protectors, I have been induced to make this request. On the 
death of my father, Bacnui bhaee, he made over my mother, and the firm to the protection 
of the durbar, and I, therefore, request that assistance may he now afforded lo us. 

(signed) Purthotumbhaee BachuTbhate^ name of, by writer*, 
Wuzzubhaee, at the request of Shetanee Baee 
Luxmee Baee. 


No. 3,888 of 1850. — Political Department. 


From the Chief Secretary to Government, Bombay, to Lieutenant-Colonel J. Outram, 

C.B., Resident at Baroda. 


Sir, 

I AM directed by the Right honourable the Governor in Council, to acknowledge the 
receipt of your letter, No. 180, dated tiie 31st uUimo, and to transmit the original memo- 
randum therein referred to, with a request that you will return it with your report on the 
subject. 


I have. Sec, 

Bombay Castle, 17 August 1860, (signed) A. Malet^ Chief SecreCary« 


No. 3,867 of 1660. — Political Department. 


From A« MaUt, Esq. Chief Secretary to Government, Bombay, lo Lieutenant-Colonel 

X Outram, c.b.. Resident at Baroda. 

Sir, 

W iTw reference to your Report, No. 176, dated the 29th eltimo, on the petition from 
Shettanee Mahalnxmeebaee, dated the 16th idem, I am directed by the Right honourable 
the Governor in Council to inform you, that the petitioner has been referred to you for a 


I have, &c. 

Bombay Castle, 17 Auguil Malet, Chief Secretary. 

560. 3 Q 4 
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No. 208. — Political Department* 


From Lieutenant-Colonel J. Outram^ c.b., Resident at Barodui to A. Malei, Esq., 
Chief Secretary to Government, Bombay. 


Sir, 

I HAVE the honour to transmit for such consideration as the Ri^ht honourable the Governor 
in Council may deem it deserving of, a petition in original (wiih translation), from Maba 
Luximeebaee, widow of the Bachurbaee, complaining that Baba Nafra has unauthorizedly 
been making petitions in her name, and requesting that no such petitions may be considered 
as coming from her. 

Not having received any intimation from Government of the receipt of the second petition 
referred to by the Satanee, to which she appears to have obtained a reply, dated 22 July^ 
I beg that I maybe furnished with the document in original, for the purpose of tracing the 
treachery which the Setanee represents to have been practised towards her. 

On sending for the petition book, for the purpose of ascertaining whether any such 
intimation had been received regarding the second petition, I then observed that I bad 
inadvertantly overlooked the call made at the conclusion of your letter. No, 3,838, of the 
17th ultimo, for my report on the first petition therein forwarded. Having myself written 
to you for that petition, and being much occupied at the time, I received your reply 
enclosing it, which from its brevity, appeared to be a mere transmitting letter, 1 regret to 
have to confess that, taking this for granted, 1 sent it at once to the office without attentive 
perusal, for which negligence I beg to apologise. 

I have now requested bis Highness to cause the parties concerned to be examined, and on 
receipt of the depositions 1 shall do myself the honour to submit the required report. 


I have, &c. 

Baroda Residency, (signed) J'. Ouiram, Resident. 

7 September 1850. 


Translation of a Letter from Mabaluxmeebaee, Widow of ihe late Beechurhaee 
Samuldas, of the Firm of Hurree Bugtee, to the Resident at Baroda, dated Shra Wun Vud 
13ih, Sumvut 1906 (a.d. 4 September 1850). 

My discharged goo^iasta, Baba Nafra, with fraudulent motives, and without explaining 
the purport of it, brought me a petition, addressed to the Bombay Government, dated 
12 July 1850, and said that it was to obtain an order from Government to have him 
released from confinement, and desired me to sign it, which I did, and a reply was received 
from Government, 17 August 1850, from which Nafra’s deceit became known to me, of 
which 1 informed the Resident by my goomaj!*tas. On the 13tli July another petition 
was made by Nafra, and a reply received, dated 22 July 1850, by which I am astonished to 
find that as I made no petition, the Government has sent a reply ; how is this? 1 beg to 
state, that in future, should Baba Nafra send any false petition to Government, or to the 
Resident, on any case whatever, the same should not be admitted, and that the Resident 
will be pleased to communicate ilie above matter to the Bombay Government. 

(signed) Mahaluxmibaee, hy Peetamber Sewlall. 


No. 209. — Political Department. 

■n 

From Lieuienant-Colonel J. Outram, c.b.. Resident at Baroda, to A. Malet, Esq., 
Chief Secretary to Government, Bombay. 

Sir, 

With reference to my letter, dated 7th instant, No. 208, relating to the petitions jn the- 
name of Mahaluximee Baee, widow of the late Beechurhaee Samulda^s, I have the honour 
to transmit translations of depositions by that lady and her father ; also of Baba Nafra, and 
a relation of his, from the former of which, it appears that a petition was prepared by Baba 
Nafra, or written under his dictation, which Luximeebaee and her father state that they 
were induced to sign, under misrepresentations as to its purport, the petition not having 
been read to them ; but from the statement of the father, it would appear that the^petition 
forwarded by you (herewith returned) is not the paper they signea. The depositions of 
the other parties interested in effecting the impositions on the Settanee areT contradictory to 
the above. 

I have, &c. 

Baroda Residency, (signed) J. Outram, Resident.. ^ 

10 September 1850. 
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Translation of the Deposition of SetUnee Mahaluximeebaee, Widow of the late 

Becchurbaee Samuldass, dated Shrawun Vud 14th, Sumvut 1906 (a.d. 5 September 

1850), taken before the Durbar. 

Question. A maratha petition* in your name, and written on a tine post paper, dated Jest 
Vud lOih, Suravnt 1906 (11 July 1860), is here read to you; was this petition made by 
you, if so, how was it done ? — Answer. The petition having been read and shown to me, I 
have to state, that when Baba was first confined, and the Resident sent for the chopras of 
rny shop, Baba Nafia's son Appa brought to me a petition and said that as Baba, his 
father, was confined, to sign the petition quickly, as it is one of emergency. On this I got 
my father Wuggoobhaee to sign it, but whether this is the same petition or another, 1 do 
not know ; neither was its contents explained or the petition read to me, but in an ambiguous 
way he got the petition signed. 

At the bottom of the petition it is signed in your name, and said to be your mark, and 
that of your son Purshotum, and written by your father Wuggoobhaee Wuncherdass ; state 
whether the mark was made by you, and whether the signature is the same as that written 
by Wuggoobhaee? — After Baba was confined, his son Appa remained in my hou.^e for two 
or three Bays, and only once, as above stated, my signature was obtained in an ambiguous 
way, but whether this is the same petition or another I do not know, nor were the contents 
explained to me; and whether it is the same or another, how do I know? 

Do you know whether the petition was written on a fine or country paper? — As the 
signature was taken in a hurry, I do not recollect what kind of paper it was. 

(signed) Settanee Mahaluximee, Goomasta Echaram, 

By desire of the Settanee. 


Translation of the Deposition of Wuggoobhee Wuncheedass, Inhabitant of Baroda ; 

aged 46; Caste, Banian; dated Shrawun Vud 14th, Sumvut 1906 (6 September 1850), 

taken before the Durbar. 

Question. A petition, dated Jest Vud 10 th, Sumvut 1906 (11 July 1850), and written on 
a fine post paper, in the name of Mahaluxmee Settanee (your daughter) and Purshotumbhaee, 
is here shown to you, state whether the signature ol’ your daughter, and that of her son, in 
this petition, was written by you, or how ? — Answer. The Sirkar having shown me the 
jietition bearing the signature of my daughter Mahal uxmeebaee and Purshotumbhaee, I 
have to state, In^at the signatures resemble my bandwriting, but I never signed such a paper, 
nor did I write or sign on such a fine paper. I once signed Malialuximee's name on a 
country paper. 

What was the subject of the paper you had signed, and what was written in it, and by 
whose desire did you sign it? — Baba Nafra’s son was in my shop, and as he was sitting 
near Mahaluxmee, the lad brought me a paper, and at bis request I signed it ; but what was 
the subject of that paper I do not know. 

Which of Baba’s sons was in your shop? — ^The youngest, Appa. 

After Baba was confined, how many Bays did Baba^s eon remain in the shop? — Baba 
was confined on Wednesday, and on Friday bis son left the shop. He remained three days 
in the shop. 

After Baba was confined, how many petitions did Mahaluxmeebaee make to the Bombay 
Government and this Government ? — Mone. 

(signed) Wuggoobhaee Wunchudass. 


Translation of tlie Deposition of Tatia Babajee;^ Caste, Devanee Brahmin Kurora; *BabaNafra*s 
Inhabitant of Olepar, now residing in Baroda ; aged 22 years; Profession, Service; made ter m-law *8 so 
before bis Highness the Guicowar, on Shruvun Wud 14th, Sumvut 1906 (a.d. 6 Sep- 
tember 1860). 

Question. A petition in the name of Mahaluximee Settanee, widow of Beechur Bhaee 
Samuldass, and that of her son Purshotumbhaee, dated Jest Vud 10 th, of Sumvut 1906 
(11 July 1B50), is here shown to you; state in whose handwriting it is? — Ansper. The 
petition having been shown to me by the Sirkar, I beg to state that it is in my handwriting. 

In whose handwriting is the Guzerattee signature below the petition, do you know ?— ITie 
signature is in the handwriting of Wuggoobhaee, and it was signed by desire of Mahal ux- 
meebhaee. 

Who all were present at the time ? — Settanee Wuggoobhaee, myself, goomasta Echaram 
and Bamodhur were present, but 1 do not recollect me rest. 

As you were present at the time the petition w^as signed, was it first read to the Settanee ? 

7 -I read the petition to the Settannee, who, together with Wuggoobhaee, and others heard 
*t, imd afterwards Wuggoobhaee sign<^ it. 

You state that the petition was signed after you had read it ; but at whose desire did you 
y^rite the petition ?— As Settanee, Wuggoobhaee, Echaiarii, Damodhur and others were sit- 
tng, the former said, that as great imposition was made on her, she directed a petition to be 
wJ^ich was done by me after all had well considered the matter. There is no 
oiftbrence m this deposition. 

^ (signed) Tatiaba Babajee. 

560. 3 R 
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•s. 0. 


Iranslation of the Deposition of Wamunrow Venktesh BabaNslItt; Caste, Deccanee 

Brahmin Kurara, aged about Profession, Service; made before his Highness the 

Guicowar, on Slirawua Vud I 4 tb^ Sumvut 1906 (a.d. 5 September 1850). 

Question. A petition in the name of Mahaluxmee Settannee, widow of the late Bachur- 
bhaee Samuldass, and that of her son Purshotunibhaee, dated Jest Vud 10th, of Sumvut 1906 
(11 July 1650), on fine post paper is here shown to you, state whether you were cognizant 
of it, and by >'’hotn is it signed and written ? — Answer. Having read the petition shown to 
me by the Sirkar, I beg to state, that when I was at my house, and the Shetjee, after having 
returned from his visit to the Kesident, the Settanee prepared to go to OomDay ; but I con- 
sidered that as all blame would fall on me, I advised the Settanee not to go ; but if she 
wished she could make a peiition, and everything would be done ; on this ihe Settanee 
caused a petition to be written, which was done by Tatiaba of Olpar, and sent, and this is 
the same petition.* 

In whose handwriting is the petition ? — It is in the handwriting of Tatiaba of Olpar. 

Were the Guzerattee signatures of Seitanee Baee and Purshotumbhaee made in your 
presence, or how ? — I’hey were not done in my presence. There is no difference in the 
above deposition. 

Do you know whether any other petitions were made in the name of Settanee, besides the 
above f— "Two petitions, including this, were made. 

In whose handwriting was the other petition? — It may have been written either by my 
karkoon or goomasta, but I do not now recollect his name. 

Were you cognizant of this second petition, and did you read it ? — As I was guarded by 
the Sirkar’s peo[)le, no one brought me any peiition ; but as the Shettunee was at that time 
about going to Bombay, I advised her not to go, but to prefer a petition ; after this petition 
was sent, I heard of another being sent. There is no difference in the above deposition* 

(signed) fVa7numow Venktesh Nafra^ 
(True copies.) 

(signed) M. Battye, Assistant Resident* 


Appendix (F.) 

Depositions taken before the Resident. 


List of Depositions, &c. taken before the Resident in the case of the Son of Joitabhaee Settannee. 


Page. 

1. Bhyejee Oella, &c., dated 2 July 1850 - 499 

2. Lulloo Bhugwan, &c., dated 3 July 1850 499 

3. Lulloo Bhugwan, dated 5 July 1850 600 

4. Bbuerwan Bliuwaneedas, &c., dated 0 July 

1860 502 

6. Echarain Vunarsec, dated 8 .luly 1850 - 504 

6. Dhamodbur Doolubdas, dated 8 July 

1860 504 

7. Hurreelal Dhajee, dated 8 July 1850 - 505 

8. Dullea Bhawa, dated 10 July 1850 - 500 

9. See tarain G opal, dated 10 July 1850 - 507 

10. Munsook Lulloobhoy, datea 11 July 

1850 508 

11. Mohunlal Purboodas, dated 12 July 1850 509 

12. Ryejee Bechur, dated 10 July 1850 - 510 

13. Nurrotum Nurerdaa, dated 10 July 1850 511 

14. Jooma Joosa, dated 10 July 1850 - • 511 

16. ^ed Munsoor, dated 10 July 1860 - 612 

16. Cfhous M ahomedbin Ahmed, dated 10 

July 1850 513 

17. Hurjeewun Gowtumram, dated 17 July 

1860 514 

18. Wiswanath M’^unmalee, dated 17 July 

1B50 515 

19. Atmaram Lukmeedas, dated 17 July 1850 51.5 

20. Gunga, Woman, dated 18 July 1850 - 516 

21. Dhondee, dated 20 July 1860 - - 517 

22. Dada Mecat Havildar, dated 21 July 

1B50 518 

23. Nuijbeyram Doolubh, dated 21 July I860 619 

24. Wujoobhoy Waeheedas, dated 1 August 

I860 - 620 

25. Amber Sing, dated 14 August 1850 - 520 


Page. 

20. Jeebhoy Hurreeblioy, dated 14 August 

1850 - 621 

27. Rungjee Bheeka, dated 14 August 1860 622 
28 Jeetbhoy Jalluni, dated 14 August 1850 623 

29. Gooman Mowsing, dated 14 August 1850 624 

30. Biileeat , dated 15 August 1850 - - 624 

31. Purtap Dyaljee, dated 15 August 1850 - 625 

32. Bhugwan iihowance, dated 4 September 

1850 520 

33. Settanee Joitabace, dated 4 September 

1850 520 

34. Larbaec, dated 4 September 1850 - - 527 

35. Mahakoowur, dated 4 September I860 - 528 

36. Muncha, dated 4 September 1860 - - 529 

37. Bbugwan Bhuwanee, dated 10 Septem- 

ber 1850 530 

38. Lulloo Bhugwan, dated 10 September 

1850 - - . . . . - 630 

39. Dada Meea Havildar, dated 10 Septem- 

ber 1850 - 631 

40. Deed passed to Meetapoor Kollee, dated 

10 September 1860 - - - - 531 

41* Extract from a Memorandum of Settle- 
ineut made by Becherbhoy before hi# 
death, dated 4 August 1846 - - 581 

42. Bh Ilk tee Kandass, dated 9 February 

1851 -682 

43. Vrybhookum Eshwur, dated 22 January 

1861 682 

44. Maha Luxeemee Baee, dated 6 February 

1851 . 688 

45. Rungjee Beeka, dated 6 February 1861 586 


Though omitted to be stated in many of these translations, all th« depositions" tiken btlbirt 
the Resident were given on oath. No, 1, a Petition, and No. 2, a Statement, were not so. 
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1 . 

Tbanslatb of a Petition from Bbyjee Ghella, Lulloo Bhugwan, and Bhugwan Buwanee- 
daa, addressed to the Resident, dated Sutnvut 1906, Jet Wud 8th (Tuesday, 2 July 
1850). 

OuB petition is, that after the death of our master Bacherbhoy Samuldass, the whole of 
his affa^s appertaining to our late master's shop, &c. Baba Nafra had the charge of, and 
according to his (the Baba's) order, we, the goomasias, &c. pAformed all the business re- 
garding which, on some occasions, our late master’s widow, with reference to the Urjwut 
of the firm, might have interrogated us, when, however, owing to the fear we entertained of 
coming under Baba Nafra's displeasure, we withheld all information from her, although we 
consider the Setanee as our mistress, supportress, and parent; she sought from us informa- 
tion regarding the affairs of ihe firm, and which we, having omitted to furnish to her, we 
are guilty before the Almighty of a great sin ; but Baba Nafra, Bhow Tambekur, and the 
other karbharees being of one mind and opinion, therefore we remained quiet, yet at the 
time the Sirkar proceeded to Bombay, Baba Nafra having consulted with the karbharees, 
brought sepoys from our late master's firm, and placed them as sentries upon our houses, 
incarcerated us, placed locks upon the doors of our houses, and in various other ways 
greatly inconvenienced us. after which as appeared best to accord with hjs personal inte- 
rests, he wrote out depositions in our names, which he forced us to sign, and which having 
no alternative we were induced. After which we petitioned the Gutcowar Sirkar, but 
Baba Nafra caused no notice to be taken of our petition, and by his influence with Bhow 
Tambekur, got us, without being guilty of any crime, confined in the Government chuhoo- 
ira. Therefore we at present petition the Sahib, that our late master Hurree Bjiucktee 
had the guarantee of the Company’s Government, and we are his goomasias, therefore to 
kindly cause our liberation from incarceration would appear to be seemly on our part. Up 
to the present time have we been compelled to undergo much nnseiy, yet did not peiition 
ihe Sahib. The reason ihereof is, that our houses, families, assets, &c. are situated iu the 
Guicowar Sirkar';* territories, and the Resident’s late karbaree (native agent*") was also 
attached to Baba Nafra, and is also the Baba's relative, therefore, under one or other plea 
the above parties would have mined us. Entertaining such fears we subimtied to the 
miseries we were loaded with up to the present time, but now being unable to suffer further 
inisery, and seeing the rum of our late master's family, and from the above conspirators 

S rang your karbaree having also been separated, + we present this petition, and trust the 
Icsident taking it into consideration, and adopting the precaution to keep the contents of 
tiiis petition secret, will cause the whole of us to be liberated from our present imprisonment, 
upon which all the further particulars connected with this case, which we intend to dis- 
close, we will submit for the Sahib’s infbimatioa. 

This is our petition. 

(signed) Bhxnee Ghella, 

Lidloo Bhugwan. 

Bhugwan Buwuneedass, 

The above signatures is in the handwriting of Mohunlal. 


Tkanklate of the StatcMuent of Goomastas of Hurree Bugtee, of Baroda, it. e. LuIIoobhaee 
BhugwanduHS, Bliyj ee Ghejia, and Bhuwnneedass Jumnadnss, taken before Captain 
Batiye, Assistant to the Resident at Baroda, on the 3d July 1850, 


On your behalf your relative Mohunlall Bhnwaneedass, in my presence gave 
in a petition, upon which h yad was sent to Ins Highness the Guicowar, for your production ; 
consequently, you being all now present thereupon, you are asked to state the truth of all 
the particulars of your case 1— Answer. As under particularized in each para, 

** Para. 1st. My late master left two widows, the elder named Mahal uxmeebaee, and the 
younjgcr, Joitabaee; the latter, Joitabaee, has gone to Bombay, and the former, Mabalux* 
lueebaee^ is here at present. This baee is under the Baba^s surveillance, and under tlie 
of three sentries, there/ore the bate is incapacitated from coming and deposing before 
Sahib; but should both these baees be called before the Sahib, the whole transaction 
Will b^ explained by iliem ; but Baba Naira entertains great and certain fear that if he should 
the whole of the parties to become united, then the sou of Joitabaee, wliom he had 
10 the first instance admitted as the true son (and who was actually the true son) and sub- 
quenUy pronounced to be spurious ; and farther, his having ruined the affairs of the firm, 
^*' 7 . tho disunion of the two widows, and dissensions amongst them, sliould be brought 

’ ' ^ therefore he, after having first imprisoned us himself, then caused us to be incar-* 

the Guicowar hirkar. The younger, Seltanee Joitabaee, has proceeded to 


the eider, Setan^ MahaJuxmeebaee, w placed under surveillance by Baba 
Twretbre, at present, if the Birkar will take up the case, and institute an invesii^ 
3aba Kafra> having made out the tiue son as spurious, we are ail willing 
® this charge agfiiin^t Baba Nafra. But when the Baba is placed in confinemeiti. 


*2 n 


* Nursoo Pu 


t Nursoo Pu 
having been 
ferred to Ahi 
bad. 
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and it becomes known to the people that the Baba is shorn of his influence, then we shall 
be enabled to produce proofs to establish the above charges. The above is all that we have 
to say upon this head. * ^ 

Para. 2d. Baba Nafra, by giving in false names, drew considerable sums from the firm; 
and he may also have taken up money from the firm in his own name. When the choupra 
containing these particulars comes to our hands, and we be united with the elder Settanee 
Mahaluxmee, we wifi then show all ; and further, when the Si rkar sequestrates the property, 
estates, &c., belonging to Baba Nafra, the things in his possession, regarding which we have 
suspicion, we will point out and get seized ; this affair we intend to expose entirely, arid 
we have innumerable proofs substantiate these charges; but Baba Nafra is known to 
possess great cunninir, and has unlimited control, therefore people are afraid of and 
unwilling to come forward to give evidence; we having submitted in writing the above 
information, is similar to attesting our death warrants, but the Company’s Government is 
our master’s guarantee, therefore we are confident the Company Sirkar will protect us. 
Theiefore, according to the obligations of such guarantee have we written this peiition.” 

(signed) Sha Lulloobhaee Bhugwandcus, 


3. 

Translate of the Depositions of Lulloobhaee Bhugwandass, Bhyjee Ghella, and Bhug- 

wan Bhuwanee, inhabitants of Baroda, taken before Colonel J. Outram, Resident at 

Baroda, on the 6th day of July 1860. 

Question, Regarding the Setanee Joitabaee’s son, by what means do you intend to sub- 
8tan«iate; show the proof? — Answer* From amongst us to Lulloobhfiee, in the Mahavurl 
(February) of Sumut 1003 (a. n. 1847), Baba Nafra, the chief gooinasta of the firm of 
Hurree Bhucktee, said, ‘‘ Go to Meetapoor, of the Nudcleeyad pergunuah, and give some 
money, and p’ocure spurious parents to the son of the Settanee Joitabaee;” having said 
according to the above and sent me, I went to Meetapoor and had an interview with this 
village’s Tackoor, Ameer Sing and Vana Rungjee, and said to them, my Settanee Joitabaee 
has a son, and 1 want parents for him, whom if you try and procure for me, then you 
will get much money ; according to the above, I called them from amongst many people, 
and told them ; upon this the Thakore and Rungjee promised to procure the spurious 
parents, whc n I, together with the people with me, proceeded and put up at the village 
clioura, and from the Vania we obtained upon trust our supplies ; at night went to sleep ; the 
next clay I got up early, and having sent for the Thakore and Vania Rungjee, again 
reiterated iny request about the production of the spurious parents; they deliberated upon 
the subject, and having consulted with the Jessapoor Thakore Jecibhaee, a gosaye of the 
village, whose name I do not recollect, and Ameer Sing, Thakore’s brother Jeebhaee, 
according to the above the whole having consulted, they decided upon the boy’s mother 
being personated by a kuilum named Rulleeyath, and this woman's husband’s name 1 do 
not recollect; and an uncle likewise was procured for the boy, whose name also I do not 
recollect. According to this, an uncle and parents for the lad were determined upon, the 
whole of whom I look with me and left Meetapoor ; and on the next day we arrived at the 
village of Lowlee of the Baroda Purgunnali, and put up for the night in the house of 
Mujmoordar Lalbhaeo, from which place, we next morning early awoke, and arrived at 
Baroda, where Baba Nafra has a garden, in which garden having located the three 
kollees in charge of Barrote Pui taub who accompanied me, an inhabitant of Lowlee, I pro- 
ceeded to my own house in Baroda ; and to prevent any other parties from having access to 
this garden, by the orders of the Baba, four Arabs were placed to guard the garden, because at 
the time these people were about being brought from Meetapoor, they said we being resi- 
dents of a strange village, and now that we are going to Baroda, the Gmeowar Si|llpr migj;ht 
place us under restraint, therefore we are not willinij to proceed to Baroda ; fin|ll!whea tfiey 
said as above, I told them that the Guicowar Sirkar is in the hands of my itoltar Baba 
Naira, therefore you should not be at all afraid, thus did I assure them ; upon vrbieh these 
people put an areka nut uj)on an indicator of omens, and the omen proving propitious, 
they accompanied me, and to obviate any stranger from meeting aruJ tVighcening them 
away, therefore the Arab guards were placed previous lo my proceeding home to 
house; afterwards these kollees about seven days remained in this garden, and fW^d 
once every day to visit these kollees for the purpose of ke^ ping up their spirits V 
on the last day, myself and Baba Nafra, went to these kollees, and asked *th^m Wl|At 
amount they would take for accomplishing this business, when the kollees saidjfhat 
they would take 8,000 rupees, but Baba Nafra offered them 500 rupees, and ilRer 
bargaining on both sides, the amount was at last fixed at 1,700 rupees to be;^iveri 
to tnes^ kollees, before which, however, at Baba Nafra’s house, the Baba and jiiyieif 
met, and settled that a false deed should be made out, purporting to be ob account 
ofibe purchase of a lad ; and having considered that if the deed should be in the haifil- 
yrriting of some stranger the story would become published, I got my own son, Mun^kl^ 
tb write out a deed, purporting to be in the name of Bhanabhaee, on account of 
of the lad, in consideration of which, so long as the firm was in being, BImnabhatp prohiisM 
to this bond, to pay annually to the kollees the sum of 200 rupees, and upon wbicb4<^ 
the signature of Bhanabhaee, according to his writing, was found to be WArltiIl^^ 
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signalme BabaiNufra’^B gooinasto, Mohunlall, endorped upon the deed with his own hands 
and with the view of comparing the writing of ihis signature, Vyoat Choupra, in Bhanab- 
haee's hailBviyrinng, was sent for from Nurbberam Dessaee, and upon comparing the signa- 
ture forged by Mohunlall with Bhanabhaee’s signatuie in the above book, it was found to 
agree, when the forged deed was given over to the above-named Meetapoor koollees, and 
they were desired to proceed for the purpose of receiving payment to the house of Bhanab- 
haee ; thus were the kollees instructed. Afterwards, on ihe 11th Phalgo<jn Sood (a. i>. 
26 February 1847), the kollees, having the said deed in their possesf^ion, went to Bhanab- 
haeeV house, and, having shown the deed, demanded the money adverted to in the deed. 
A dispOte arose about the payment of this amount, from which it became published in 
Nursingjeo’s Pool, that in Hurree Eihucktee’s family, the son said to have been born to 
Joitabgee Settanee, appears to have been purchased from certain koilces, who have come for 
the purpose of demanding the sum of purcliase-nioney. This rumour further became spread 
in the whole city. These kollees afterwards came to the firm, showed the false d< eel, and 
demanded payment ; and said, if the parties would not fulfil the conditions of the deed, 
the boy should be returned to them ; thus they said ; from which circumstance my caste 
collected the same night, and said that Joitabaee hi d purchased a kollee’s son and made 
him master; therefore that these parlies should be expelled from the caste, and, having 
come to the above determinate n, Bhanabaee, Joitabaee Settanee’s father, was expelled 
from the caste; after which the kollees from Mt eta poor returned to their village. After 
which, from time to time, one of these kollees used to come to Baba Vafra for the purpose 
of getting money from him; and as each of these koollees used to come to Baba to demand 
money, Baba used to satisfy and despatch them from Baroda ; consequently the amount 
above stipulated with these koollees, i, e, 1,700 rupees, was completely lost sight of, and 
they received instead about two or iwo and a half thousand of rupees. According to the 
above was the plot got up, and the Joitabaee Settana's sou made to appear to be the son 
of a kollee ; but the son, at night, brought forth by Joitabaee. In i he morning. Baba 
Nafra^s wife, from her own hou>e, came to tlie Settaneebs and presented five pootlees and 
g<ior, and she saw the infant, and upon her returti home, on the road, she was saying that, 
in her master's house, two sons were born, and that the family would become populous, 
wh*ich was very good. Thus saying, she returned home, alter which, according to the 
usual custom upon such occasions, to perforin certain ceremonies on the 12th day after the 
cliihrs birth. In consequence of the Settjcc’s death, this ceremony was not observed on 
the 12th day after the biith of the infant, but after six weeks, after the Setjee's death, were 
these ceremonies observed, on which occasion the Guicowar Sirkar peisonally attended 
there, and the other nobility, merchants, and gentlemen, and ameers, and sirdars also 
attended; and when the Maharajah's Suwaree arrived there, they were presented with 
dresses of honour, and the soucars who attended presented dresses of honour to the Setjee's 
fiimily. After which his Highness the Guicowar's Suwaiee, relumed to the palace, and 
upon Gopal Rao Moyral also going home, he returned, when he got to the stairs and came 
into the kutcherry, and arranged with his own mehta, Narrayen Motaleeya for the betroth- 
nient with his daughter of our Set'.onee Joitabaee's new-born son, and named the infant by 
the name of Mootiiall ; and as it is the practice among us, upon occasions of betrothments, 
to slain the chins of the parents of the betrothed parties with red pigment, which was not 
e mitted on this occasion. Baba Kafra acted as the father of the bridegroom, and Gopal 
Rao Moyral that of the bride; and these two parties ‘•tained each other^s chins. And further 
it is also customary to distribute goor, wliich, cn this occasion, also was observed, and one 
of our goomastas went lo Gopal Rao Moyral’s to distribute goor, who was rewarded by 
Gopal Rao Moyral with three dresses ol honour; thus did it take place. Two or four days 
after which, the whole of my master’s caste were invited and feasted upon 100 maunds of 
kunsaree (t. e. wheat flour and gcogry confects); alter which, celebmted Brahmins, astro- 
logers, and joshees were invited, and charity given to them, amounting to thousands of 
rupees; this also uas done. Yet, after all this, this boy was pronounced as spurious by an 
inlriguq deep-laid plot. The diabur^c ments on the above account are written in the 

chouprS|^|||d the subjoined is a list of the choupras which had b* en brought for the purpose 
of the amount expended on account of the birth of Joitabiioe ISttaiiee’s son : 

1- <?|)ou]pra8 brought from the firm of Samul Bucktee. 

Choupra for the year S. 1902 (1846-40). 

1 Kurda. 

1 Anckdoye. 

1 Kowkudniel. 

1 Kattavye. 

1 Athvye. 


al - - 6 Choupras of each year. 


, .Ji TlllJ ttbove description of choupras for S. 1903-4-6, Dumbeiing; as above choupras^ 
p3ch will also be produced, from the Ikmc firm. 




3 » 3 


Choupnui 
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Choupras from the firm of Hurree Bucktee, for the years, S. 1902-2^ and 5* 

1 Kurda. 

1 Kultavye. 

Total - - 2 Choupras of each year. 


Choupras from the firm of Narrayen Ruchore, for the years S. 1902-3-4 and 5. 

1 Kurda. 

1 Kuttavye. 

Total - - 2 Choupras of each year. 


According to the above, from the said three firms, amounting to 30 choupras, should 
be sent for by the Sirkar; and after examining ihese choupras I shall point out the 
several items from them; such is the case; and that the son of Joiiabee was genuine; 
but Baba Nafra, having plotted and conspired as above, stamped him as spurious and the 
son of a kollee; this the Resident should investigate ; according to the above is my case. 

(signee) Lulloohhaee BItugwan. 
lihyjee Ghella» 

Bhvgwan Buwan^e. 


4. 

Tr ANSLATE of the Deposition of Bhugwan Bhowanee ; Religion, Hindoo; Caste, Dussa 

Dessawall Banian; Occupation, Goomasta to Hunec Bhugtee; aged about 37 Yeq^rs; 

Inhabitant of Baroda ; taken before Colonel J. Outrain, c. b., licbident at Baruda, 

on the 6th day of July IBoO. 

Question. On the 5th July the depositions of Lulloohhaee, 8tc,, three |:>orsons, were 
ther taken, in which deposiiirin Lulloohhaee stated what he personally kmnv ; hut wliatever 
you know in this affiir you should truly state are particulars ? — Answer. The son born 
bronglst forth by Setanee Joitabaee, Baba Nafra, the chief goomasta of the shop, caused 
to be proclaimed and siarnpcd as tlie son of Rullyat, a kolen of tlie village of Meetapoor; 
and regarding this subject Lulloo has given in a dt position before tiie Sirkar; and the 
Meetapoor fjeople, claiming the lud as their son, came to take the lad, and it was rumoured 
in the city that Joitabaee’s father had purchased the son of a kollee; and after the circula- 
tion of such a report, the kollee returned to Meetapoor, and, according to agreement from 
time to time, they received sums of monev from Baba Nafra ; and about 20 days after the 
Meetapoor people had returned to their village. Baba Nafra caused it to be circulated that 
the Meetapoor people had come to demand the lail, when Bhanabaee told them that the 
lad purchased from them by him having died, wherefore should he pay them tlie money he 
had agreed to give, and that the lad with him he had purchased from a Tulaweeya Duilcya 
Bhaneeya, of the Amlleeara village. The above story did Baba Nafra cause to be circu- 
lated ; and having circulated the above report, and might have sent for and located the 
Amlleeara Tullaweya, &c. in his gard«"n ; but I cannot state it as a fact that he really did 
so. Thus did Baba Nafra cause the story to be circulated abjut the Seianee Joitabaee's 
son ; and afterwards Baba Nafra sent for mo to his own house, ;«nd said to me, As for 
Joiiabaee, she is at our master’s house, and her son at her father, Bhaiiabhaee’s ; therefore 
you will have to go there (at Bhanabhaee’s), and fetch both the boy and his nurse, and 
Bhanabhace, bis wife Ladbaee, and mother Amba, you should cause to be irupi^iaoned, ami 
sentries placed over them. And whatever assistance you may stand in need of for the 
accomplishint^nt of this business, you should take with you.’’ And having received ibe 
above instructions, I took vvith me tiie Poorbrya Jamadar Seetanarn and Arab Jacnadar 
Munsoor, and went about noon to the house of Bhanabhaec, on Chyiursood, Sumvutl903 
(a. I). 1846) I do not recollect the exact date; and seeing Bhanablmee’s house-door diut, 
I called to them, when Ladbaee came to me out of the upstairs windows, and asked me 
what business I had. 4’hen I said that Joitabaee had sent to communicate secretly with 
her; upon which Ladbaee answered, if 1 had anything to communicate lo do so, but 
the door would not be (»f)ened for me. Then I said, as I had something secret to conjmu- 
iiicate to her, I could not do so froin a distance, and that, if she was not willing to open 
the door, that 1 could return. Upon this Ladbaee desired that 1 should come alone;^ and 
after saying this, she descended and opened the door, when I went in ; and soon afterwards 
tlie followers of the abovementioned two jemedars also arrived, and the whole of them came 
io, and at once rushed upstairs, and having secured Bhanabhuee, Amba, and the Settanee^s 
eoil and his nurse, we came down stairs; when the nurse, having the infant with 
Tefuge in a room, the door of which Bhanabhaee lacked with a padlock ; ‘and ibue wer# 
iliirse and child secured, and Bhanabhaee and Amba were seated; and I detained Ladbiife 
by holding her by her wrist. She cried very hard to free herself, but I held fast} 
irbich the people of the neighbourhood and passers-by assembled, nurabering aboul'^l o^ 
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seven hundred, and the neighbours came to me, and the crowd which had gathered com- 
menced pelting me whh pieces of \ile, bricks, and stones ; in consequence of which 1 was 
compelled to let go the wrist of Ladbaee, who, immediately upon being freed, hastened to 
the Sirkar’s palace; after which I placed guards over the child, nurse, JBhanabhaee, &c., 
who had been secured upstairs, and went to Baba Nairn and informed him of all the 
above particulars; upon hearing which Baba Nafra also went to the Sirkar Wadda. In 
the evening he returned to the shop, and about 10 or 11 o’clock at night Baba Nafra sent 
for and told me to confine Bhanabhaee, &c., and go and fetch the infant and his nurse. 
Upon being so instructed, 1 proceeded again to Bhanabhaee with the intention of fetching 
the infant and his nurse, but the donr was secured with a padlock, and Bhanabaee protested 
both in the Guicov\ar and Company Siikai’s name, against my taking the child away; 
upon which 1 seated niyscH there, and de>paUhed J^ooibeeya Seetaram to acquaint Baba 
Nafra, about the (doonahee) protest, agatnst me V)y Bhanabliaee, Seetaram, upon liis 
return, brought word that I should not nund tln^ protest (dotjuahee), and regarding the lock, 
that 1 should send lor a blueksinitb, break the lock, and bring away the child and his 
nurse. Upon the receipt of ihi'^ me.''Siige, the infant and his nurse, who were locked up in 
the room ; this Jock, I sent for a blacksmith, Haileeya, who broke the lock, and I took the 
child and nurse out; and after confining Bhanabaee, &c., I shut up the house, and placed 
guards upon it, and returned with tlie child and nurse to the Sett’s house where Baba Nafra 
was; and in the Sett’s hoiis^e in the clavie treasury room the child and nurse were locked, 
and gufirds placed over them. After which Baba Nafra returned to his own house; after 
which, the next day, about midnight, Baba Nafra sent for and told me that since yesterday 
the child and nurse who have been hiouglit from Bhanabaee, you should take and go to the 
Settjee’s garden, and I will follow you ; after hearing the above, I took the child and the 
nurse, and went to the garden, where 1 saw the above-mentioned Dulleeya, &c., of Am- 
leeara, whem Baba Nafra brought w ith him the goldsmith Veesonath, and came and com- 
menced telling me (hat the hoy was the son of the Tullaveeya Dullya of the Amleeaia 
village, to whom the child should be given; therefore get the goldsmith to strip the lad of 
the ornaments upon his person ; upon which I caused the ornaments to be removed fiom 
the lad’s person by the goldsmith. After winch ihe goldsmith went away to his house, and 
Baba Nafra took the lad from the nurse and gave it to the wife of Toollaveeya Dullia, who 
with Patell Ryjee and Nunotum, the whole of whom had come from Amleeara; the 
child was given to Diillia’s wife, and on account of the expenses for this lad’s subsistance, 
an order was given upon a goomasta on the part of the Sett residing at Amleeara, named 
Metha Hurjeewun Gevvtum Barn, to supply (hr<»ugh Ryjee Bechur I^attll, and also an 
escort of four Aiabs were given to accompany them to the village. After which the whole 
ol the above-u.entioned parties took the child, and went to Amleeara. Thus was the child 
of Joitabuee’s in the first instance proclaimed as the son of the Meetapoor people; and 
afterwards a story w as fals-ely circulated that the lad bad died, and ultimately the lad was, 
as above particularized, made over to the Amleeara koolees; but the Setanee Joitabee’s 
mother, Ladbaee, who had gone to the Sirkar Wadda without returning to her home^ 
proceeded direct to Bombay, for the purpose of complaining, and having then complained^ 
an order was received by tlie Hesideni at Baroda to invesiigate her case, upon which the 
Resident might have sent a memorandum to his Highness the Guicowar, consequently the 
monih of Bhadurwa, Sumvut 1903, Gopall Rao Myral, Meer Suriraj Allie, Shastree 
Trimbuckrara, and Bappoo Sliasirer, iliese four persons were directed to investigate this 
affair, upon which they commenced the investigation, having called, and the witnesses in the 
case, they commenced to at lend, but previous to Baba Naf ra took the precaution secretly 
at night, to send for these witnesses to his own liouse, and instructed them to depose before 
the Sirkar, as he tutored them ; ami after so saying, each of the wimess, according to the 
iiatiiie of evidence they had to give he tutored them what to say, and bribed them to say 
what he taught them ; consequently from ibe love of gain the witnesses deposed before the 
Sirkar according to wliat they were instructed to say by Baba Nafra; and to prevent me 
from knowing that the witnesses were bribed, he used to secretiy give them the bribes from 
his shop in the name of Narrayen Runchoie ; and the amount thus disbursed, he used 
subsequently to draw from the firm of Samul Bliugtce ; but those witnesses who received 
these bribes through me, the money I disbursed from the shop of Samul Bhugtee, and the 


various parties who had been so bribed, 1 recollect their names, and the amount each 
received are as follows, viz. : — 

Its, 

To Havildar Dadabhaee .-^-----75 
To Tullaveeya Dulleeya, &c., in account of Moolie Kooberjee Dyaljee, 

for supplies, See. - - 32 

To Tullaveeya Dulleya and Thoria, at various times - • - lOO 

To Bhattia Nurberam, of Baroda, residing in Sett Lairee - - 76 


According to the above tiie bribes were given I recollect at present, and have written 
and the sums given to others can be ascertained by looking at the choupras. According 
to the ibovc, bribes being given to the witnesses, they were induced to give false evidence 
• ^he court, and in this business 1,600 ru^rees were disbursed through me — the account 

^ which obtains in the choupras— which used to be in niy charge, but in the month of 
I^algooi^ of Sumvut 1906, I was incarcerated, at which time the books were taken from 
and made over by Baba Nafra to Vurujbookum Eshwur, a goomasta belonging to the 
When those books are received I shall submit the detailed particulars to the Sirkar, 
.5 W* 3 R 4 end 
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and the matter on the part of the Guicowar Sirkar, by the above-named four persons were 
conducted, which, l)Owever, owing to the decease of the late Mahara), was not completed. 
This I state from my own knowledge of the affair. According to tlie above is my state- 
ment. 

(signed) JBhugwan JBhowaneedass^ 

(in his own handwriting). 


Tkakslate of the Deposition of Itchaiam Vunarshee; Religion, Hindoo; Lewa 

Koonlue; aged about 45 years; inhabitant of Baroda ; calling, Goomasta Hurree 

Biujktce; taken before Lieutenant*coloneI J. Oiitram, c. b., Resident at Baroda, on the 

8tb day of July 1850. 

Question, From what^.year have you been employed in the firm of Hurree Bhucktee? — 
Answer, Fiom the time of my father have I been employed in the above firm, and used to 
he at my master’s shop at an out-station; but from about the month of Vysack, Sumvut 
1903, I WHS transferred to the firm at Baroda, and had performed the duties of moonin to 
the firm under Baba Nafra. 

You being the moonim under Baba Nafra, state what you know about the disbursement 
made on the 12th day (bharsa) after the birth of a son to Joitabaee, and whether such a 
child had really been born to Joitabaee, or oilierwise? — When the boy was brought forth, 
and when the ceremony of bhaisa was performed, I was at Ahmedabad, consequently I 
know not. 

A son being born to Joitabaee when you were at Ahmedabad, were you aware of the 
circumstance or not ; state? — It is true that I heard, whilst at Ahmedabad, of Joitabaee 
having given birth to a son. 

This child being born, who disbursed the expenses consequent upon the ** bharsa” cere- 
monies? — Consequent upon the birth of this child, the disbursement on account of the 
bharsa ceremonies might have been made by Mahaluxamee Seetanee and Baba Nafra, tlie 
moonim goomashta from the firm. 

When you relumed from Ahmedabad to Baroda, how old might Joitabaee’s son have 
been ? — I returned in the month of Assad, when the child was about seven months old. 

After this, what took place about this lad ?— I know nothiug about what took place. 

Having inspected the books produced by you belonging to the firm of Hurry Bhugtee, 
in the 153d page of the hook called khiirda (daily account), the sum of 100 rupees is entered 
in the Copper Tupka” (temporary account) as having been given to Rugla Nuttoo ; state 
in whose handwriting this entry is made, and on what account was this amount disbursed? 
~In my master’s firm it is usual daily to make memorandums of roz kiriee, i. e. daily 
receipts and disbursements ; from w hich memorandum the above entry has been made, 
then fore 1 am not aware on what particular account the above disbursement was made. 

In this roz kirtee memorandum, state by %vhose authority are the entries made? — For 
making the entries of amounts disbursed agreeably to the usual practice, no necessity obtains 
for having the authority of any one; but when any extraordinary disbursements are made, 
it is necessary to obtain the authority of the moonim Baba Saheb, without which no dis- 
bursements or entries can be made. 

The above di6bursc?nient of 100 rupees; you are called upon to state whether the above 
sum was disbursed, you consider, as an ordinary or extraordinary disbursement? — The 
above sum should be considered as an extraordinary disbursement. 

Slate ihe reason why you do not give a true and direct answer regarding the above sum 
of 100 rupees? — Regarding the above sum of 100 rupees. Baba Nafra being master, he uill 
give an answer; I do not possess perfect information on the subject, consequently am 
unable to give a direct answ er, 

(signed) Itcharam Vunnarsee, 


6 , 

Translate of ihe Deposition of Damodhur Doollubdass ; Religion, Hindoo ; Caste, Vyda 
Banian; Occupation, Goomastah to Hurry Bhugtee, aged about 42 years; Inhabitant 
of Baroda; taken before ColonelJ, Outran), c. b., Resident at Baroda, on the 8th day of 
July 1850. 

Question. From what time have you been employed as a goomastah at Hurry Bhugtee’si 
— From the time of ray father. 

At present, what duties do you discharge at Hurry Bhugtee’#? — For the last S6V^h or 
eight years 1 am the moonim goomastah at the potdaree shop, which obtains in ihi hkme 
of Samul Bhugtee. . 

ypu, being the moonim goomastah, therefore you are required to state when 
Settanee was delivered of her sun, and what took place regarding thi# lad?— Qn 
dey pf Magsurvud, Sumvut 1902 (2 January 1845), the son of Joitabaee was born^ flP 
pesit morning I heard of it. Afterwards, the moonim goomastah Baba Nafra’s 
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there; and afterwards, when the *^phatadas*^ (eunuchs) came and exhibited on the occa- 
sion, the whole of the goomastali pave them a rupee each. Afterwards, agreeably to usage, 
the ceremonies of ** bi»arsa'' were performed, and the shastras were assembled and charity 
distributed amongst them, and the lad on ihe same day betrothed to the daughter ot Gopal 
Rao Myrals, goomastha, and goor distributed; and the Mabaiaj «lso attended on the 
bbarsa. Thus did it take place, and the whole city know of it, and I too know of it. 

After the above took place, what do you know about this lad being made out as the son of 
a kollee, and the disputes, &c. which subsequently took place? — I know nothing whatever 
about the plot got up by Baba Nafra. 

If money had been in this business given to anybody of which you are aware, you 
should — When the lad was about 10 months old, Baba Nafra, on the 10 th Assoo 
Sood, Sumvut 1902 ( 1 st Septeniber 1846), deputed to Bombay a vukeel named Baima 
Treekum, and on account of whose expenses from the shop of Hurry Bhiigtee, constituent 
Vurujlull Doolub at Bombay, the sum of Rs. 8 , 170 . 0 . was drawn; and which sum was 
credited to the Bombay shop by Hurry Bhugtee, of this place, and the same was credited 
by us to Hurry Bhugtee’s shop, and debited 10 the account of Myral Bhugtee, under the 
head of disbursements. 

You produced the books of vour Sett’s shop for inspection before the Sirkar. Upon 
examining these books in the Khata chopra,” under the head of Bachur Samul’s account 
of the entries, in leaf 38, one in leaf 99, and the other in leaf 136, the words of these two 
entiles have been erased and other words substituted, which you have been shown, tliere- 
fore you are desired to explain faithfully who erased and changed these entries, and what 
entries originally obtained in these places? — The erasing and changing of the words of these 
entries, the goomastha Hurrylall, who under me writes in these chopras, may be aware of. 
As for myself, I know nothing whatever about the changing of these words, therefore 
Hurrylall should be interro^rated about this matter. 

Otlur items entered in this Khata,” which, besides the above, are in the Kakud” and 

Kliurda” chopras entered as ‘Meetee khatu” (blank entries) the names of the parties, 
and besides, through whom these disbursements had been, are also not inserted, therefore 
you are required to explain the reason why the above sums have been entered as (blank) 

leetee khata,” and the names of the parties, this whom the>e disbursements had been made 
omitted? — Agreeably to the instructions which my moomtn goomastha Baba Nafra may 
have given me ;'egarding the manner in which these entries should he made, 1 made them 
in the chopro, therefore Baba Nafra should be required to answer about them. 

Tlie above sums to whom did Baba Nafra direct you to give ? — I Know nothing about it ; 
Baba Nafra should know. 

Of the above entries, you have been questioned about one item of 210 rupees, and 
another of 1,703 rupees is entered as having been paid by you ; therefore, to whom did you 
pay these sums ?— -Nothing is written in the chopra, but to-inorrow% after considering, if 
1 recollect, 1 shall state. 

By inspecting these items, the suras appear to be within 2,000 ru|)ees, and to have been 
disbursed in Sumvut 1903 (a.i). 1846), and from the piesent time, only about three years 
ago; and you being the goomastha of a great Sowkar, you should, from these circum- 
stances above, have a very retentive memory, yet you have above stated that you do not 
recollect ; this appears to l>e very extraordinary ? — Agreeable to Baba Nafra’s ordeis, I gave 
the amounts, but names of the parties to whom given, Baba Naira should be called upon 
to explain. 

Hegarding the erasure of the above two items, Hurreelall licing interrogated about, he 
denies having any knowledge about it, therefore you are asked ; you being the moonim of 
the shop, this chopra should be under your charge, and further, the chopra must have 
been referred to by you from time to time since Sumvut 1903 (a. d. 1846), in the dis- 
charge of your duties; so truly state whether you ever observed these erasures pre- 
viously to being shown them on ilie present occasion 1 — Being the luoonim, the chopra, it is 
true, is in my charge ; and likewise, m the discharge of my duties it has often been seen by 
me: but the erasures never came under ray observation, and having seen them only at pre- 
sent I do not understand. 

How did Baba Nafra discharge the duties? — I know nothing about this; Baba Nafra 
should know. • 

(signed) Damodhur Doollab. 

(In his own handwriting.) 


7. 

Tiiawslate of the Deposition of Hurreelall Dajee; Religion, Hindoo; Gtiste, Veesalaa 
Baiiitin; calling, Goomastha to the firm of Hurry Bhugtee ; aged about SO years ; Inha- 
bitant of Barocia ; taken before the Resident, at 'Barodu, on the 8th day of July 

Question. On the deposition of Damodhur Dullootdass being taken, he states, that the 
vywut chopra of the firm iny subordtoate goomastha Hurreetalt writes thereupon ; in 
c*OTseque8ce of two nriginal items in the above-named book appearing to have been erased 
iMtIi n knife, and oti«eif8 and difi'erent entries substituted, you are called upon to explain 
this Inatter^^^Anfieef* The Kfaurda chopra which has been shown to me, in the 99ih 
leaf, under an item of ihe sum of 210 rupees, an entry of 67 rupees is matie; this 
560 * . 3 S ktter 
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latter account is in my handwriting ; but what 1 had written appears to have been erased 
with a knife, and a fresh entry substituted ; this was not done by me, and I know nothing 
about this matter. 

You are the writer of this chopra, and Damodhur is your mooniin, and both ol’ you state 
that you are ignorant of the erasure made in the chopra; fuither, it would appear that you 
have the charge of this chopra; therefore, how could any body erase the entry in ,it 
and substitute another entry ; therefore you had better state ihe truth upon ihis point ? — 
No other body, ^vithoiit acquainting the moonim, could have access to this chopra, 
therefore I cannot say that some other body had changed the entry ; I have not done it, 
because 1 iiave seen the writing, and find it is Jiot my writing; if unknown to me, any 
body has changed the entry, he should know. 

This chopra of Sumvut 1903 (a. d. 1846), in which the entries are changed, is of reccut 
date, consequently you see it constantly ; is it not true that you observed the changed 
entry made m it some time or other? — It is true that in occasions when I have business 
wiili ibis book, I see it, but the changed entries I never before observed, and imvjng in- 
spected this book, the erasure appears as having been but recently made in it; and in the 
135th leaf of the above-named chopra, under an item of 1,703 rupees inserted therein, the 
sum of 1,193 rupees, and the sum of 10 rupees are entered ; these entries also appear to 
have been erased ; I have l)een shown this, and have also inspected it, but these erasures are 
not made by me, but would appear to have been erasetl and changed by some other body, 
therefore I know notiiing about it. 

(signed) llnrreelaU Dajee. 

(In his own handwriting.) 


8 . 

Translate of the Deposition of Dhulleeya Bhaneea ; Hindoo; Kollee, Tullaveeya, Cuitf- 
vator; aged about 40 years; an Inhabitant of Amleeara, in tiie Baroda Purgunna ; given 
on oath before Lieut.-Colonel J. Outram, c. b., Resident at Baroda; dated 10th July 
1850. 

Question. State all that you know regarding the purcliase of your son by Settanee 
Joitabaee, and his having been returned to you by the moonim goomastha of the Sett, in a 
garden, on the circumstance becoming known? — Anstver. I have already given my depo- 
sition to the Guicowar Sirkar regarding this matter, and stated all that t was directed by 
my master Baba Nafra to say, but what I then deposed was all false. If 1 tell the truth 
now, and Baba get out of prison, he will kill me; this is what I am afraid of, but as the 
Sirkar wishes me to state truly what lias taken place, I cannot do otherwise, and therefore 
state as follows. About four years ago, I do not remember the date, but one day, Hui- 
jeevun Mehta and Arabs came from Baroda to Amleeara, and said that Baba Naira wanted 
me, my wife Doodhee, and my brother Janee; we according went to Baba Nafra lo 
Baroda, wlien he desires that we should be kept in his Set's garden, and jdaced a guard 
over us; we tliree were then taken to the garden by Hurjeewun Melila, put into a room 
over which a guard of Arabs were placed, and arrangement for our food were made. Thus 
we remained about 16 days in the garden ; and one day, I not remember the date, but the 
evening had advanced about 1 or Ij poliur (about 9 p. m.), when Baba Nafra, attended by 
Bhugwan, a wet nurse, with the boy, Setaram Jemadar, and sepoys, whose names I do not 
know ; and Baba taking the boy from the wet nurse, ofi'ered it to me, wlien I said that 
the child was not mine, and I could not take it. Baba then said the 100 rupees that 
were given to me were given in charity on part of Hurry Bhugtee, and the same would 
not be demanded from me. Thus he got me to take the Seitanee’s son as my own; and on 
my wife taking the boy, we repaired to our village, Amleeara, whitlier we were escorted by 
two Arabs, who detained me and Toreea in the kholwur (grain yard), allowing my wife to 
go home with the boy. We slept that night in the kbulwar, and the next morning we 
were released, after our securities were taken, and we also went home. The next day five 
Arabs came to my house and said, Bring the boy to the house of Patell Kandass, which is 
uninhabited. On this my wife took the boy and went with the Arabs to the said place, 
where she left him and returned home, but she used to go to the said house to feed the 
child until three months, at the end of which the boy died and was buried ; but he was not 
my son, lie was given to me by Baba Nafra. 

You say 100 rupees were given to you; when did you receive it?— I received the money 
before the child was given to me. 

Usid you to go to the house where the boy was ? — Sometimes 1 went, but not olieii. 

Can you tell the names of the five Arabs who came to your house ? — 1 do not know the 
names of four of them ; the fifth was called Mumdoo. 

Where is your wife ? — She is sick at Amleeara, and has an infant at her breast, and 
therefore is not able to come. 

U as Huijeewun Mehta present when the hoy died ? — Ue was in the khullee (grain yard), 
but did nut come near the child. ^ 

Why wcr« you kept 16 days in the garden?— I was not told why, but. the village 
people said it was because the boy was to be given to me ; this is all 1 know. 

When the boy was placed with the Arabs in the said house, was wy person besideiP your 
wife ailotved together? — No one besides my wife aiKl myself were edlowed to go there. 

When 
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When you returned to your village with the boy, and were, along with your brothers, 
detained in the kbullee, while your wife went home with the child, why were your securitieB 
taken ? — Security vs as taken that we should not run away with the boy given to us, or leave 
him and go away ourselves : but the next day after the security was given by us, a guard 
arrived at the aforesaid huvellee or house, and the boy was placed thei’e. 

How long was the boy ill ; what was his complaint, and how did he die ?— The boy was 
sick one day, the next day he died at about the 3 d pohiir (about three oVlock) ; he had 
vomitiner and purging. The intelligence of his death was communicated by an Arab to 
Baba Nafra at Baroda, who sent a message to me by the Arab either to bury or burn the 
corpse, according to the custom in my caste. Oil was then given to me, and I lighted 
flambeaux, and huricd the hoy at night. 

When ybu took the boy your wife had a boy of her own, two months old ; is he still 
alive? — He is still alive, and now about three years old. 

(signed) Dulleea Bhuneeaf 

of Amleeara, 


1 >. 

Tuanscate of I he Deposition of Seetaram Gopall; Religion, Hindoo; Caste, Puorbeega; 

ocxupaiion, Service at present; engaged by Hurry Bhugtee; aged about 40 years; 

Inhabiiant of Adjoodah, and having for the last 22 years resided with tlie Settjee ; 

considered as an Inhabitant of Baioda ; taken before Lieutenant-colonel J. Outram, 

Resident at Baroda, on the 10th and 17 th days i>f July 1850 . 

Question. With reference to the Settanee Joitahaee's son being determined upon as the 
son (d a kollee, and made over as .such, it would appear, from the several depositions in 
this case, that you w^ere mixed up in this affair from first to last; therefore you are 
reejuested to state truly all the particulars you are acquainted with regarding this business? 
— Answer. About four years ago, the day and date I do not recollect, but one day when 
1 awoke in the morning I learnt that Joitabaee Settanee was delivered of a son, and I 
became overjoyed upon hearing the above ; and afterwards the ceremonies of the “ bharsa 
were observed agreeably to the usage of the caste, and the Maharaja’s swaree ” also 
attended, and the usual dresses of honour distributed ; after which the ‘‘ swaree ” returned 
to the palace ; after which the Sowcars also attended and presented dresses of honour on 
their inuts. At which time the daughiei of Gopall Rao Myral’s goomastha, was by Gopall 
Rao Alyral betrothed to this child, and afterwards a distribution of “ goor ” took place, 
and, according to the custom amongst their caste on such occasions, to stain chins, Baba 
Nafra and Gopall Rao Myral stained wiih red pigment each other's chins; and a few days 
afterw ards celebrated shastrees were as.sembled, and charity distributed amongst them ; 
and, agreeable to ibe usage amongst their caj»te, people were feasted with about 100 maunds 
of flour, &c.; and after having thus done, when ine child was about the age of a year, 
certain Koolees from Meehta|M>or came, and having published that the child had been pur- 
chased from them, demanded the amount which had been agreed to as payment for the 
child, and owing to which it became promulgated all over the city that the child at the 
Settjee’s was spurious, and purcliased from a kollee ; after which I, Bhugwundas, and a 
sepoy, w ent to the house of Bhanabaee about noon, and remained near tlie door, which, 
being shut, we caused to be opened, and Bhugwmndass went into the house, and I also 
foll<Aved him in, when Bhugwundass ordered me to guard the whole of the inmates, and 
not permit any one to leave the house. I was acting agreeably to the above instructions, 
but notwithstanding, Joitabaee ’s mother effected her escape, abusing us; at wnich time 
a great crowd had collected and commenced pelting us with brickbats, &c. ; vvht a Bhug- 
wuntlas returned to tlie shop and sent other people, upon whose arrival I made over charge 
to them, and returned myself to the shop, when the sepoy on guard at Bhanabaee’s house 
shut the door and remained there. Thus did it take place ; the next day, at night, Bhug- 
wundass called me to the Settanee there ; Baba !Nafra was seated in the dewan khana, who, 
together with us, went to the Settanee, when Baba told the Settanee Joitabaee, that the 
lad with her was the son of the ABdeearu TuHewt^a, who had come to demand him. What 
reply the Settanee made I do not know, but Bhugwundass and Baba Saheb were both 
present, seated ; and Baba said that as the wet nurse, Gunga, would accompany me, 
then fore that I had better take Bhugwundass with me, and go to Bhanabaee’s and fetch the 
child ; upon which we all went there and brought the child away from Bhanabaee and 
returned to the Settanee ; alter which I remained seated outside, and the nurse took the 
child inside, where Baba Nafra and others w ere seated ; about an hour afterwards, the child 
being in the arms of the nurse, she and Baba Nafra and Bhugwundass came outside, ami 
having with myself about 10 or 12 sepoys, and a goldsmith with them, we all of us 
proceeded 10 the Sett's garden, after which the goldsmith stripped the child of hi.s Oiiia- 
ments, which Bhugwundass took possession of, and Baba delivered the child over to the 
wife of a Tuilaveeya, who, together with another, whose name I know not, met ns at the 
garden ; after which we all, iircluding the Baba, left the place, and about 10 o’clock at 
night reached the guard at the Settjee's bouse, and Baba proceeded towards bis own house; 
after which, whettier tlie Amleeara people took the chikl away from the garden at night or 
<lay I know not. * 

560. 3 s 2 The 
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The Tullaveeya states that a couple of Arabs accompanied them to Amleeara?—* Yes; 
the Tullaveeyas left at night, therefore they were allowed a couple of Arabs to escort them; 
this I notv recollect. 

You slate that the child was given up on your going for him to Bhanabaee^s, and that 
you then feichcd the child away; but your colleague Bhugwan states, that in an upstaim 
room at Blianabaee's the child was locked up, and that the attendance of blacksmith Hatteea 
was called in, the lock broken, and the child taken out ; how do you explain this 7 — Another 
wet nurse was there, who took refuge with the child in a room, the door of which she closed 
and chained ; and because they would not open the door the blacksmith was called to 
break it open; when they opened it, upon which the child and fais nurse w*as brought away^ 
I recollect very well that there was no lock upon the door. 

You Slate that having brought away the child from Bhanabaee’s, you returned to the 
Settanee’s; but Bhugwan states, that upon taking the child away you all proceeded to 
Baba’», and unknown to the Settanee, the child and his nurse was located in ii muiideer 
khotas, situated in the Settjee’s house; how do you explain this? — As for me, I state what 
I saw ; but it is true that afterwards the nurse was seated in the khotur with the child. 

Was the Arab Jumadar with you or not? — ^'fhe Jemadar’s people were with me; but I do 
not recollect wliether he was with me or not. 

You having stated as above, you are recjuested to state whether this child looked like 
a Kolee, or respectable person’s son? — This child’s face was neither dark nor fair; but 
I carmot say whether it resembled that of a Kollee or Sowcar. 

Is the child delivered over to the Tullaveeya at present alive or dead ; state ? — I have 
learnt that the child is dead. 

If this child had been the son of a Bheel, how is is it that the bharsa ” was observed^ 
his betrothment performed, and himself seated upon the gadii ; and subsequently bow was 
he made out to be the son of a Tullaveeya; can you explain ? — From the circumstances of 
the Meehtapoor people coming to demand the price of the boy, the child was considered 
spurious. 

From the Meehtapoor people coming to demand money for the boy, it was known, there- 
fore why was the cliild then made over to the Amleeara Tullaveeyas ? — According to the 
instructions from my superiors I acted ; besides which I know nothing in this matter. 

You state that from rumour you heard of the death of ihe child ; did he die of treachery 
or disease ? — I know nothing about it. 

(signed) Poorbeeya See tar am^ 

Further Examination on the 17th July 1050. 

Question. Your deposition was taken before me on the 10th day of July, independently 
of which have you given any other deposition ? — Answer. In this matter 1 formerly deposed 
before the Guicowar Sirkar. 

What did you state on that occasion ? — A long time having elapsed I do not recollect; 
but according as things transpired so 1 must have stated. 

The Loliar Haltee states, that Jemadar Seetaram’s people came to call him, upon which^ 
having taken his food, he proceeded to the house of Joitabaee’s father, Bimnabaee, and 
having broken the staple of a door, opened it ; therefore slate what person you sent to call 
the blacksmith? — Who I sent I do not recollect; but the blacksmith attended with his 
tools, and bioke a staple, and opened the door. 

Injthe city, when it is necessary to break open a door, whose authority is required? — ^The 
Guicowar Sirkar being omnipotent, without bis permission no person can either put on a 
lock or break open a staple of a door. 

Then, when the staple of Bhanabaee’s door was broken open, had the Guicowar Sirkar’s 
permission been obtained ? — ^The Maharaja’s permission had not been obtained, but Baba 
havine: desired me to execute Bhugwan’s every order, I was induced to comply with what- 
ever Bhugwan desired me to do. 

The house which was by the Sett built for you, how have you arranged for the necessary 
outlay ? — Baba at the time told me that I should have to repay the amount expended, and 
1 hold myself liable for the amount. 

(signed) Poorheya Seeiaram. 


10 . 

Translate of the Deposition of Monsook Lulloobhaee; Religion, a Hindoo; Caste, Vyda 
Banian ; occupation, Solicitor; age, about 22 years ; Inhabitant of Baroda ; taken befi>r6 
Lieutenant-colonel J. Outram, Resident at Baroda, on the 11th day of July 1860. 

Question. It appears that the deed passed to Kollee Rugnath, of the Meetapoor village^ 
4 >n account of purchase of his son by Sha Bhiicktee Klmndass, of Baroda, was written out 
by you ; therefore you are desired to state truly, if you wrote out this deed, who told yout 
to do so ; where and when was it done? — About the year Sumvut 1902, on Magsur Vud 
8th (7th November 1846), about three years ago. Baba Nafra from his house sent a man to 
call me ; but this man’s name I do not at present recollect. For which reason 1 waited upon 
the Baba, where Baba Nafra and my father, Lulloo Baee, both were seated on the upper 
st(^ry of a kamjee mundter, located opposite to the Baba’s liouse, where I also Went, 

Bidba 
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Baba Nafra deaired me, in Bhucktee Kundass * nape, according to liU dictation, to write out *The name cf Joi-^ 
a leckh. After saying this, according to the Baba's dictation, I wrote out the leckh, in which tabaee’s father^ 
leckh ; at the top, the Meetapoor KoUee Kugnath’s name was inserted, and at the bottom usually styled 
that of Bhucktee Kundass. Thus being required, I wrote out the leckh ; after which I Bhanabaee. 
returned to my house. 

This leckh which you wrote out, what were the obligations contained therein ?^The obli- 
gations were, that in consideration of Rugnath Collee’s son being purchased by Bhucktee 
Kundass, the latter individual bound himself to pay for ever to the said Rugnath Kollee 
annually the sum of 201 t rupees ; and for the due observance of the above obligation they ^ s. 0. 
swore by the God “ Runchorjee.” I recollect the leckh being written agreeable to the above 
purport; but what the leckh contains is the truth. 

Did you endorse this leckh, that it had been written by you?— This deed being written 
privately, 1 recollect that I omitted 10 certify upon it that it was written by me. 

You state that the leckh purporting to be from Bucktee Khandass to the Kollee, you were 
induced to Write at the desire of Baba Nafra; but as the Bucktee was not present on the 
occasion, how came you 10 write it?— My father and Baba Nafra were both seated when 1 
was directed to write this leckh. Besides, of Hurree Bhugtee's firm, Baba was the moonim 
chief, and still further friendship existed between iny father and tlie Baba; for titc above 
reasons, it is true that at the request of Baba I wrote the deed. 

Independent of the above leckh, have you ever written out any other leckh in any other 
party’s name ? — N(», never. 

Who wrote the signature of Bucktee Knndass at the bottom of the leckh ? — After having 
written out the leckh 1 returned to my home, and 1 did not with my hand subscribe the 
signature ; but subsequently who the Baba might have got to sign the leckh I am not 
aware. 

For having written out this leckh were you not recompensed? — I received no recompense 
whatever. 

At the time this leckh was being written, was the Meta poor KoHie Rugnath present?— 

No, nobody was present. 

The leckh at present shown you, you are required to minutely inspect, and inform us 
whether you can recognise it as the one written by you in the upper story, and whether the 
writing is yours or any other body’s? — I recognise the leckh at present shown me as the one 
I wrote out, and it is m my handwriting. 

On which side does the door of the ranjee mundeer face ? — I was young when I wrote out 
the above-named leckh, for which reason at the time I did not become acquainted with the 
quarter of the globe to which the door faced ; and even at present I am not perfectly informed 
upon the subject. 

Was this leckh written during the day or night-time ?— It was written after the first 
pore of the day (nine o’clock a.m). 

When you were wiiting the lecki), was vour father near you, and did you consult with him 
about the writing of this leckh ? — My father was seated near me ; but as Baba Nafra dictated 
the contents of the leckh to me, tliere existed no necessity for consulting with my father, 
but according to Baba Nafra ’s dictation I wrote out the leckh, and returned home. 

At the time you wrote out this leckh, were you aware for what reason and wherefore it 
had been prepared? — I was not aware of anything. 

Do you know any proceedings which recently resulted from the writing of this leckh ?— 

I am not aware of anything about this matter. 

Regarding the above matter, did your father ever speak to you at home ? — I was told 
nothing. 

(signed) Munsook Lulloobhaee* 


II. 

TitAKSLATE of the Deposition of Mohunlall Purbodass; Religion, Hindoo; Caste, Dussa 
Nagur Banian; occupation, Goomashta; aged about 35 years ; Inhabitant of Baroda; 
taken before Colonel J. Outram, Resident at Baroda, on the 12th day of July 1850. 

Quest/on* It appears that Baba Nafra had written out a deed purporting to be from 
Bucktee Khandass to the Metapoor Kollee Rugnath, for the purchase of a lad ; upon this 
document it would appear that you forged the signature of Bucktee Khandass ; therefore you 
are desired to stiite truly whether you forged the name of Bucktee Khandass upon this 
deed, or otherwise? — Answer. In this deed I never with my band forged any signature, and 
I know nothing whatever regarding this forged signature. 

Tliis deed is shown you, which inspect, and it will appear that the forged signature upon 
it appears to be in your handwriting, which explain? — Having inspected this signature, I 
declare that it is not my handwriting. 

Having compared the writing which you t|ad been required to trace with the writing of 
the forged signature upon the leckh, and having taken the opinion of the Sowcars upon them, 
the Sowcars say that ihe writings appear to be both alike ; therefore you should explain this ? 
~ll the Sowcars say so, Uiey might know ; but the forged signature is not in my handwriting. 

ypu deny having forged this signature, but do you know whelhet* the signature is in the 
nand^rit^ng of Bucktee Khandass ?—l have never seen the Bucktee’s handwriting; there- 
fore I am i|ot aw the forged signature is in his handwriting or not. 

j*>p. 333 
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' When you were eskecl what place jrou were an iniiabitant of, in the first instance 
you said that you were an inhabitant of Ahmetlabad, then Surat, and lastly Baroda ; 
therefore you should explain the reason why you made these several statements? — My 
forefathers were originally inhabitants, of Ahmedabad, then they removed to Cham* 
pancer, from which place tlicy came to Baroda; and althouoh I was born at Baroda, 
I resided ahoiii four years at Surat, and being in the habit of frequenting that place, 
I was an inhabitant of that city. 

Lulloo Bhaeo Bhiigwan states in his deposition, that himself and Baba were seated 
toe:ether, and he g* t his son to write out the deed, and that you wrote the signature 
upon it, and this he stated to your face, therefore how do you explain titis? — I know 
notiiinix of having forged the Bucktee's signature, and what Luiloo says is false, and 
what I state is the truth. 

At present where are yon employed as a gomashta? — Since the year Sumvut IWO 
(A. n. 1843), Baba Nafra has opened a shop, from w hich time I have been employed 
by him, and still c'cntinue so. 

(signed) Mohunlall Purboodais, 

(In his own handwriting.) 


12 . 

TiiANsLATE of the Deposition of Bbyjee Bachur ; Religion, Hindoo; Caste, Pateedu 
Lewa ; profession, Cultivator; aged about 40 yeais; Inhabitant of Amleeara, Fur* 

f unnah Baroda; taken before Licuienant-colonel J. Outram, c, b., on the IGtii day of 
uly 1850. 

Question. Dm yon evtr lu ar of kollie Dnilya, of the Arnleeaia village, having brought u 
lad; and if you have lieard of such an occurrence, you should state all the particulars i — 
Answer. About four years ago, I do not recollect either the day of the week (^r month, one 
diiv early in the morning llie kollies of our village Dullya, and I with the wife of Dullya 
and a lad, under the escort of two or three Arabs, arrived near the grain stacks of 
the village, when myself and our village Mehta Ilurjeewnn being sent for, w'e togeth*?i 
with Palell Nanoiuni went to the grain yard, when llurjeewiiu remarked that Babu 
Kafra having made over the lad to the charge of tlie wife of the kollie Dullya, security 
for their appearance should be taken, upon which Tulluveeya Bhoodur and Bheekloo 
becoming secutity for the kollies Dullya and .Ihoreya, they, together with the lad, werr 
permitted to proce<'d to iheir homes. A couple of days afterwards, from Baroda, about 
three or four Arabs arrived at our village, and told ii\e and Patel Narrotuin, that Baba 
Nafra had desired ihdn to inform us that the lad and the wife of the kollie Dullya 
should be acconirnodafed with a separate place to reside in, upon w^hich I pointed out the 
house of the Patel Khaiidass Vusta for their residence; after which these Arabs placed 
the kollic’s wife and the lad in theltouse, which they guarded ; the lad used to In' suckled 
by this woman, aud about three months afterwards mysell and Patel Narrotum were in the 
grain yard, wlien an Aiab came to us, and said that the lad was taken ill ; thus did he tell 
us ill the morning, and on the evening of the same day, about four o’clock, an Arab came 
and informed us ihat the lad had died, and when I heard this I remarked to Hurjeewun 
Mehta, These Arabs will not give me access to the house, therefore you had better per- 
sonally go see the lad, and make all the necessary investigations.” And upon my so desir- 
ing him, Hurjeew un went to see the lad, and on his return he told me that the lad was dead, 
and that be had seen the body; and 10 acquaint Baba INafra of this occurrence, I sent the 
Dhura Surineya of our village to Baroda. After which the Arab Jemadar Synd Miiusoor 
arrived on the evening of the same day from Baroda, and desired the kollies, if it were 
ciistmuarv amongst them to bury iheir dead, that they should bury the body of the lad, 
ai d if to burn, the body should be burnt ; he having said this I returned to my house, w hen 
the Bhungtes came to me and said' that the cliild was about being conveyed away, there- 
loie that they wanted oil ; upon this I ordered them to take what quantity of oil they wanted 
from Banian Jewair’s shop. 

Did you see the body of the lad after his cleatii ? — I did not see the dead body, but heard 
of it from Hurjeewun. 

Wiion Diillya's wife had brought this lad home, did yon see him with your own eyes ? — 
It is true that I saw the lad when he was brought to the grain yard vdth my own eyes. 

On this oecnsion, when you saw the lad how did he appiinr ; like the son of a kollie, or 
how ? — lie did not look like the son of a kollie, but handsome, like the son of a respectable 
person. 

Yon state that wlien the lad was brouglit by kollee Dullya and his wife into your village, 
then you became accjuainted of the fact ; but from the deposition of Hurree Bucktee’s 
goomashia Bhugwan Bowaneedass, it would appear that when this lad was by Baba Nafra 
given over in the garden to the wife of kollie Dullya, both yourself and Patel Narrotuin 
were present, and the necessary disbursements on account of the lad was, through you, to 
be leoeiveri from the Sett’s goomushta Hurjeewun, upon whom an order was drawn and 
forwarded by you ; how do you explain this?-— When the lad was made over I was not 
in the garden, but on account of eiqpenseson account of the lad, an order upon Hurjeewun 
was sent with Jemarlar Synd Mnnsoor, 

(signed) Patell Bmkurh^* 

PU. Naroium Narr&in* 
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13. 

Tkansi-ate of the Deposition of Narrotum Narrain ; Religitni, Hindoo; Caste, Pateedar 
Lewa ; occupation, Cultivator ; aged about 46 years ; I nliabitaiitol the village of Amleeara, 
of the Baroda Purgunnah ; taken before Lieutenant-colonel J. Outram, c. b., Resident 
at Baroda, on the 10th day of July 1850. 

Question. Did you ever hear of Kollie Dullya Bhanea, of your village, having brougluto 
the village a lad ; if you have, state truly all particulars? — Answer,^ About four years ago, 
the day and date I do not recollect, but one day early in ihe morning, Tullavia Dullya, 
his wile Joreeya, and in the arms of Dullya, a sucking infant, together with a guard 
of two or three Arabs, arrived it* the grdin yard of the village, and I was sent for by the 
Mehta of our village, whereupon, having gone to the grain yard, Hurjeewun informed 
me that from Baroda a child liad been made over to ilu* charge of Dullya, therefore security 
should betaken from both him and Joorega, thereupon I received security from the whole 
of them, and then permitted them to go to their houses ; after which tiie said Dullya took 
this child, and, for a <M)uple of days it remained with liis wife in liis own house. After 
which about four or five Arabs arrived fmm Baroda, who had been sent there by Buba 
Nafra, came to me and said the Baba Naira had desired ihein to request me to name a 
separate house for the residence of kollie Dullya’s wile, and the child with her, upon which 
I pointed out the house of patell Khandass Vusta, who had decamped to another village, 
which was vacant, upon winch these Arabs removed thereto tim kollie's wife, atui ike child, 
and placed themselves as guards upon the house. About three months after this the lad 
became ill, in the iiiorning, which was reported by the Arab to myself and Hurjeewun at 
the kollie; and in the evening of the same day one of the Arabs came and informed us of 
the lad’s death, upon which J desired Huijeewuji iMehta to go personally and see the lad, 
and make all the necessary inquiries. Upon go desiring him he went to see the lad, and 
when he returned be informed us that the lad was dead, and for the purpose of making the 
same known at Baroda dispatched an Arab. 

The Arabs who were the guards over the house, what were their names ! — I do not know 
I heir names. 

When Dullya’s wife h id brought the infant, did you see him with your own eyes ? — Yes, 
when the infant was brought from Baroda, by Dullya’s wife, I saw the infant. 

Since you saw the infant, state whether he looked like a kollie’s son, or otherwise ? — No, 
he did not look like the son of a kollie, but was a good-looking child. 

When the above Dullya, &c., came into the village with the infant, by the suggestion of 
Hurjeewun Mehta, security was taken from them ; thus you stated ; but, besides yourself, 
did any other patell of your village know anything about the above?— Yes, Bhyjee Bachur, 
patell of our village, knows all the particulars of this affair. 

You state that personal security was taken Irom Dullya and Joreya ; you should name 
the parties who stood security ?— The Tullaveeya Bhoodur and Bheekloo were the parties 
who stood security. 

You state above that the lad being received by Dullya, &c., at Baroda, therefore Hnrjee- 
wun Mehta requested that security should be taken from them ; state by whom the lad had 
been delivered to these kollies ? — I was informed that Baba Nafra had delivered the lad to 
these kollies. 

You state above that you became aware of the fact upon the arrival of Dullya and his 
wife with the infant at your village, but from the deposition of Hurree Bucktee’s goomashta, 
Bhugwan, it would appear that when this lad was by Baba Nafra delivered over in the 
garden to Dullya, Sic., tliat yourself and [lalel Bhyjee were present; how do you explain 
this? — At that time I was not present. 

(signed) Patell Narrotum Narrain. 

' (In his own hauduriting.) 


14. 

Translate of the Deposition of Joriah Jessa ; Religion, Hindoo ; Caste, Tullaveeya Kollie ; 
occupation, Vurtuniu to the village ; aged about 35 years; inhabitant of the village of 
Amleeara, pergun nail Baroda; taken before Lieutenant*colonelJ. Outram, c. b., Resident 
at Baroda, on the 16th day of July 1850, 

QmsHon. JoiTABAEE Settanbb is stated to have from your coupn’s house purchased a 
boy ; the above becoming ruiiiomed, tlie Sett’s moonim ^oornashta, Baba Nafra, would appear 
to have delivered over to your cousin this lad ; and further, entertained your brother for 

16 days 


^ This witness, to evade the responsibility of being concerned in the plot, before it was carried 
conceals the fket that he and other patell Bhyjee luul been sent for by Baba Nafra, 
^ brought the kotUes to liaroda, who were made to ckiim the boy. Bhug wan’s statement to this 
oSeet is confinned by Huijeewun Mehta. 
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16 days in the garden. AM the particulars which you are aware of regarding the above 
transaction you are called upon to truly state About four years ago^ the day 

and date I do not recollect, one day I was asleep in our village grain yard when our village 
havildar Knrreeinkhan. and Dara Sumiya Runcharejee, both came, and desired me to go 
along with them, upon which I accompanied them to the shed in the grain yard, where my 
cousin Dullya and the Arab sent from Baroda by Baba Nafra, and one Mehta Hurieewuii, 
were seated ; after which, Hurjeewun, 8ic., told me and my brother that Baba Nafra had 
sent for us to Baroda ; after this being told us, both myself and my cousin followed them, 
when they said it would be well for Dullya’s wife to go with us, upon which Dullya's wife, 
Dhoodee, was also called, and we three persons accompanied the mehta and Arabs to Baba 
Nafra 's house at Baroda, when Baba desired the Arabs, &c., to take us three persons to the 
garden, and to be cautious that no person had access to communicate with us. After which 
these people took us three to Hurree Bucktee’s garden, and located us in one room, and 
placed upon us a guard of Arabs ; our food was sent us by Baba Nafra. Thus for 16 days 
we remained in this garden, after which, about midnight. Baba Nafra and Jemadar Seeta- 
ram, Bugwun, and a female having this child with them, together with sepoy Dada, came 
to us ; after which Baba Nafra look from the female the infant, and made him over to 
Dullva’s wife, when Dullya remarked that ihe child was not his, therefore how could he 
receive it ? Upon this. Baba Nafra !^aid that the infant belonged to the Sef.taiiee, but we have 
decided it as yours, therefore I give it over to you, and the 100 rupees which you have 
already received I shall not take back.’" After saying this, the lad and us he despatched to 
our village, and sent with us a couple of Arabs as an escort; after which we proceeded to 
our village; that clay we remained at our house; the next day (a building belonging to 
patell Kandass also is vacant at our village) Dullya’s wife and the infant were by these 
Arabs conveyed into this building, and there stayed about three months; after this the lad 
fell sick and died, at which time I bein^ sick did not assist at the burial; upon what 
I learned from Dullya, I know that the child died. 

Did this child look like a kollie’s, or did he appear handsome ? — The child was handsome, 
and did not look like a kollie’s. 

How many Arabs were placed as guards upon this child? — There were about four or five 
Arabs, but 1 do not recollect their names. 

(signed) Tullaveeya Joriah Jessa. 

Additional Question, &.c. 

Question, At the punchayet assembled at the Maharaj’s formerly, you deposed before 
them; slate whether this deposition was correct, or how? — Answer. The former deposition 
given in by me before his Highness the Guikowar was in accordance with what sepoy 
l)ada taught me. 

On this subject, were you by anybody remunerated for giving your former deposition?— 
Through se[>oy Dada, eight maunds of gram and 2 J rupees in cash was given me ; there- 
fore agreeable to Dada’s teaching I gave in iny former deposition. 

(signed) Joriah Jessa Tullaveeya, 


15 . 

Translate of the Deposition of Synd Munsoor; Religion, Mahomedan ; Caste, Arab; 
occupation. Servant; aged about 62 years; Inhabitant of Baroda; taken before Lieu- 
tenant-colonel J. Outrara, c. n., Resident at Baroda, on the 16th July 1860. 

Question, Where are you at present employed ? — Answer, For the last 12 years I am 
employed at Htirree Bhiigtee’s. 

What do you know about the son of Joitabaee Settanee bf’ing brought away from the 
house of her father, and the particulars of all you know about this afiair you are required to 
state, from first to last? — About three or four yrnrs iii:o, the day and date I do not 
recollect, but upon one day my master’s goomashia. Baba Nafra, ordered me to take along 
with me Jemadar Seetaram and accompany Bugwuii Muimo<>dar; and according to what 
Bhugw'im would order me I should do; upon which, taking with me Jemadar Seetaram, I 
accompanied Bhugwun, who after having proceeded a short distance, bid me wait on the 
rood, and Bhugvvun and Seetaram proceeded onwards ; and having arrived at Joitabaee’s 
father’s hou?e, got the door opened, and Bhugvvun sent a messenger to call me; upon which 
I proceeded to the residence of J oitabaee’s father, and upon iny arrival Bbugwun was stand- 
ing at the f(!Ot of the stairs opposite to the door, and Seetaram was standing halfway up 
the siairs, with whom Joitabaee’s motlur and father were disputing, and they preveiiieil 
Seetaram, &c. from going up stairs ; at this lime Joitdbaee’s mother came down stairs tind 
ran away, and the nurse took the child and entered intoa ro. m, the door of which Joitabaee’s 
father locked with a padlock ; after which myselfanci others went up stairs and put down the 
trap-door, and closed the wicket, and we all remained iuMde, because a crowd iiad collected 
outside, and commenced pelting us with brickbats, &c., and gave out that we had come to 
kidnap Joitabaee Setianee’s son, and they continued pelting the bri^kbats^ and 

Bhugwun, who had been with us, went away, and again returned from ]^aba KafrUt with a 
few persons for assistance, when the crowd who had collected before the door dispersed^ and 
Joilabttee's father we S( cured. Afterwards, about midnight, the aforesaid Bbugvvuii. ahd 
Beetaram commenced coaxing Joitabaee’s fatlier, and informed him that Joitabaee had aent 
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for the child, therefore he should send him ; after which they got the nurse to take the child, 
and Bhugwun and Seetaram took both the child and the nurse away with them, and left me 
to gfuard the place. 

Upon what place were you placed as a guard ?— I was left to guard the wicket of Joita- 
haee's father's house, when Seetaram and others went up stairs. 

From this house where was the lad conveyed ? — I learnt that instead of taking the child 
to the Settanee, they conveyed him away to a garden ; this did I hear ; anfl the same or the 
next day, about midnight, Baba Nafra sent for me, and ordered that I should send as uu 
escort two of my most intelligent men, with certain kollies, who were about to proceed to the 
Amleeara village with the lad ; upon which I ordered both my chous, Mahomed and another 
sepoy, to proceed to the garden, and accompany the kollies who might have the lad in their 
possession, to the end of their journey, and return. Thus being instructed, they escorted 
them to ihe end of their journey and returned. Three (*r four days afterwards, Baba Nafra 
sent for me, and ordered me lo send four of my men to Amleeara, and instructed them to go 
to the villaije patells, and where they pointerl out a secluded place to locate the lad and his 
mother, and not to allow any other person to have access to them. Having received tlie above 
instructions, 1 accordingly sent the men to Amleeara, after which again Baba desired me to 
proceed to Amleeara, and instruct the village patells, &c. to disburse all the necessary 
expense on account of the lad’s subsistence; upon which I went and informed the patells, 
&c., and returned ; after which, about two or three months, one day about six o’clock, p.m., 
Baba sent for me, and told me that the lad who was under the guard of our Arabs at 
Amleenni had died ; therefore tliat I should go there, and tell Dullya to dispose of the body 
according to the custom amongst his caste people ; and having gone to Amleeara, Dullya told 
me that it was usual with them to bury their dead, but that it was strange that { had not 
brought wiih me cloth for covering the corpse, but an Arab having with him a piece of cloth 
I gave it to the kollie, after which the body was taken by Dullya and a few others of this 
village, and the Arabs who were placed as guards, about nine or ten o’clock at night, and 
buried ; and lor the torches to go with ihe funeral I caused the modee to supply oil, after 
which these fieople, together with my sepoys, returned, 

or what disorder did this boy die, and after his death did you see the corpse with your 
own eyes ? — I know not of what disorder he died, but I saw the corpse after death with my 
own eyes. 

Where at present are the four men you sent as a guard to Amleeara, and nieniion their 
names ? — One was named Chows Mahomed, who is present, the second wns a Scindee who 
is dead, and the remaining two men I do not recollect their names, anci liaving a long time 
ago been discharged, therefore their present whereabouts I am ignorant of. 

(signed) Synd Mufisoor, 


16. 

Translate of the Deposition of Chows Mahomed bin Ahmed Badooba ; Eeligion, Mahome- 
dan ; caste, Arab ; occupation, Servant; aged about 30 years; Inhabitant of Baroda ; taken 
before Colonel J. Outram, Resident at Ilaroda, on 7th day of July 1850. 

Question, About three years ago, had you been to Amleeara ; and if you had, upon what 
business did you go ? — Anstver. About what time, I do not recollect the day or date ; but 
one day, being ordered by my jemadar Munsoor that myself and the Scindee both should pro- 
ceed to tlie Sett’s garden, and escort kollie Dullya Tullaveeya and his wdfe, who had possession 
of the child taken from Joitabaec Settanee, to the end of their journey, upon which, about 10 
o’clock at night, we left, and arrived with these people and the child, who w^as with them, the 
same night at Amleeara, at which time we made over to the meh^a and others of this village 
the child, woman, &c., and sent a person to call the patell. The next morning w^e returned 
to Baroda, reported the same to my jemadar, who reported the same to Baba Nafra. After 
which, the next day, my jemadar ordered myself, and three other men, to proceed to Amleeara* 
and desire the patell to point out a vacant house, in n secluded spot, for the accommodation 
of the said Dullya, his wife, and this lad ; and further, that no other person should be per- 
mitted to have access to these parties. Having received the above orders, we four persons 
proceeded to Amleeara, and delivered tlie above messiige to the village patell, and requested 
that the said Dullya, child, &c., should be made over to our charge, and a house pointed out 
for their accomme^ation. Upon which, the patell pointed out a house to us, and brought 
Dullya, his wife, and the child, to us, the whole of whom we located in the house pointed out 
to us, and mounted guard over it ; and this child used to be constantly suckled by Dullya’s 
wife. About two or three months after this, in the morning, this lad was taken ill of cliolera, 
which I at once reported to the mehta, and the village patell, in the village grain yard ; and 
in the evening of tne same day the child died, when I sent a man to inform the mehta of the 
village of the same ; whereupon the mehta came and viewed the dead body, and went away. 
I told him to inform the Baba of the same ; and having so desired him, he might have sent 
a man to the Baba. And the pight of the same day, imout seven o’clock, my jemadar, Synd 
Hun^r* arrived, t6 whom the <fead body was shown. The jema^ told the kollie Dullya, 
that if it was usual ambngst his caste to bury their dead, that tire Baba had given permission 
for the bmial of the ootp^ therefore it should be buried. Upon which, tho body was taken 
hy Dullya, and or others of his relations, for the purpose of being buried, and witfi 
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Item we, the guard, also went* Afterwairds, about midnight, having buried the dbild, we 
returned, and next day we catne to Baroda. 

You have stated that the child died of cholera, do vou know whether the child, beridee 
being attacked by cholera, had any other disorder? — ^^Chotera was at the time ra^ng in the 
village, therefore the child died of this disorder ; before which, %ne of my sepoys also died of 
the same disorder. 

Where at present are the other men who were on guard with you ? — One is dead, aaid 
the other two being discharged, who knows where they might have gone to? therefore 
I know not. 

(signed) Cliows Mahomed bin Hamed Badaoba. 

(In Persian characters.) 


17. 

Tjianslate of the Deposition of Ilurjeewun Ghowtumram ; Religion, Hindoo ; caste, Mhode 
Brahmin ; occupation, Servitude ; a^ed about 50 years ; Inhabitant of Baroda ; taken 
before Colonel J. Outram, c.b., Reslacnt at Baroda, on the 7th day of July 1850. 

Question. Where are you at present employed? — Answer. For the last 15 years 1 have 
been employed in Hurry Bhugtee’s firm, and for the last five years have I discharged the 
duties oi goomashta. 

Were you ever despatched by the above Sett as his mehta at the village of Amleeara? — 
Yes, in the year Sumvut 1903, or a.d. 1846, 1 was deputed on the part oi the above-named 
Sett as his goomashta at the Amleeara village. 

What do you know about the Joitabaee Settanee's son being delivered to the Amleeara 
people ? — About the year Sumvut 1903, the day and date I do not recollect, but one day my 
master’s moonim. Baba Nafra, called and delivered to me a note, and desired that I should 
deliver the note to the patcll ; and the parties named in the chit, whom the pateU would point 
out to me, 1 should bring with me. After thus instructing me, he gave three or four Arabs 
to accompany me. Afterwards, the above-named patells, who had come to dine at Bhugwaa 
Mujmoodar’s, I found out, and the same night, at nine o’clock, I took them with me, and 

S roceeded to Amleeara, and having arrived at the village grain yard, the patells called and 
elivered over to me the parties named in the chit, i. e. Tullaveeya Dulleeya, his wife 
and Jonia. After which, I fetched along with me these three individuale, together with these 
Arabs, and returned to Baba Nafra’s, at Baroda, when Baba ordered that these parties should 
be taken to the Sett’s garden. U 2 )on which I took the aforesaid Dulleeya, &c., to the garden, 
after which I proceeded to my place at Amleeara. About 15 days afterwards, about four 
o’clock, A.M., some Arabs brought the above Tullaveea Dullyeca, his wife, Jonia, witli a child, 
to the grain yard of the Amleeara village ; and from my sleep these Arabs roused me, and 
informed me that the niooncem goomashta of our master’s firm, Baba, had delivered to the 
Tullaveeya Dulleeya and his wife the boy ; therefore it was the wish of the Baba that security 
for their appearance should be taken from them, whereupon 1 sent immediately for the vilhige 

E itclls, IS^urrotum and Bhyjcc, and informed them tliat iJaba had delivered to the aforesaid 
ulleeya and his wife a boy, therefore security for their apjxjarance should be taken from 
them. Upon which, three patells took from the above-named Dulleeya and Jaina Tullaveea, 
Bhoodur, and Bhickla, as security for their appearance ; and after having taken the above 
two securities, they were permitted to go to their homes. The above particulars I wrote for 
the information of the Baba, and despatched the Arabs, who had come with the boy, with it. 
About two or tliree days after this, five Arabs arrived from Baroda, at the house of patdlB 
Nurrotum and Bhyjee, and told them that it was the Baba’s orders that they be shown iihe 
wife of Dulleeya, to whom the boy had been delivered, and the boy, and to point out for their 
accommodation a house sccjudedly situated. Upon which, these patells pointed out in the vil- 
lage the bouse of patell Kbandass, who having absconded from the village, the house was 
vacant for their accommodation, and also delivered over to their custody Dulleeya, his wife, and 
the aforesaid lad, whom the Arabs located in the house of the aforesaid patcll Kbandoss, and 
mounted guard over it ; and the lad was suckled ifec., by the aforesaid Dulleeva’s wife. About. 
Jwo or three months afterwards, about noon, one day, one of the Arabs of the guard called 
u|X)n and informed me, that the lad in charge of DuUeeya’s wife was taken ill, and I assured 
him that the news should be sent to Baba at Baroda ; and about three o’clock in the after- 
^ noon, one of the Arab guard came and informed me that the boy was dangerously ill, upon 
which myself and patell Bhaeejee and Nurrotum, &c., were proceeding to see the baj% 
when an Arab met us on our way there, and said that the boy was dead. Hearing which, 
we returned to the village grain yard, and, for the purpose of intimating the same to Baba, 

. sent the village guard, Runchore, to Baroda ; and 1 having got my mare ready, proceeded to 
the Arab Chokee, vrhere the boy had expired, and saw the dead body of the lad, niid told the 
Arabs, that the lad having died, they should permit the body to be disposed of aooordmg to 
the custom of the Tullaveeya people, when the Arabs told me, that when their jamudar amved 
from Baroda with the Baba’s instructions on the subgeot, such instructions should be observed ; 
therefore to intimate the news, I came to Baroda, and coinmi|nicated the same to the Saba, 
who immediately despatched from this place the jamadar Synd Munsoor to Amleoyift^ ftiiS 
it being late, 1 remained that night at Ba^a; and either ^e second or Ihiid day after- 
when I went to the vilhige, I learnt that the lad hod bem buried on the nil^ 
,te#ied. 

WMc 
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Were lkliy‘ wrtji excepting Dulleeya and hie wi^ permitted acceae ta the place 
where this lad wae ]pkom under the Arabs’ guard ?-~Exoeptiiig the. aboTe^named persona* no 
other bad aoeess to the place. 

This lad, whom you bid sec^ did he appear like the son of hoileef or how ? — The lad did 
not look Hke the son of a koll^, but hanasome. 

Who used to disburse the expenses necessary for the lad’s subsistence, &.c. ? — 1 never 
disbursed these expenses ; but if the patella* Ac., used to do so, I know not. 

Regarding the present case, have you ever given in any deposition independently of the 
present which is bei^ taken ? — At the Guicowar Sirkar’s, before the pnnoliayet, my deposi- 
tion was taken ; it is true. 

What did you state in that deposition ? — Whatever at the time I recollected I deposed to. 

(signed) Hurjeewun GJiowtumram, 

Examination continued. 

Question, Wliat you have deposed to formerly before the Guicowar Sirkar, as well as what 
you have at present stated in your deposition, have you spoken from your owiy)er8onal know- 
ledge of the facts, or have you been instructed to do so by others ? — Answer. The facts which 
I was personally acquainted with I have stated, both before the Guicowar Sirkar and in my 
present deposition. 

(signed) Hurjeewun Ghoiotumram, 


18. 

Thanslation of the Deposition on oath of Wiswanath Vunmallee; Reli^on, Hindoo; caste, 

Sonee Tragur; profession, Goldsmith; aged 48 years ; Inhabitant of Baroda; made before 

the Resident, on the 17th July 1850. 

Question, Baba Nafba took the son of Joitabace Settanee to the warree,” where you 
took off the ornaments from the child’s body, and the child was afterwards made over to 
Tullaveeya Dujabeea, &c., of Amleeyara; state what you know about this affair? — ATistoer. 
About three or three and a half years ago, I do not know the date, but one night, Baba 
Nafra’s man came to me (whose name I do not know), and said that Baba wanted me. On 
this I went to the warree” of Hurry Bhugtee, and on asking where Baba was, I was told 
to sit down, and that Baba was coming. I, and the man who came to call me, sat down. 
About half an hour afterwards. Baba Kafra, Bhugwan, Seetaram, &a, sepoys, with the boy 
and the wet nurse, came there. Baba desired me to remove the ornaments from the child’s 
body. On this the wet nurse, Bhugwun, with the boy, came to me. I then removed the 
ornaments, and delivered them to Bhugwun ; and after taking leave, I returned home. WTaat 
was afterwards done to the boy I do not know. 

What were the ornaments on the body of the child? — He had gold bangles and sankla 
on his wrists, gold ear-rings and gold kundora ; he had a gold ‘‘ sangla” on the neck, and 
silver toras in his legs. I took these off and delivered them. 

Whose son was he? — Joitabaee Settanee’s. 

What was the object of Baba in taking the child out at night to the warree,” and there 
taking off‘ the ornaments ; do you know anything about it? — I do not know for what reason 
the ornaments were ordered to be taken off from the child’s l)ody. As Baba Nafra was 
mookhtecar, and I being a soiree of Hurry Bhugtee’s house, I was desired by Baba to remove 
the onnonents from the boy, which I accordingly did. 

How do you make out that the boy was Joitabaee’s son ? — When Joitabaee was delivered 
of a son, thousands of rupees were expended on the barsa” (the twelfth day after the 
birth of the child). He w as jjromised in marriage to the daughter of the goomashta of 
Gm)alrow Mjrral’s. From this I speak the truth tliat the boy was Joitabaee’s son. 

IIow' was it decided that the boy was that of a kolie, and how did this occur? — As Baba 
Nafra was mookhtyar,” he knows beet what had been done by him to make the child pass 
off as a colie’s ; from going frequently there for the purpose of making ornaments, I knew 
the child to bo Joitabaee’s son, and I have deposed accordingly. 

As you were called before the punchayet, held at the Durbar, for instituting inquiries 
regarding the boy, state if you there made any deposition, and to what effect? — I was not 
called, nor did I rive my deposition. Having now been called by the Resident, and questioned, . 
I have de]:) 08 ed lul that i know on the subject. 

(signed) Wiswonatii Vurwallee. 


10 . 

Txaxslation of the Deposition on oath of Atmaram Lukmeedass ; Relirion, Hindoo ; caste, 
Dohal Gooaserattee ; profesaiem, Brass-smith ; aged about 40 years ; Inhabitant of Baroda ; 
made before the Reriaent, on the 17tfa July 1850, 

Question* Bhugwan has deposed that the son of Joiiabaee Settanee was living at her 
mher ’s houses and that he went to the romn where the child and the wet nurse were, but as 
it ifiui looked, he sent for a blacksmitb, and broke open the lock and took the child and the 
560. 3 T 2 
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wet nurse to Baba Nafra; state all that you know of this affair ? — Answer. About throe or 
three and a half years ago, the date not known, but one night a Poorveea came to my house, 
and said that a lock is to be opened, and wished me to come and do the job as Bhugwan and 
Seetaram are sitting at Bhanabhee’s. On this I took my implei^nte, and went with the Poor- 
veea to Bhanabhaee’s house, where Bhugwan and Seetaram were sitting ; they desired me to 
open the lock of the room, but I could find none on it. I told Bhugwan there was no lock on 
the room, but it is chained from inside. Bhugwan desired me to break the nakoocha (the 
staple) from outside, which I did, and then opened the door ; ‘ afterwards I returned to my 
house* Bhugwan and others entered the room, and carried the boy and the wet nurse to the 
Shett. This is all I know. ^ 

Whose son was he ? — Joitabaee Settanee. 

As the boy was at his grandfather’s house, why was he taken away by force ; state all that 
you know ? — I do not know anything about it. 

Bhugwan mentions your name as Hutheeala,” and you write “Atraaram;” how is this ? — 
My original name is Atmaram, but the people calls me Hutheea. 

*As you are a resident of Baroda, living under the jurisdiction of the Guicowar government, 
is it customary among you to go and break open the lock or chain of a house without the 
permission of the Kotwal or the Sirkar ?— Witliout the orders of the Sirkar, it is not customary 
to break open a lock ; but if the owner of the house comes and desire it, the same is done 
by us. But this chain was broken in consequence of Bhugwan and others telling me that 
Baba Sahib had ordered it, so I broke. The reason of this is, that I do all iron works 
for the firm of Hurree Bhugtcc, consequently, by order of Baba, 1 broke the nukoocha. 

(signed) Atmamaram Lnkmeedass. 


20 . 

Translate of the Deposition of Woman Gunga Lonasee, Hunmuntrow’s daughter; Reli^on, 
Hindoo; caste, Marratee; occupation, Domestic Servant; aged about 30 years ; Inhabitant 
of Baroda; taken before Colonel J. Outrain, Resident at Baroda on the 18th of 
July 1850. 

Question. You were engaged as wet nurse to the son of Joitabaee Settanee, therefore you 
are required to state the particulars when this child was born, when you were employed, 
and all that transpired ? — Ansxcev. About four or four and a half years ago, the day and date 
I do not recollect, but one day Joitabaee’s father, Bhanabhaee’s servant, named Dhajce, came 
to call me, and I went there, when Bhanabhaee’s wife, Ladbaee, told me that her daughter 
Joitabaee’s son was about one and a half month’s old, and her daughter having but little 
milk, the child appeared unhealthy, therefore I had better remain as wet nurse to the child. 
Having heard which, I remained, when my pay was settled at three rupees jier mensem, and 
I was to be found in victuals and clothes ; and these terms being settled, I remained in 
service, and commenced suckling the child, and continued doing so for about six weeks or 
two months, when finding my milk also fiiiling me, I made the same known to Joitabaee, 
upon which she engaged another wet nurse, named Khooshallec, and I also remained. Khoo- 
shallee used to suckle, and 1 used to nurse and wash the child, and also attend upon Joitabaee 
Settanee, until the child was about five months old, when Joitabaee, with the son, removed 
from her father’s to her husband’s house, and took myself and Khooshallee with her, and 
until the child became a year and a quarter old. On some occasion, the wet nurse, Khooshallee, 
myself, and the other servants, used to take the child over to Bhanabaee’s, and thus the 
child commenced remaining at Bhanabaee’s ; upon which Baba placed a guard upon Bhana- 
baee’s house, and about midnight Baba Nafra bid me not to make the same known to Joitabaee, 
but that Seetaram J emadar and Bhugwan were going to bring away the child from Bhanabhace’s, 
and that I should go along with them, and tell them that Joitabaee Settanee had sent for 
the child, therefore that they should give him up ; when I told the Baba that I would not go 
without acquainting the Settanee ; but without heeding my words, dhd without permitting 
me to see the Settanee, he forced me to go. Still I refused to go, when, by the orders oi 
Baba Nafra, Seetaram, by shoving and pushing, compelled me to go ; therefore, us three 
went to the house of* Bhanabhaee, and said that Joitabaee Settanee wanted the child, when 
Bhanaldiaec said that Joitabaee did not send for the child, and that he would lose his life, 
but not permit the child being taken away. He thus expressed himself; but Bhugwan and 
Seetaram Jemadar sent for a blacksmith, who broke the staple off the door of the room in 
which the child and his nurse Khooshallee was confined, ana took them away with them^ to 
the garden of Hurree Bhugtee Sett, and I went to my mistress, Joitabaee Settanee, at which 
time also, Baba Nafra cautioned me against informing the Settanee Joitabaee of what had 
transpired. After thus cautioning me, the Baba also proceeded to the garden, when I secretly 
informed Joitabaee of all what bad passed; upon hearing which, she began weeping and 
beating her head and breast, and became much distressed, when I consoled her, ana she 
became more collected ; but for two days she eat nothing, when I coaxed her, and got her 
to take sustenance. And in consequence of constantly attending upon the child 1 became 
very much attached to liim, and the child was a very handsonie white-coloured boy, and his 
features resembled very much those of his mother, Joitabaee, and his eyes also were large* 
According to the above are the particulars which I recollect. 

When the child and his nurse, Khooshallee, were conveyed to the garden, what took place 
there? — Khooshallee informed me that the child had been forcibly taken from her, and 

delivered 



517 


FROM THE OFFICE OF RESIDENT AT BAR61>A. 

delivered over to some kollees by the Baba, at which time the child would not leave his 
nurse, and cried very much ; but that Baba forcibly snatched him from the nurse, and gave 
him to the^ kollees ; and when Khooshallee was giving me the above details, the Settanee 
also heard it, and b^an afresh 4o weep and lament very much, and I again consoled and kept 
her quiet. Thus did it take place. 

Had the Settanee J oitabaee milk, or not ? — She had milk, but little, therefore was I engaged ; 
the other wet nurse, who was employed with me, died about a year ago. 

Did you give in your deposition before the Guicowar Sirkar ? — Yes, I gave in my depo- 
sition before the Guicowar Sirkar, in which I have made the same statement as above ; thi» 
I recollect well. 

(signed) Gunga^ Woman. 


21 . 

Tkanslation of the Deposition of Dhoodee Woman, the Wife of Tullaveeya Dulleeya; 

occupation, Management of Household Affairs; Religion, Hindoo; caste, Tullaveeyanj 

aged about 35 years; inhabitant of the village of Amleeyara, of the Baro^ Purgunnah; 

taken before Colonel J. Outram, Resident at Baroda, on the 20th day of July 1850. 

Question. Baba Nafra, who kept you and your husband in the garden of HurreeBhugtee, 
and gave to him a child, state whose child this was, and all the particulars connected with 
the above transaction ? — Answer. About four years ago, the day and date I do not recollect, 
but one day myself, my husband, and Jooria were sent for, and for about 15 days lociited in 
Ilurrcc Bhugtee’s garden by Baba Nafra, who afterwards brought with him Joitabaee 
Settanee’s son, at night, in this garden, and told both my husband and myself to take money 
and say the child was ours, and take him away with us ; and having said so, he was giving 
the boy to us, but we refused to take him, upon which he forcibly gave us the lad and 
money also to my husband, which having received we were furnished with an escort, upon 
which we returned to our village where Mehta Hurjeewun resides, who, for fear of my 
husband and Jooria accompanying, took security from both, after which we went to our 
home. Two or three days after this former, five Arabs arrived from Baba Nafra, who 
desired tlmt the child should be taken and we should go with them, upon which I went 
with them, and they conducted me to an unoccupied house which is situated in our village, 
and having located us and the child in it, they mounted guard upon it. I used there daily 
to suckle, tend upon, and cook rice, and feed the child, and when we were there about three 
months tlie child was attacked with cholera and died ; this news upon being sent to Baroda, 
Baba Nafra sent people and ordered that the body of the child should be, according to the 
usage of our caste, buried, upon which I being polluted, I bathed and went to my house, 
and my liusband and others buried the child and returned. Thus did it take place. 

Were you sent for before the Guicowar Sirkar, and your deposition taken upon this 
subject or not ; and if your deposition were taken, what statement did you make ? — After 
the death of this child, many months after, myself and my husband were sent for and 
interrogated, when 1 deposed as above, but I know not whether they wrote down as I 
dcTOsed or otherwise. 

I)id you give birth to this child or not ? — I did not give birth to this child. I had five 
children, the eldest of whom is dead, and the remaining four are present, but this 
child Baba made us call ours, and by force brought and delivered it to me, and I took him 
with me. 

From what do you know that the child Baba Sahib had brought and delivered to you 
was the Settanee’s son? — The people said that the child was the Settanee’s, therefore other- 
wise, being a woman, how was I to know ? 

How old Avas the child ? — The child was about two years old, and used to talk and go 
about. 

You state that after tke Arabs located you and the child in the said secluded house in 
your village, the Arabs mounted guard upon it, but were any other person permitted access ? 
— Myself and the child only were located in the house, and the Arabs would permit no 
other body to enter it. 

^ (signed) Dhoodee^ Woman. 

Examination resumed the same day : 

Question, ’fhe four children who you say you have, state their respective ages, the period 
intervening between their respective births, and whether you ever had twins? — Answer. 1 
never had twins, and about 18 months intervened between the birth of each of my four 
children, therefore the eldest son must be about five years old, and the one elder than him 
is dead. 

(signed) Dhoodee, Woman. 

^ Further examination : 

Question. You state above, that the child given to you by Baba is dead ; state how many 
days he was ailing before his death P—Aiwuwr. He was taken ill in the morning, but slightly; 
in the afbernoonlie became worse, and at the time the cattle return from pasture he dietL 

Are you sure that the child l^d nothing administered to him to cause his death ? — Nc^ 
'ch^lfera was at the time raging in the village, and the child being attacked by it he died. 

(signed) Dhoodee, Woman. 
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Translate of the Deposition of DadaMeeya Chata Meeya;« Religion, Mahomedan; easte, 
IVlirza; occupation, Sepoy; aged about 28 years; Inhabitaiit, Baroda; taken before 
Colonel J. Outrara, Resident, Baroda, on the 2l8t day of July 1850. 

Question, Where are you employed? — Answer. For about the last 10 years I have been 
employed at Hurree Bhugtee’s. 

As what arc you employed there ? —As an havildar to the village appertaining to Hurree 
Bhufftee. 

A^'hat particular village arc you havildar of? — Before I was havildar of the Amleeara 
village, and for the last three or three and a half years of that of Gooruyada. 

What do you know about the disturbance about Joitabaee Settanee’s son, that you should 
state? — About three years ago, the day and date I do not recollect, but during the time I 
was havildar of Amleeyara, tlicn one day Baba sent for me and directed me to say, that the 
Ud with Joitabaee Settauee I liad purchased and procured for her; when I answered the 
Baba, that I knew nothing about the procuring of the lad, therefore how could I falsely 
state that I had purchased and procured the boy ? When 1 said thus, the Baba appeared not 
to be satisfied, and wanted by force to make me state as above, for which reason I used to 
avoid being seen by him ; but one day 1 was seated at Synd Nana Meeya’s house, when 
about 40 sepoys sent by Baba came there, surrounded and compelled me to come before 
Baba's presence, when I was at once placed in confinement, deprived of subsistence, and 
required to depose falsely : that the lad with Joitabaee Settanee had been by me purchased 
for 100 ruijees from the Amleeara Tullavoeya; and further, I was required to promise to 
publish the above falsehood in the city ; the above I was required to do, but as I could not 
bring myself to state such a falsehood, I would not consent. After which Batteeya Nurbo 
Game to sec me, and I became sorry upon seeing him, and requested him by any means to 
bring about niv release, on which account Nurbaram went to the Baba, and soon after I 
also was sent mr and my deposition commenced being taken, in which also I denied having 
purchased and procured the lad, but by force they made me put my signature to a deposition 
written out by them, and Nurberam and others were called upon to attest this deposition as 
witness; the statement I at the time made, Nurberam being at the time present, he will 
depose to ; and as for myself, to be released from confinement I agreed to whatever was 
written. Afterwards, the next day. Baba Sahib sent for me to his own house, and got me 
to give in a further deposition, and again a third deposition was taken from me, yet I was 
not released, but told that if I consented (promised) not to state before any one that the dc* 

r )8ition8 w'cre exacted from me by force, I would bo released from confinement, and that if 
did not consent to the above, that I would be placed in irons at the CImbbootra, AVhen I 
was told as above, I replied, that by force he had exacted the dcj)osition8, and got me to 
state what he pleased, but when I met with any one having more power than what he had 1 
would confess the truth, and in consequence of having expressed myself as above, I was 
again placed in confinement and was furtlier oj^pressed. I at last agreed to his proposition 
not to tell any one that the dc])Ositions were exacted from me by force, &c. ; at this time 
being attacked with cholera, and near death. Baba sent for my father-in-law, and told him, 
that ae I was very ill and likely to die lie should take me to his house ; having been so 
directed, my father-in-law conveyed me to his house, and about two or tlirec months aftei*- 
wards 1 became well enough to go about, upon which Baba sent for and appointed mo as 
havildar to the village of Gooreeyad; wherefore I went there, and about 15 days afterwards 
he sent for and told me, tliat 1 would be required to give evidence before the Guicowar 
Sirkar, therefore I should depose there as I had already deposed before him. Having thus in- 
structed me, he took me to the Guicowar Sirkar, where I was inteiTogated ^out this 
dispute about this lad, when I told them that all I knew on the subject Baba Sahib had it 
down in writing, therefore they should take it down from liirn, and having repeated the 
same, they took it down in writing. Such is my statement. 

\ oil state above, that you were instructed to nuikc your former deposition ; did you 
receive any remuneration from having done so ? — When I was appointed to the havildar- 
sbip of the Goreyad village, I was j)reseiited, through Bhugwan Muzinoodar, with the sum of 
65 rupees, and after whicJi I gave in rny deposition oefore the Sirkar. A further sum of 350 
rupees, through Klllecdar Bhaeejee, was given me on account of wedding ; thus, in all, the 
sum of 415 rupees was given to me. 

^ For the repayment of the above money, was any writing taken from you ?-— This sum was 
given me for having given false evidence, therefore it was not to be repaid, and no 
writing taken from me. 

A paper would appear to have been taken from you, that the lad with the Settanee you 
procured from the Amleeyara j)eople ; for wdiat reason wjis it taken from you, and what 
became of the lad t — I know not for what reason the above was taken from me, neither do 
I know what they did with the boy. ^ 

You were directed to attend here about 15 days ago, and you having only piresented 
yourself this day, state what prevented your coming sooner ?— When Baba SaUb was under 
arr^t^ I went to him for instructions, when he desired me not to attend before the SiAar, 
<br in the event of my doing so ho would cause me to refund the money I had been pre- 
sented with, and having been so cautioned, hid myself; but having now leamt that my 
attendanee was required at the Residency, and the peons were looking for me, I this day 
nrA(u»Tifivl mvflfilf. 
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You s<»te that Baba Nafra having oppressed, bribed, and forced you, you were induced to 
give in a false document, and which you again repeated before the Guicowar Sirkar, on 
which occasion it was proper for you to have complained and given in a true Btatement ; why 
did you not do so?— Baba Sahib was present with me and my situation was in his hands, 
therefore I feared, should I hate stated the truth, being deprived of my situation and again 
imprisoned as I had ♦formeriy been ; entertaining tiiis fear, I was induced to conceal the 
truth. 

You state, that in consequence of being instructed by Baba Nafra, And from fear, you 
made a false statement before the Guicowar Sirkar, but at present have you been bribea or 
instructed to give in a false statement ? — I have been tutored by no one here, and according 
to what transpired I make a true and faithful statement. 

Where at present is Joitabaee Settanee’s son? — I being engaged in the discharge of the 
duties of havildar at Gooreeyad, I know not where the lad is. 

How many days were you imprisoned with irons?— For two days. 

What statements were taken from you on the three occasions in question ? — The state* 
ments at the time made by me on two occasions I do not recollect, because being in con- 
finement and labouring under anxiety of mind, I used to sign whatever statement was brought 
to me. 

You state, that you received 350 rupees on account of your wedding, and from your de- 
position it would appear that you had been married before ; how do you explain this ? — It is 
true that I had been betrothed, but I got married after the receipt of the above sum of 
money. 

You have deposed to what the Baba had cautioned you against disclosing, therefore state 
whether you consulted the Baba about making tlic present statements ?— Baba 8rfiib being 
at present in confinement, how could I get to him to consult with him ; therefore without 
consulting him at all, I truly depose to all the facts which transpired. 

The depositions which Baba Nafra on these several occasions obtained from you, state 
whether tnese dq>o8itions were taken down with his own hands, or by those of another? — 
Twice he got another party to take it down, and once when the Arabs took me tlicn he 
wrote it down with his own hands. 

(signed) Havildar Dada Meeycu 


23. 

Translate of the Deposition of Nurbheyram Doollub; Relirion, Hindoo ; caste, Batteeya; 

occupation, Solicitor ; aged 68 years ; Inhabitant of Baroda ; taken before Colond 

J, Outnun, Resident at Baroda, on the 2l8t day of tTuly 1850. 

Question, What you know about the son of Joeeteebaee Settanee, and on being given by 
Baba Nafra to the Amleeyara TuUavree, you are required to state. — Anmoer, About 
three years ago, in this afimr, about 50 sepoys, sent by Baba Nafra, were siurounding 
Havildar Dada Meya, which Dada Meya, op|x*8ite to the Buldavejee’s Temple, was seated 
in the house of one Syeed Nana Meya, from which place, about nine o’clock at night, they 
secured and took him to Baba Nafra. I reside opposite to the house of the aforesaid 
Nana Meya, whose wife requested me to ascertain where Dada Meya was confined, and 
what had been done to him ; u[)on which I went to Baba Nafra, at the shop of Hurree 

Bhugtee, where I saw Dada Meya under the charge of some Arabs, which having seen, 

Dada Meya commenced crying, and desired me to use every endeavour in my power and 
secure his release ; upon which I requested him to depose to what he knew, and that Baba 

Nafra would release him. After saying tliis I went to Baba and told him what had 

transpired, when Baba said that Dada Meya would be sent for ; and after so sayii^ he sent 
for Dada Meya, and by force got him to give a deposition, in which it was written that 
Dada Meya, from the village of Amleeyara had purchased a boy, and br<Hight and gave it 
to Joeetee Settanee; but Dada Meya plainly said that he knew nothing a^ut the obtain- 
ing of the lad in question. Thus was he saying, but by force the deposition ivas taken j 
and having written in the deposition the Dada Meya had purchased the lad firom AmleeairA, 
and given the boy to the Settanee, they by force got him to put his signature to it, and I 
was also by force made to attest this deposition as a witness. Thus much I toow. After 
this Baba engaged Dada Meya as a servant, and sent him to a village as havildar, and the 
money which hod been promised to Dada Meya was given, and he got mamed. 

Do you know to whom Baba gave the son of the Settanee ?-^xcepting what I have 
above stated, I know nothing further. 

Did Baba Nafra give you anything?— Thirty-five rupees I got first; after which, 
through Bhyjee, I received 14 rupees, a turban, valued 10 rupees, Baba presented me with, 
as also 6 rupees for the purchase of a choolee; atecording to the above have I received, and 
nothing further* 

(signed) Batk^ Nurth^frum DooUuL 
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Translate of the Statement of Wujjoobhaee Wullubdass (Mahaluximeebaee’s Father) before 

the Resident, on the 1st of August 1850. ^ ‘ 

QtLesUon. Wi^at is your employment in the firm of Hurree Bhuktee? — Anmer. 
churbhaee Sett inaiTied my daughter ^Mahaluximoc, and I used therefore to live near his 
house, and make myself generally useful. 

As you live in his house, state what you know regarding an item of 2Q,000 rupees, which 
j^pears in the ^‘leetee khata” choupras of 1901, as given over to Hurree Khismutdas?— 
iBachiirbliaee was alive at that time, and I used not to be often with him; therefo]^^^ I 
don’t know much of the business. 

In what year did the Sett die? — In the month of Bhadurwa (September) 1901. 

In the accounts of 1902 to 1906, which have been examined, there appear thousands of 
rupees in the ‘‘leetce khata;” state why this is, and to whom the money has been paid? — 
Baba Nafra never consults either my daughter or myself; because Bachurbhaee had 
appointed him ‘‘ mooktiar” he used to take away thousands of rupees day and night; when 
I asked the reason he would ask what business was it of mine ? that he would do as he 
pleased ; therefore I know nothing about it. 

After Bachurbhace’s death your daughter became the head of the firm : how was it that 
you, living with her, allowed money to be taken away without her consent? — Baba Na&a 
did not at all look upon my daughter as the ‘‘ mooktiar,” and spent thousands of rupees, as 
if he was himself the malik.” 

What do you know about Joetabaee’s child, which was pronounced by Baba Nafra to be 
that of a kollee, and given back ? — Baba never consulted either my daughter or self regard- 
ing this business ; he was mooktiar,”’ and did as he liked ; he may have given the child to 
a kollee, but he must know. 

Whose child did he (Baba) pronounce it to be, and to whom did he give it? — I know not; 
Baba knows. 

On the 5th August 1850, 

Question. On the 4th and 11th July Baba Nafra sent petitions to the Bombay Government 
in the name of the Settanee : did he consult either your daughter or self on the subject before 
doing so ? — Answer. Wc know nothing about these petitions ; but two or three days after Baba 
was placed in confinement his son catne secretly to the Settanee’s liouse, and his two other 
sons, Appa and Tatiah, brought a paper, whicli they told me to sign quickly, as it >va3 of 
consequence ; I therefore signed tlic first [)ctition in the name of Mahaluximeebaee. 

Did you read the paper you signed and what was written in it? — No, I did not read it, 
and don’t know what it contained. Regarding the second petition, which Baba wrote, 1 
know nothing, and did not sign it. I don’t know whether Baba forged my signature or not ; 
he never consulted cither my daughter or myself about it. 

Did neither of you even ask Baba his reasons for squandering the vvetJth of the firm? — 
When Joetabaee forbid his opening the big treasury, everybody knows the treatment she 
received at his hands; so what was the use of my saying’ anything? 

When Bachurbhaee was taken ill, and gave Baba Nafra a writing appointing him mooktiar, 
were cither you or your daughter present? — No; neither of us were present; and we did 
not know anything about it till after Bachurbhaee’s death, when we heard of it from Baba 
Nafra; since then Baba has been carrying on the business of the firm as he thinks proper, 
and nobody could say anything to him on the subject. 


25. 

Translate of the Statement of Ambursing Hurrcebhace, Thakoor of the Village bf 
Meetapoor, Pergunnah Neriad, before the Resident, on the 14th August 1850. 

Question. In the month of Mhah 1903 (February 1847) did one Lulloo Bhugvvan, of Baroda, 
visit you ; if so, state for what purpose?— In the cold weather of 1903, I forget the 
date, this Lulloo came to my house in a cart, accompanied by a jemadar, named Jussoo, and 
10 men, and asked me to find a father and mother for Joetabaee’s child; and on my asking 
how this was to be done, he replied, that if I would manage it he would give me money* 
My karbliaree, liungjee, was on one side sick. At night they all slept at my house, and on 
rising next morning Lulloo Bhugwan repeated his request, that I would procure feigned 
parents for the child. I fell in with TbaKore Jectbliaee, my brother Jecbhaee, and Gosaie 
Gunghur, and consulted with them on the subject ; and we sent for koUec Rugoonath and 
his wife, Ruliat, of the village, and promised to rive them 100 rupees if they would take the 
child, which they agreed to; after that kollee Gumeera Mhowsing came, and we appointed 
him the pretended uncle of the child. All the parties above-mentioned and I agreeu then to 
return with Lulloo to Baroda. My karbharree, Rungjee, also went with us. On the tliird 
day after their arrival in Meetapoor we halted at the village of Sowlee for the nighty and 
laext day went on to Baroda. Lulloo Bhugwan and the rest of us alighted near Veeneeram’s 
house in Kowpoora, and Lulloo went to his house. Next day Lulloo came to me and told 
Ufi to acoompai^ him to Hurree Buktee’s house, where we all went, and arrangements were 
REiade for our food; Lulloo then went away. We remained live or six days there, 
Lulloo irisited us daily. One day Baba Nafra came with Lulloo, and said that 
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br6i;ight a papr in Bhanabap’s name, asauring to pay Kollee Rugoonath 200 rupees a year 
oa aoooimt of the child, which was to be taken to JBhanabhaee’s, and the money demanded, 
thus es^cite suspicioq. After saying this, fhey gave the false bond, which Kugoonatli, 
took to Bhanabaee’s and asked for the money, but we were onlv abused, and the door 
shut against us. We then went to Horree Buktec’s firm, and complained to Baba Nafra, 
who took the bond and gave Kollee Rugoonath 100 rupees ; we then retur&ed home, and it 
was reported in the town tliat the child was a kollee’s* 

Did you receive any money for the business? — 1 only received 100 rupees. 

Was your karbharree with you when you went to Baba Nafra’s? — No, he was sick, and 
remained in the warre, and the rest of us, after going to Baba’s, returned direct to our 
vintage. My karbharree came afterwards, and 1 told him all that had taken place. 

Are you sure it was Hurree Bucktee’s garden where you resided ? — I don’t know whether 
it was Hurree Bucktee’s or Baba Nafra’s, but it was a garden. 

Have you ever given your deposition before the Durbar ; if so, was it to the same effect 
as what you have now stated ? — Yes, I made a statement before the Durbar, according to 
Baba’s instructions; but how can 1 remember what I said. 

Did any one instruct you to make tlic statement you have now given? — No; I liave 
made a true statement, of my own free will; being a subject of the British Government, if 
I made a false statement 1 should be an offender. 

Then why did you make a false statement before the Durbar ? — To forward my own 
interests. 

Where is Gunghur Gosjue? — He died last year, in the month of June. 

How many rupees were given to your companions in this business? — Jeetibhaee and self 
received 100 rupees each, and kollee Gummeera and my brother Jeebhaee reeeived 25 
rupees each. I don’t remember any more. 

It is now about a month since I wrote to Kaira for you to be sent here : what has 
occasioned the delay ? — When the jemedar came to call us I was at another village, and 
when on my return I was preparing to start Rowjee Karkoon came, and after him the 
Neriad Karaavisdar ; I got here six days after I was called, and did not delay. 

Where are Rugoonath, and his wife Ruliat? — It is 15 days since Ruliat is gone in search 
of her husband Rugoonath, who ran away on account of the cholera appearing in the 
village. 1 had sent men in search of him also, and expect him to-morrow. 


26. 

Translation of the Deposition of Jeebhoy Ilurrybhoy ; aged 32 years ; Inhabitant of Mceta- 
poor, Purgunnah Neriad; made bclbre the Resident at Baroda, on the 14th August 1850. 

Question, About the year Sum vut 1 903 (a. d. 1 847 ), Lulloo Bhugwan, Goomashta of Hurry 
Bhugtee, went to your village, and if so, state what all occurred there ? — Answer, About tlie 
year Sumvut 1903 (a. d. 1847), the day of the week and month not known, one day Lullo 
Bhugwan and otlicrs came to my brother Uinersing’s house, and having seated one side, asked 
my brother whether lie could get persons to become parents to the son of Settanee Joetabaee, 
and if so he would be well suiiplied with money from Baroda. Afterwards thakoor Jectsing, 
gosaeen Ghmgur, kolie Guman, &c., came there and joined the rest, and after consulting 
topther they determined that kolio Rugnath, Puthoa, of my Vas, should be the father, and his 
wife Ruleeat mother, and Gooman uncle to the boy. Accordingly they sent for kolie Rugnath 
and his wife, and gave them great assurances, and desired them to become the parents of the 
boy, that they would receive money for doing so, and that they need not fear anytliing. 
The next morning we all, including Lulloo, started for Baroda, and halted at Savelee ; the 
following day we left the place and came to Baroda, but as it was night, we put up near the 
huvalee of Veeneeram, whidi Lulloo had provided for us, and told us that next day he 
would prepare another place for us ; after this LuUoobhoy and othejrs went to their house, 
and we all went to sleep. The following morning LuUoobhoy and others came and said that 
be has prepared another place for ue, and so saying he took us to a garden, where he made 
arrangement for our food. We remained there about seven or eight days. One day Baba 
and Lulloo came to us with a written paper, and said that by it kolie Rugnath will receive 
annuaUy 200 rupees on account of the boy, and to take this paper to the house of Joeteebaee’s 
father and create hubbub, by saying that the boy is his,” therefore to pay the money, 
otherwise to give back the boy so we were desired to act After giving this paper to us, 
we told Baba tliat we are subjects of the British Government, and if we are placea in diffi- 
culties what shall we do ? Baba rejpUed, that we should not fear anything as regards the 
Gaekwar Sirkar. After saying this he went away. The document having been given to 
kolie Rugnath, Umerring Jeetbhoy, and myself took the kolie and his wife, icc., and went 
fo the house of the father of Joeteebhaee and created a hubbub, by sayii^, to give up the boy, 
or otherwise to pay the amount according to writing. On this lots or peoj^e assembled to 
^ ace the tumusha. The imnatos of the liouso of Jocteebaeo’s father closed the door, but 
would not say a word to us. On this we aU went to the shop of Hurree Bhugtee, and 
uMred Rugnath to tell Baba to pay the amount which was agreed to be paid annually to 
according to a writing given to him; if not, to make over the boy. On tliis Baba 
f^k away tlie paper from Rugnath’s hand, and gave him 100 rupees. We all then left the 
Afterwaras thakore Umersing, myself, and others went to Baba and asked liim wh^t 
i ^ - 3 U be 
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be would give, when he gave thakore Ummiiig, aod Jeetbhoy 100 rupeiM eiehi 
me 25 rupees, to Gooman 25 rupees, and to Kungjee, who came with us, S5 rupeee^^^^l^ 
nothing was given to Goosaeen Gungur, who aocompanied us* 

Who all came ifilrst to Baroda from your village ? — Thakore Umersing, Jeetbhoy, mfmltF, 
karbhare Kungiee, kolie Bugnath, his wife Buleeat, Guman Mowsing, and Gooeaean 
Gangur, of So^dulpurnu ‘ 

Where are now Gangur, woman Ruleeat, and kolie Bugnal^P-^Oangur died last jrw, 
and Bugnath ran away on account of the cholera, and it is about 15 days sinoe his wub is 
gone in search for him. 

Was your deposition taken before by the Gaekwar Government? — Yes, depoaitioti 
was taken by the Gaekwar, but I do not recollect what I had deposed in it, because I then 
stated all what Baba had advised me to say* 

What you are now deposing, is it by the advice of any one, or how? — I have not mede 
this deposition by the advice of any one, but have stated all what had occuned* Being m 
subject of the Bntish Government, bow qiould I tell a lie before the Ssheb ? 

Why did you tell a lie before the Gaekwar Government?— Baba having tdd me what 
to say ; besides, temptation being shown to me, I made a false deposition. 

What is the reason that so much delay took place in coming here, as you were desired to 
come quickly?— When a man from Neriad came to dispat^, the thakore of our village 
had gone to some other village, afterwards the brother of the kumavisdar came there on 
this account; in the meantime the thakore himself arrived, as also the kumavisdar, Mid 
desired us to proceed to Bnroda quickly ; and from the day the kuinavisdar’s man first came 
there, it took us seven or eight days to come to Baroda, and this delay is owing to the absence 
of the thakore from his village. 


27. 

Translation of the Deposition of Bungjee Bheeka; aged 40 years; Inhabitant of Meetapoor, 

Purgunnah Neriad, Karbharee of the Thakore ; made before tlie Resident at Baroda, on 

the 14th August 1850. 

Question, In the month of Magh, of Sumvut 1903 (February 1847), Lulloo Bhugwan, 
goomashta of Hurry Bughtee, went to your village; and if so, state what all occurred 
there? — Ansiver. About the year Sumvut 1903 (a.d. 1847), either in the month of Magh 
or Falgoon (February and March), the day of the week and month not known, as I was 
laying down one day at Thakore Umersing’s, on account of my indisposition, Lulloo Bhug- 
wan and Jemedar Jussoo, of Savelee, and about ten others, came there, and put up in the 
house of my thakore. Lulloo and the thakoor went aside and sat down and caued me ; but 
as I was sick I did not go. After they had talked together, the brother of the thakoor, by 
name Jeebhoy, and the thakoor of Jussapoora, by name Jeetbhoy Puggy Gooman Mow- 
sung, also kolie Bugoonath, of my village, and his wife Ruleeat, and Gosaeen Gangur, of 
Soondulparra, were sent for by the thakore, and they all got together and converse with 
Lulloo Bhugwan ; but what it was I do not know ; as I was sick 1 did not join them. The 
second day, in the evening, the thakore and Lulloo Bhugwan told me that I must go to 
Baroda, when I said, I am sick, therefore how can I come ? ” Lulloo Bhugwan said he 
would take me in his gharry ; still I declined to go. The thakore then told me that aa I am 
his karbarry, why should I refuse going, but that I must go with him. On this I consented 
to go. The following afternoon all the above-named persons, LuUoo Bhugwan, his people, 
and mysclfi started for Baroda, and halted for the night at the dhurumsalla of Savelee, where 
no conversation took place in my presence. The next morning we left that place for Baroda, 
and arrived at the village of Hahoni, and halted at a place of worship near the tank, where 
we had our meal. After leaving this place, we arrived in Baroda about eight o^clock at 
night, and Lulloo Bhugwan got us a place to put up near the huvalee of Veeneeram, in 
Rowpurra, and said that next morning he would provide places for us in the •‘warree.” 
Lulloo Bhugwan and his people then returned home, and we went to sleep. The next 
morning Limoo Bhugwan came to us with two or three of his men, and took us to the 
warree of Hurree Bhugtee and kept us there, and got beds and food for us ; after this he 
went home. We all remained there about seven davs; but Lulloo Bhugwan used to visit 
us daily and speak to all the people of Meetapoor. As 1 was sick, I useef to lay dowii. On 
the last day, Lulloo Bhugwan and Baba Saliib came to the warree and told the thakore, 
kolie Bugnath and others, that he had brought a written paper, to the effect that the father 
of Joite^aee purchased from koolie Bugnath, his son, for 200 rupees, which sum he would 
receive annually, and desired us to take this paper, which koolie Bugnath took, and that he 
was to go, the following day, to Joiteebaee’s fathei^s house for the money, and Aus expose 
the^ whole affair ; after which we were to return to our home. Baba and Lulloo, after 
saying this, went to their house. All this 1 heard while I was laving down, Bugnalh then 
showra me the paper. The next day, after takings our m^ thakore Umersing and all the 
others went to Baroda with this folse document for the recovery of the money on account of 
the boy, but I remained in the warree. The next day Lulloo Bhugwan sent his ghi^c 
for me, and sent word by the driver that I should go home in it, as the thakoor and 
had; gone direct. On this I returned to my house in the gharry ; and on asking the thidcore 
and flbe others what they had done, replied that they went to the city to recover money 
& 0 m Bhanabfaoy ; but who, without saying a word, dosed the door upon theiai ; so 4hey 
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to Hu]nry 3hu^ and Mplained tbe matter to Baba Nafra, who took 

Bugnath the writing Baba had given bim« imd gave him 100 rumea, which he 
to the village; and a report had spread in the city wAt the eon of Joet^haee was 
that of a kolie. 

.^J>id you receive aiw money on this account? — received 25 ri^es, thakore Umerring 
100 rupees, thakore tfeetbhoy 100 rupees, Gooman 25 rupees, and Jaebboy 25 rupees. 

You state yon all had put up in a dhurumsalla, in Saveelee village; and LuUoo says that 
they imt iqiat Lslbhoy’s of that village; how is this? — It is true we put up at Lalbhoy’s, 
and by mistake I said we had put at the dhurumsalla. 

Where is Gangur Gosaee ? — -He is dead. 

, Whnt did you say in your deposition before the Gaekwar Sirkar? — I was about to depose 
aU what I have above stated ; out the punchayet who were tliere said to me, Listen ; 
acknowledge and sign all what we would write.” So the punchayet wrote down what they 
tboni^t proper, and desired me to sign the paper, which 1 aid, 

You state, that at the Durbar what the punchayet had written down, you signed it. 
Did anyone advise you hero to do such a thing? — one here told me or advised me to do 
such a thing. What I had to say, the same has been written down. 

It is a month since a letter was written to Kaira to send you all here. Why did you 
not come quickly, and what is the reason of the delay? — The jemedar from Neriad came 
to despatch us all to Baroda ; but as the thakoor of my village had gone to some other 
village, he was sent for, who came ; in the meantime the carkoon of Neiiad, by name 
Rowjee, and the kumavisdar arrived there also, and it was six days from the day we first 
got notice, that we prepared to leave for Baroda, but we made no delay. 

Where is Bugnath and his wife ? — Rugnath having ran away, his wife went in search for 
him. On their return they will be produced. 

Does the garden in which Lulloo Bhugwan had kept you belong to Baba Nafra, or Hurry 
Bhugtee ? — 1 do not know to whom it belongs ; but as Hurry Bhugtee’s name is great, 
I stated above, his garden. 


28. 

Translation of the Deposition on oath of Jeetbhoy Jallumbhoy ; Religion, Hindoo; Caste, 

Barreea Kollee ; Profession, Thakoorda ; aged about 42 years ; Inhabitant of Jussapoora, 

Purgutmah Neriad ; made before the R^ident on the 4th August 1850. 

Question* In the year Summut 1903 (a.0. 1847), did one Lulloo Bhugwan and others, of 
Baioda, come to your village; if so, state what happened there? — Answer. About three 
years ago, I fbiget the date, one Lulloo, goomashta of Hurree Bhugtee, and others came to 
Meetapoor, on which thakoor Amersing, of that place, sent for me, and said that Lulloo- 
bhoy is come, and wishes to obtain feigned parents lor the child of Joitabbaee Settanee, and 
that he would pay us well. Afterwards Amersing, myself, Jeejeebhoy, &c. having got toge- 
ther and deliberated on the matter, wc decided that kollee Rugoonatli and his wife Ruliat, 
should be the feigned parents of the child. Accordingly we sent for them, and explained 
the above matter, and taught them to say that the child was theirs. Afterwards I, wakoor 
Amersing, Jeejeebhoy, kollee Gooman, koUeec Rugoonath, and his wife Ruliat, Gosain 
Gangur, &c. left for Baroda, and came and halted at Sowlee, and from there we c^e to 
Baroda, where we readied at night. Lulloo Bhugwan then said that we should remain that 
night at the buv^Iee of Veerieeram, and that the next morning a place would be secured 
for us to stop. Lulloo and others then went to their respective houses. The following 
morning Lulloo came and took us to the garden of Hurree Bucktee, where arrangements 
were made for our residences ; we were kept there for six or seven days, and Lulloo Bhug- 
wan made arrangements for our food. Afterwards Lulloo and Baba came there and showed 
us R writing about Joitabbaee Settanee’s son, which they desired us to take, and go along 
with kolee Rugoonath and others to the house of the father of Joitabaee Settanee, after 
raismg a damour that the boy is his, and to come to the shop of Hurree Bhucktee, where 
they would my us the money. They then gave this writing to kollee Rugoonath. After- 
wards we aU went, including Rugoonath and his wife, to the house of Jmtabaee’s fa^^; 
and Rugoonath said that the boy is hk, that if money be not paid, to return ibe boy to nim. 
On this the inmates of the house closed the door. We then went to the shop of Hurree 
Bucktee, where Bdia Sahib was ritting, and told him either to give up the boy or pay the 
amount, aocording to writing. On this Baba snatched the document, and paid lOO rupees 
to Rugoonath, and despatched liim off. 

Were any other persons with you ? — The karbarry of the thakoor, by name Ruxgee, was 
with us. 

After you came to Baroda, in whose garden did you put up ? — ^We had put up in a garden, 
but osnnot say with certainty whose it was, whether we had put up in Hurree Bucktee's, or 
any other person’s gOi^en ; 1 do not properly recollect that; through mistake, I mentioned 
above that we put up in Hurlae Bucktee’s garden. 

How much money did you receive in this business? — I received 100 rupees from Baba, 
after he paid^ Rugoonath, 100 rupees to Amersing, 25 rupees to kollee Gooman, and 25 
rope^ to Jeqeebhoy. 

your denoi^on before tho Durbar? — According to what Baba had taught 
^ I ^mosed liut vrlik l lkm aaid I do uot recollect. 

2/^360, 3 u 2 ^ 
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The deposition which you now made^ was it done by the advice of anyone, or that yon 
have deposed as cirotimstances have occurred ?— The deposition now made is aeeoriUn||;^ to 
what to(^ place; no one advised me to say anything, because I am a subject of Ehahn 
zilla, and if I do not speak the truth I shall be punished; I have therefore deposed all that 
is triife. .. ^ ‘ 

You have statea that this writing regarding the boy was pven by Baba to kollce Bugoo- 
nath; state the amount for which the document was given? — I reoolltot it was about 
200 rupees. 

Where is Gosacen Gangur? — He died in Jest of last year. 

Where are kollee Bugoonath and his wife Ruliat ?— Bugoonath is gone away somewhere^ 
and his wife is gone in search of him, and that a person has been sent to call her, and then ' 
she will be here to-morrow ; as soon as she arrives she will be brought before the Resident* 

It is a month since a letter was sent to Khaira, to call you all ; state what has caused so 
much delay ? — The jemedar of Neriad brought a summons to send us to Baroda ; but as 
the thakoor of my village had gone to some other village, a person was sent to call him; 
pending his return, caAoon Rowjee, from Neriad, amved at my village, followed by the 
kamavSdar ; but it was six days since we got the order to proceed to Baioda, and there waa 
no delay on our part in coming to tbis plao^ 

(signed) Jeetbhoy Jullumbhvy^ Thakoor* 


29. 

Translation of the Deposition of Goomon Mowsing, Inhabitant of Jussapoora, Purgunnah 
Neriad ; made before the Resident at Baroda, on the 14tb August 1850* 

dncMtion. Did the goomashta of Hurry Bhug tee, by name LuUoo Bhugwan, come to your 
village, in Sumvut 1903 (a.d. 1847), when a oispute was going on about the son of Joitee> 
bhaee ; if so, for what purpose, and what hi^penea there, ana state all about ? — Answer. About 
three years ago (day and month not kno^vn) one day I went to thakore Umersing^s house, 
at Meethapoor, where the goomashta, &c. of the Sowcar of Baroda, had put up, the thakoor 
on seeing me called me in, at which time Umersing Jeejeebhoy and the goomashta, &c. of 
the Sowcar were sitting far and conversing. Afterwards kolie Rugnath and his wife were 
called in and were asked to become parents of the boy. They then told me that as kolie 
Rugnath and his wife had become false parents of J oitebhaee's son, for me to become uncle 
to tne boy ; that I was not to fear anytning, but that I would get plenty of money. The 
second day thakore Umersing, Jeejeebhoy Jeetbhoy, kolie Rugoonath, his wife Kuleeat, 
myself, and Gosaeen Gangur of Soondulpara, together with the goomashta of the Sowcar 
who had put up at Umersing, started for Baroda, and we put up for the night at Savelee, 
from thence went to Baroda. As night approached, the goomashta, who came with us, 
showed us a place to put up, where we ^ slept for the night. The next morning the 
goomashta Lulloobhoy came there, and took us to a garden, where he made room for us to 
stop, who used to send food for us. Wo remained in this garden about seven or eight days* 
Afterwards Lulloobhoy and Baba came there, and gave Kagoonatli a paper, and told him 
that this writing was for him about the son of Joiteebbaoe Settance’s son, that he was to 
receive annually 200 rupees on that account ; that he was to take this paper to the house of 
the father of Joiteebaee, and after creating a hubbub, to come to the shop. They then 
went away. Tlie second day Rugoonath and others all went to the house of the father of 
the Settanee, and did as they were desired, and then immediately went to the shop of Hurry 
Bhugtee ; Rugoonath, and others told Baba to pay the money according to writing, or if not, 
to make over the boy to them. On this Baba paid 100 rupees to Rugoonath, but took the 

f aper away from him. We cdl then returned. Afterwards, when I went with thakore 
Fmersing to Baba, he gave me 25 rupees. He also gave money to the thakore and otheis ; 
but how much 1 do not recollect. 

Was your deposition tsUcen before by the Gaekwor Birkar? — My deposition was taken; 
but what I stat^ was all what Baba had advised me to say. 1 do not recollect what I had 
said in that deposition. 

What you nave now deposed, was it by the advice of any one ? — No, no one advised me 
to say ; but I have willingly deposed all what had occurred. 

Where are Gosaeen Gangur, woman Rulecat, and kolce Rugnath now ? — Granrar is dead^ 
Rugnath has away, and his wife has gone in seardi for biai, therefore is not at 
present in the village. 


30 . 

Taanslatioh of the Deposition of Woman Ruleeat, Wife of Kolie Rugoonath Putiioo ; 
Inhabitant of Meetapoor, Purgb. Neriad; made b^ore the Resident at Baroda, on the 
15th August 1850. 

Qmstbm. Bv the desire of the thakore and others of your village you had become th# 
paiOiLt of the son of Joiteebbaee, the widow of Beechurbhoy Soxnuldass ; state all the partiou}ari 
Hf'^Answ^ About three, or three and a half years ago (day and month not knoip^ 
in the odd weather, our thakore Umernsg sent for ne apd my husbe^ 
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thalcore UmM^, i3‘<^bbdv iJeetbhoy, GosAoen Gangi^ Goomaiiy^a sowcar from Bsroda, 
aad l^ f^pla* and the karbhany of the thakor8, ' a]l (dtting together. The thak(HrA and 
oth(^ tmd 118 that the Bow(»f has come here to look for persons Mrho sronld become parehts 
to ^ master's son; and that if we became, money will be given to us. On this, we being 
poor people, and covetous for money, agreed to become parents of the chil^ llie sedbnd 
day the thakore and others left for Baro^ and afler passing through Saveli and Hahoiq 
viuages, arrived there about eight o’clock in the night, and' L^oo showed us a place for our 
kdgmg, where we all slept. Lulloo then returned to his house. In the morning LuHoo 
came tmd took us to the ** warree,” and gave os a place to stop, and made arrangement for 
our food. Lulloo then went home. We remained in the “warree” about seven or eight 
days; Lidloo used to come to us daily ; but on the last day Lulloo and Baba Sahib both 
came to the warree where we, thakore Umersing, and others were sitting, and Baba said 
that he has brought with him a false paper, to the effect that a boy was purchased from 
kofie Bugoonath (my husband) for 200 rupees, and desired us to keep it ; and that the second 
day we were to go to the person whose name is mentioned therein, for the money; dud 
afterwards to expose that person and then to return to our house. After saying tlds; he 
d^vered the paper in my husband’s hand. Baba and Lulloo then went home. The follow* 
ing day we all went to we city with the paper, when Lulloo gave a man to show us the 
house of the boy’s parent, where we went and asked for tiie money of our son who was 
sold to them, but not paying us any money they closed the door on us. On this a great 
number of people assembled. We all then went to complain to Hurry Bhi^toe, where 
Baba Sahib was, who took away from my husband the paper he had given him in the 
« warree,” and gave us 100 rupees, after whi<di we all returned home. What happened 
afterwards I do not know. 

YSTiere is your husband Bugoonath? — He ran away about three monfhs ago, in con- 
sequence of cholera having appeared in the village. I went in search of him, but could not 
find him, therefore retumra ; whether ho is dead or living I do not know. 

Was money paid to any person besides the 100 rupees paid to your husband ?— Being a 
woman, I do not know. 

To whom did the “ warree” belong, where you had put up ? — I do not know to wIkhu the 
warree belongs. 

When the Gaekwar Sirkar sent for you, did yon pvc your deposition there or not ? — 
No deposition was taken from me. 

Where is Gosacen Gangur, who accompanied you to Baroda ? — He is dead. 

Both you and your husband falsely became parents of the boy, but who became uncle to 
him ? — Gooman Bhowsing of Jussapoora became uncle. 

Did the kamdar of the thakore, by name Kungjee, go with you to the dty ?— As he was 
sick, he remained in the “ warree.” 

Did you sell your son to the father of Joitebhaee Settanee?— We did not sell our son, 
but being covetous for money, we falsely said that the boy was ours. 

How many children have you ? — 1 had one son and two daughters ; in all three children. 
The son attained to the t^e of 20 years, when he died; but the daughters are living; the 
eldest has been married. 1 had two more sons, but they soon died after their birtL 


31. 

Translate of the Deposition of Purtaub DyaJ^; Beligioo, Hindoo; Caste, Barqite; 
Occupation, a Mendiant ; Inliabitant of Sowlee, Fuigunnah Baroda ; aged 36 years ; taken 
before Colonel J. Outnun, Besident at Baroda, on Ihe 16th day of August 1850. 

Question. What you know regarding the dispute about the son of Joitabhaee Settanee 
you are required to state all particulars? — Answer. About three years ago, the day and date 
I do not recollect, but one day Lulloo Bhugwan and others came to my viUage and said to 
me, that the lad who had been brought by the Settanee might have been procured from the 
Meetapoor '^age, and requested me to inquire about it ; upon which I went to the village of 
Oobeir, Purgunn^ Tassra, and inquired of the thakoor whether any one had purchased a lad 
from the JEdeetapoor village, and that having heard so, whether anyone had iwld a lad at Baroda. 
Then the thakoor desired me to remain at nis hous^ and that be would inquire, and let iiie 
know ; and ^ving said so, he proceeded to some village, and 1 remuned at his house ; after- 
wards, the same day, the thakoor returned and informed me that it appeared to him that some 
hoy bad been taken away from Meetapoor, therefore, if I wanted to mform any body of the 
same, I should do so, and 1 accordingly a^uunted Lulloo Bhugwan of this news. 

For the performBnoe of what butiness did you receive from the ahopof Hiuree Bocktee the 
tom of 600 rupees ? — 1 was imprisoned by the Nawab Sahib, wheai^re Lulloo Bhugwan 
mtmseded for me with Baba Nana, and got me released, and retained me at HunreO Buoktee’s 
shop for about a year; after which, on dm death of my father, 1 petition^ him, when, fw 
the puipose of enabling me to perfoim the usual ceremonies, and, owsidemig me as a mendi- 
gave me 400 rupees, and 100 as a loan, for which my acknowledgment was taken, 
state, that having considered you as a mendicaht, mey gave you 400 rupees, but it it 
not uraal ftr any body to soch a la^ amount to a mendteant, untato im dm pwrfoi^ 
aaee irf some iu^prtaita’ <htaiMsaf ' thaw^; mkitt U- :thO' tjarti ; jom dte wlt' sOito 
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^ WImsb was the mo^ nVen to swu ?--^Ia; Siuoaii^ 1904^ in the moDth. <of JBewrih 
tfimiiny 1848). My mther hadwed; then waaHgiTCB .. ; 

.Bid die Gsekwor Sircar upon any ocoamon take your depa(ntaoii?->- Yes; befim my 

oeKdi my deposition was taken. * . . > W 

'What did you state in the above deposition ?-»l do not veoc^ebt. , 

Whose subjfl&t are you ?~I the Gaekwar Sircar’s snWeot 

Yon state, that to make inquiries about this lad you had been sesit to the village of Oob^r 
to inquire of the thakoor ; state what is the name of this thakoor?-~>Hia name » Bhittneiut 

l%o]|W. 

You state that you remiuned at Horre Bucktee’s for 12 months ; state on what h^ninfreii 
you remained there ?— At Baba’s requintion beii^ . released irom the confinemsilt X liee 
placed in by the Nawab Sahib, the Gaekwar i^rcar made me over to Btdia Saheb, and com- 
manded that 1 should not be permitted to leave ; for which reason I renuuned at Hwn iji B 
Bucktee’% and. used to get my food alsa 

On what account were you oonfin^ by the Nawab Sahib ? — became security &r the 
mtells of the Nawrii’s villages; and in consequence of an unfavourable season, the revenues 
become less; and the Nawab Sriiib granted certain remissions to them ; afterwards the^Nawab 
Sahib sent and dmnanded the balance revenues to be paid by me, because I had become 
security, and placed me in confinement. 

(signed) Barrote Purtaub Dyt^ee. 


32. 

TiiAKsnATB of the Deposition of Bhugwan Bhowanee; Beligion, Hindoo; Caste, Dussa 
Deessawah Bunian ; Occupation, Goomashta to Hurree Bhugtee ; aged about 37 years ; 
Inhabitant of Baroda; taken upon oath before Colonel J. Outram, Ib^dent at Baroda,on 
the 4th day of September 1850, in the presence of Bhow Sahib, his Highness the (^i- 
cowar’s Karbarrees. 

Qvetium. Yoo had gone to receive the Settanee, therefore how far did you go, and what 
the Settanee said to you, you are required to state in detail ? — Answer, On Shraurm Sood 13th 
(20th August 1850), myself, Pramanund Shewlall, and Dulput Kessow ; thus we three being 
sent by Mabluzmeebaee to receive Joitabaee Settanee went, and at the village of ChavuC 
situated on this side of Broach, we met Bhanabbaee, and inquired about the Settanee, when 
he repfied, Ae Settanee has gone in ; have you not met hCr ? 'We replied, that we had not, 
smd immediately dispatched one of our sepoys with instructions to request the Settanee to wait 
till we had come up to her ; haviim thus instructed the sepoy, he was dispatched, and one of the 
hamauls also was disratched, and myself^ &o. sat near Bhanabhaee ; amrwatds the sepoy and 
hamaul returned, ana they srid that they had come up to the Settanee about the distance of 
a coss, imd that they had informed the Settanee that myself and others had come to receive her, 
and desired that she might wait, when the Settanee, they said, replied, that she woidd not 
wait upon the road, but that she intended to make a stay at Tankaria, which she denied that 
we should come and meet her, and that having thus said, the Settanee proceeded upon her 
mume 3 r, and upon receiving the above information we all got up, and also proceeded to 
Tankaria, and prostrated ourselves beftxe the feet of the Settanee Sahib, when the Settanee 
sud, " 'Wbere is my son ; have yon obtuned any information regarding him ?” 1 answered, 
I am but a gomashta, consequently obimed to execute the orders of my moonim (or chief), 
therefore, agroeablv to the orders of the Siba, I delivered the child to the Amleeyara TuUa- 
veya upon which the Settanee’s face became sad, and became vexed with me^ upon which 
beeomiim abariied, I oould make no reply. This is the particular of what trauipired on the 
road ; aner which we aQ together arrived at oor homes. 

(signed) JBhugwan Bbowtatsedau. 

(In his own bandwritingO 


38. 

Tbxnslate of the Deporition of Settanee Joitabaee, the 'Wlddw of the hfte Partiiift: Be- 
churbhaee Samulda^aged about 21 yean; Inhabitant rf* Baroda ; taken 'ttpdte'qarit1)efti« 
Colond J. Outram, Beodent at Baroda, and Ins Highhesi theGiil(W#ttrik Koriiitie^ BhOw 
Sahib being present, on 4th September 1850. 

Queriim. The case about your eon MoteeUl is being lavwetigrted, therefore 
itote all the particulars, firom first to lost, you are aoeprated with in the 
About the Sood of Bhadurwa (Sepiemb^ 1845\ the year and day» being a fesMdet 1 du i^ot 
xeoidleot; but at the time of my husband's death I was about five montiis advaaoedw pi^ 
mtm, at which time I also aoqnamted the Setlgee of the tame ; but from nm uet baring 
ooed hide, my husband died, after which, about Magsur Yud 9tii (28d DecemW 1 
1 ^ my fauaband’s, where 1 used to raride, and removM to my fidkers house, when hifibt 

had advanced about a pore (i. e. about 9 ^dbek), and about midnight I gave a ltilih to e 
it's BIS' mother Ladbaee, and* gruidmothm Umbabaae, my uri^bew 

r. lpr% am Mune ft a Ko ovur, and the uMwife J mnaa, trim h ad jj e o n amt^ tbeae aNnwVs’ri^ 

pop^ twndes wbrnn^ firom Hurree Bhugtee’s house, dSSa 



Biipkifliiit lieBONep»^i|ji stf 

tiro JlnoMmi Aofl wore the pe(^ wwiimw i dd> t>roidoi fiioift jaijr hi»bMid!% jr^ vith 
ou^.Xiili;>bMidM^ donw^ aerinMitv meiie tlMiWi . wkol9 of throe w«re drora 
8tah«t and I bdng up ataiin, I do not recollect the names of the rest of .the ‘sroiweiMi 
Who wero about, aim roj &dier% Brahmin was atteading to the iguero ftimhig of 
child’s birth); thus were these pe(^le at the time coUeoteC end aftrowwdejrWKV^m^ 
the eMer Bettahee ■ Mi Al an me ebiiee sent Baba^ wife to Ms^uiro a^hu’ nuAe and the <dtBas 
hMihiit Andshe eamei and witit her firs putiees were bjr Afahhuuaeebaee sent* andtwo 
puttees ficom herself, thus making seven puttees, with goor; she presented, and having 
mailed regaidiag my heakh, asked whether bhaee (meaning the new bom) was w(^ 
and expswsed a uenre to see him, upon which my son was ^wn to Bi^S wi&, who, 
after haiing seen the child, became pleased, and, afitmr rsmuning for a time, took her leave 
and returnm to her home ; thus did it take [dace. 

When bom your husband’s you removed to your father’s house, had you the nuns ^labour 
upon you?-^F(Hr two days bemre 1 was suffering from these pains ; the second day the p Wnff 
became more acute, upon which I sent word by the servant Hurkee to ^ -Baba tiu^ ihe 
ptuas were increasing, and that he should send me to my fatiier’s house, upon which Baba, 
about nine o’clock at night, seated me in a palanquin, and sending a suitable numbro of 
poorbeew to accomnmy me, sent me to my father’s bouse : after whkb, about two or 
four spsddee^ I gave nirth to my son Motteelall ; thus did it take place. 

This child Motteelall being brought finrtb, did you immediately get a wet nurse for him, or 
did you suckle him yourself, and get a wet nurse afterwards ? — About a month or a month 
and a half after the birth of my son Motteelall I suckled him myself ; liter which, being 
attacked with fever, my milk became less, upon which the wetnurse Gunga waa enter- 
tained, and subsequently Kooehabee was also employed, who used to suckle the child. 

You have above named Jumna as the wetnurse who offickted ; state whether this was the 
party who separated the child’s umbilical cord, or was it done by some other person? — 
Jumna attencm to assist at the accouchement, and was the part^ who separated child’s 
umbilical cord, and also buried the afterbirth and tiie navaf-stnng, and did all the other 
necessary tlungs that were to be done. 

Where was the afterbirth and navd-string buried ? — I was laying upon my couch upstairs, 
therefore I know not where these things were buried. 

Was this midwife remunerated for her trouble ? — What she reorived from my father’s I 
know not, but a servant was sent to the Settjee’s for five rupees, which was given to this 
midwife; I ^ve learned so, therefore do I state it. 

Wlien the child was attacked with small-pox, dhd you attend at the Bulleeya idols or not? 
It is true that 1 took the child and visited the Bulleeya idol at the village of Fore Vyna. 

(signed) Settanee JaiHabaett 

(In the handwriting of Bbanabliaee Khandass.) 


34. 

ToANStATE of the Deposition of Ladboee, the Wife of Bhanabhaee Kandass ; Occupation, 
Domestic Duties ; aged about 38 years ; Inhabitant of Boroda ; taken upon oath in the 
presence of his ffi^ness the Guicowai^s Elarbarree, Bhow Sahib, belOTe Colonel J. 
Outiam, Besident at Baroda, on the 4th day of September 1850. 

Queittim. Ths case about your daughter, Joitahaee’s son is bring investigated, and ^u 
are sequested to state w^n and how ^ cliild was bom to your daughter, and at the time 
of her delivery what pains riie suffered, and who were present? — Anmotr. Joitahaee was 
taken with the pains of labour at her own house, on wnich account the next day, after 
candle-light, a woman who was with Joitahaee came and informed me that Joitabaro waa 
suflbring ^ puns of la^ur, upon which 1 sent word bjr this woman, that as she waa 
unwell ue should oome away to my house ; having sent this message after the night had 
P^<Viroeed about a pore (nine o’riock), seated in a palanquin, Joitahaee arrived, apoompnued 
with a nunfeer <ff sepoys and othw peojde, of which number four remained in attendance 
^n her, who remained dowurturs, and the others returned with the palanquin, uid 
•loitabaee WM laid tqpon a ooiiob in a room up stairs, after which the pains began to increro^ 
and the foUowiiw peraons were present : Jumna, woman, the wife of a hiaiher, Beohuxwea ; 
i>>7 ariMtixraiirMunc^ and Bewa; XBcnM\ my mother^in law, named Amba; ondTiny 
nieoe Midia SToovur ; all these fenudes, Derides wnom the Ihllowing males, a e. Jhoaee Trib- 
howiut, fixim the house of Huncee Bhugtee, one Brahmin Lnmatram, who for the pmnioee of 
writing out the drild’s horoscope, was attending to the guiree, were also present ; ana about 
^dni|^ the dtild was brought forth, uiKin which toe Jhossee, haviim written out the 
horosocpe, went away. After which, word was seat to the Settanee Miana Luxmee, who 
Me next morning sent Baba’s wife to inquire ; came to my houses and after inquiring after 
Jmtabaee’s son, derired to see hiia; whm tha child was shown to her rite was gl^ and 
My roaster hro got two smis, and roy husband Isanung the ttame has also become 
P'^aed,” idker saying wmch, she preaented ftcro the Sett’s house five jwttero, nod fixun him- 
sri^wo puttees and " goor,” ana returned to her home ; thus did it tranarora. 

_ Whan ohiM was teought forth, who s^prowted the umbihbil cord?— %e above-named 
Juaaui aridwife separated the eoxd, fctuied the afterbirth, ibc., which was necessuy 
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State for what length of Ume Joitabace own in£int ?<-^mtabhttee an^ 

infant personally for about a month and a half^^ after which the wetnursey Isun^ ym 
ontertamedy and upon this wotnan^s m i lk failingy anodier wetnurse named KooshaUee^waa 
also employed. 

Wore you present when the child’s umWlical cord was separated ? — was present^ and 
others were abo present. 

When this child was born, where were his naval-Btring and the afterbirth buried, andft 
the time of these thinp being buried, who were present ? — Opposite to the front of 
house of one SbewlallParuck, there is situated the bade part of another house, where it is 
usual for the parties living in the neighbourhood to bury such things, and agreeable to 49udi 
praotioe, I also caused the afterbirth to be buried there, and for the puipose of burying them, 
tike midwife Jumna went, the hole was excavated by the servant Hurka, and the light was 
held by ray relative Muncha koovur. Thus did it take plaoc. 

The necessary stimulants and strengthening medicines, &c. whioh it is usual to administer 
to a woman after child-birth, who prepared and administered to your daughter on the above 
oooasion ? — The cemdiments and infusions which on such occasion arc c^unistered to the 
f^ales after diild-birth, I myself prepared and administered to my daughter, and when 
I was not at leisure, Maha Koovur usea to do. 

The drugs, &c. required from the druggist’s, whore and by whom were they procured and 
brought ? — tToitabaee’s father procured and brought tliem from the bazars personaUy, and for 
the reason that they were sent for by some other body, they might have substituted other 
things ; this was done as a security against the child coming to harm. 

On the occasion of your daughter being delivered, and the child’s umbilical cord being 
separated, was the midwife who officiated remunerated, and if so, state what remuneration 
did she receive ? — Five rupees was sent for by a servant from the Sett’s house, and given to 
the midwife. 

The disbursements on account of medicines, &c. on this occasion, were they made from 
your private funds, or from what ? — ¥rom the funds at the Settjcc’s shop were these dis- 
bursements made on account of the child. 

Dated 4 September 1850, Baroda. 

Examination resumed the same day. 

Queition. At the time of the Sett Bechurbhaee’s death, how many months wore your 
daughter advanced in pregnancy? — Answer, At the time of the ^tt’s death she was 
advanced in her fifth month, and the Sett also was aware of the fact, and from my daughter’s 
bad luck, the Sett died. 

After the Sett’s death, in which month was the child born ? — On the night of Mag Sur 
Vud 9, (a,d. 23 December 1845.) 

(signed) Ladhaec^ 

at the req^uest of Ladbaec and Blianabaee, in the 
handwriting of Bbugwandass Bhowaneedass. 


35. 

Translate of the Deposition of Woman Mahakoowur ; Religion, Hindoo ; Caste, Veesaland ; 

Occupation, Domestic Duties ; aged about 22 years ; Inhabitant of Baroda ; residing in 

the house of her Father-in-law; situated in Land-Wadda; taken before Colonel 

J. Outram, Resident at Baroda, on oath, in the presence of Bbow Sahib, Karbarrce to his 

Highness the Guicowar, on the 4th day of September 1850. 

Question. When Joitabace was delivered of a son, where were you, and at what time did 
you become acqumnted with the fact. If you recollect, you should truly state ? — Armoer. 
When the child was bom I was present. 

At what time was the child born? — About two guddies after midnight (1 o’clock a. m.) 

When you attended on this occasion, did any one come to your house to call you, or did you 
attend of your own accord, and how fur was the night advanced when you arriv^ there ? — 
Joitabaee Settanee left her husband’s and went to her father Bhanabhaee’s house, when 
the night had advanced about a pore or a pore a or half (i. e. between 9 and 10 o’clock 
p. M.). At this time I also accompanied her. 

Did you alone accompany her, or were she also accompanied by others? — Many persons, 
including poorbccas, and palanquin and torch-bearers aooompanied her. 

Was the child born on the same night of your arrival, or bow ? — On the same night was 
the child born. 

Were the pains of labour upon the Settanee when she loft her husband’s and came to her 
fistheris house, or otherwise? — From the morning was the Settanee suffering from the pains 
of labour. 

Were you present when the child was brought forth ? — Yes. 

Were you alone present, or were other feniales also present ; if others were, you should 
name them ?----One was named Muncha, and the others Ladbaee, IM^akoovur, Revawon, 
and the midwife Jumna, a guzeratteer ; these parties were present. 

J ^ow long after the birth of the child was the afterbirth voided, and who separated the 
3icai cord ? — A guddec or holf a guddee (24 or 12 minutes) after the birth of the obild 
the afterbirth was voided, and the umbilical cord was separated by the midwife. 
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Were you in the habit of constantly calling upon the Settanee Joitabhaee ? — Yes, I used 
to remain there 9 and call also. 

Who used to suckle the child ? — The wetnurse employed used to suckle the child. 

How many days after child being born did the wetnurse commence suckling him ? — About 
two months the Settanee personally suckled her infant ; after which, she being attacked with 
fever, a wetnurse was entertained to suckle the child; and occasionally the Settanee also 
used to suckle him. 

Do you know anything about this child being afflicted with small-pox ? — No. 

Do you know anything about Joitabhaee Settanee having visited the village of Pore 
Vynah ? — Yes. 

Is it not true that you accompanied her there ? — I did not accompany her ; but I dressed 
the child on that occasion. 

Do you know for what purpose the Settanee went to Pore ? — For the purpose of pros- 
trating the child at the feet of the idol ‘^Bullia Kuka.” 

At what place was the child’s naval-string and the afterbirth buried, and who were all 
present when they were buried, you should state? — Near the abutment of Scwlall Paruck is 
situated a well, near which the servant excavated a hole, and the midwife Jumna took the 
naval-string and afterbirth and buried them in that hole, and Muncha held the light, and I 
also was standing a short distance. 

(signed) Baee Mahu Koovuty 

Wife of Munsook J ugjcewon. 

Written by Lulloo Bhugwan, at the desire of the above-named Baee. 
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Thanst.atk of the Deposition of Muncha, Woman ; lleligion, Hindoo ; Caste, Mod Buiiian ; 

Occupation, Domestic Duties ; aged about 42 years ; Inhabitant of Baroda, residing in 

the Jhizwada ; taken ii|)on oath before Colonel J. Outrara, llesident at Baroda, in the 

presence of His Highness the Guico war’s Karbarce, Bhow Sahib, on the 4th day of* 

September 1850. 

Question. That Joitabhaee was delivered of a son, do you know, and if you do, state at 
what place you heard of it ? — Answer. J oitabhaee had come to Bhanabhace, and was taken 
with the pains of labour, and about midnight I was sent for from my house, and I went 
there, and about a gurree or two afterwards Joitabhaee was delivered of a sou. 

At this time who were all present ? — The midwife Jumna, the woman who had just come 
here; Maha Koovur; as also another Maha Koovur, a relative, who being unwell was 
jislccp ; a neighbour named Rewa, wdio is dead ; myself ; Joitabhaee’s mother, Ladbaee, and 
Ladbhaee’s mother-in-law ; the above-named females and two jhossees were also present. 

How long after the child’s birth did you remain there before going home ? — About two or 
three gurrees. 

How long after Joitabace’s confinement did she void the afterbirth, and by whom was the 
child’s umbilical cord separated ? — About half a gurree after giving birth to the child did 
Joitabaee void the afterbirth, and umbilical cord was separated by the midwife who officiated 
on the occasion. 

After Joitabaec’s confinement is it not true that you used to frequent her house ? — Being 
a neighbour, it is true that 1 used to frequent her house. 

Were you in the liabit of going there daily, or at intervals of eight and ten days ? — The 
door of the Scttanec’s house being opposite to that of mine, I used to go there daily and sit. 

Who used to suckle the child, do you know ? — J oitabhaee used to suckle tlie chUd. 

Did you accompany Joitabhaee when she had gone to the idol ^‘BuUeeya Ivaka”? — No. 

At the time the Settanee took the child with her to the idol Bulleeya Kaka, and after her 
return from thence, did you observe any change in the features or complexion of this 
child? — I saw the child both when he was taken to and brought back from the idol Bulleeya 
Kaka, but I observed no perceptible change whatever. 

After the birth of‘ the child, at what place the afterbirtli, &c. buried, and wlu^ were 
present when these things were being buried ? — ^^flie afterbirth, &c. the midwife, Jumna, 
conveyed awajr and buried in a hole excavated by a servant near a cesspool, in the vicinity of 
the house of bewlall, and I attended with a light. This much I recollect. 

Baroda, dated 4th September 1850. 


Examination resumed. 

Question. Will you, this day, point out the place where you state the afterbirth, &o. had 
been buried ?- .4 Yes. 

In what were these thin^ contained when taken to be buried ? — In an earthen vessel 
(similar to what is used to Keep buttassas in, and capable of being contained in one’s hand 
the fingers spread) were these things contained when buried. 

You have stated that Joitabhaee personally suckled this child ; state for what period did 
she continue doing so ? — About two months after tlie birth of the child I saw the wetnurse, 
therefore I concluded that one had been employed. 

(signed) Baee Muncha VaWy 
the Wife of Purboodoss Vundrawundase by Lulloo Bhugwan. 
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PAPERS 6n the removal OF COLONEL OUTRAM 


37 * 

Translate of the Deposition of Bhugwun Bhowanee ; Religion, Hindoo ; Caste, Dusea 
Deessawal Banian; Occupation, Grooinashta to Hurree Bliiigtce; aged about 37 years; 
Inhabitant of Baroda ; taken before Colonel J. Outrarn, Resident at Baroda, upon oath, 
on the lOtli day of September 1850. 

On Bhaclurwa Sood 2d last (8 September), having been called by the Sirkar, I attended, 
where even Karbaree Bhow Sahib, Govirid Rowjee, Anneeya Keeba, Sumboorun^ and at 
a little distance Lulloo Bhugwun, and in another room Baba Nafra seated ; a wall separated 
me from Baba Nafra, afterwards Anneeya put the following question to me, “ With your 
hands, on the part of Joitabhaee Settanee did you write a deed which was given to Baba 
Nafi'a.”'^ I answered, that ^‘From to-day it is about four years, therefore how should 
I recollect ?” upon which copy of the deed w’as submitted for ray inspection, upon which 
I replied, “ Show me the original deed which might have been written by me,” when Bhow 
Sahib said, The original deed w^as with the late Mahraj, therefore at present it cannot 
be produced, but this is the copy;” upon which I read the copy, ana said As Baba 
Nafra might have dictated, so 1 might have written this.” When Bhow Sahib said, **Did 
you write this deed by the orders of Baba Nafra, or were you instructed to write it by 
Joitabhaee Settanee;” to which 1 replied, “ Joitiibhacc was imprisoned in a room which 
was guarded by two or three sentries, and the doors, w indows, and loop hole of which were 
shut with iron bars; Baba and myself were seated in an outer room, and just as Baba 
dictated to me, so is this deed written ; Baba did not obtain the consent of the Settanee 
when he got me to write this deed, and I never before heard that he had detained such 
consent the above is what transpired, but Sumboorum did not write it down as above, but 
wrote in my deposition that I said that Baba Nafra obtained the consent of the Settanee, 
and got me to write the deed, and that it was w'ritten in accordance w ith what the Settanee 
said. This changed version of what I deposed to, he wrote, but entertaining fears of the 
Sirkar, I said nothing, and they put contrary questions to me, and not waiting agreeably to 
what I deposed, tliey made out my deposition as suited them. And they did not show me 
the original deed in my handwriting, and got me to admit the copy, and wdien I said anything 
about these irregularities, Annya Keeba got very angry with me, and threatened me, for 
which reason 1 was obliged to remain silent ; accordingly the above particulars 1 make 
known to the Resident. 

Question. The present case has for a long time been under investigation before me in your 
presence, and your deposition also has been taken, yet why did you not before inform mo 
about the wTiting of the deed now' alluded to; you should explain? — Answer, Baba Nafra in 
this case got a number of deeds, de[>ositioiis, &c. w ritten out according to his ow n (Measure, 
and through myself and Lulloo Bhugw'un got up this ])lot regarding Joitabaee Settanee’s 
son, therefore whatever Baba Nafra \yished me to write for him, 1 w'as obliged to write, and 
I only recollected lliat the Baba bad got me to w rite this deed upon the copy being shown 
to me, therefore from mere f(>rgetfulncs3 I omitted to make mention of it, and Lulloo’a 
signature had also been forcibly taken. 

(signed) Bhugwan Bhowaneedass, 

(In his handwriting.) 


38. 

Translate of the Deposition of Lulloo Bhugwan ; by I^ersuasion a Hindoo of the Vyada 
Banian Caste ; Occupation, Goomashta to Hurree Bhugtee, and aged about 46 years ; 
Inhabitant of Baroda ; taken upon oath before Colonel 3. Outrain, Resident at Baroda, 
on the 10th day of September 1850. 

Question, On Bhadurwa Sood 2d (a.d. 8th September 1850), the deposition of Bhugwan 
Bhuwanee was taken at the Durbar, at which time you were seated near, and called upon to 
attest the said deposition as witness, wlicn it would appear you refused to do so, consequently 
it appears that you were in a measure forced to attest this deposition, therefore ]rou arc 
called upon to explain all particulars connected wdth this affair V — Answer, At the time the 
deposition of Bhugwan Bhowanee was being taken, I was seated at a little distance, and 
Anna Keeba and others interrogated the deponent, and took down in writing the statements 
made, at this time a dispute took place, and the original was demanded, when answer was 
made that it was in its place and would bo taken out and shown ; this much I heard, but 
nothing further transpired in my hearing, and when I was called upon to attest this depo- 
sition as witness, I two or three times refused to do so, but without heeding such refusal, 
I was compelled to attest this deposition as a witness, whereupon I did so ; according to the 
above is the particulars of this matter, therefore I make the same known. 

In the depositions of Bhugwan, and woman Punnee, and Gunga, in this manner three 
depositions, and 8ceturam Purbeeya’s deposition, in all making four; were you present 


♦ This alludes to a forged writing, in the name of Joitabaee, professing to confess having 
bought the koolie^s child. 
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when the above depositions were taken, or how ? — When the above four depositionB were 
taken I was present, seated. 

Do you know what was written in the depositions of the above four persons ? — I, as a 
witness was seated separately, therefore it is true that I heard some parts of such depositions, 
but from the uproar I might not have heard the other parts, consequently what the above 
parties deposed to I have not a perfect knowledge of. 

The woman Punnee’s deposition being taken in your presence, state the particulars how 
it had been taken? — The woman Punnee, through Baba Nafra, was provided with a 
situation at Hurrec Bhugtee’s, therefore is she on his side, and consequently she moy have 
given her deposition in accordance with the Baba’s tqition ; besides which, this woman Punnee 
18 not a person of character. 

(signed) Lulloo Bhugwan* 

(In his own handwriting.) 


39. 

Translate of the Deposition of Dada Mceya Chotakhan, of the Mahomedan Religion ; Caste, 
Meerza; Occupation, llavildar to Hurrec Bhugtee; aged 29 years, and Inhabitant of 
Baroda ; taken upon oatli before Colonel J. Outram, Resident at Baroda, on the 10th 
day of September 1850. 

About eight days ago from this day I was called at the Durbar, and my deposition taken 
down in writing, when I made the same statement as that which I made before the Resident 
Sahib; on this occasion however Anna Keeba and Sumboonim having both threatened and 
frightened me, desired me to pronounce as false the true statement given recently by me in 
place of* the false one I liad formerly given before his Highness the Guicowar Sirkar, where- 
uix)n 1 replied, that Baba Nafra having tutored me, 1 was induced to give in a false state- 
ment formerly, which I could not pronounce as true, and recently having made a true and 
correct statement, how could 1 say that it is false ; after speaking to this effect, I gave in my 
deposition, but in which what was written by them 1 know not. And again yesterday a 
fKJon came to call me to attend before the Guicowar Sirkar, therefore it is intended to take a 
further dejx)8ition from rnc, because some woman named Punnee, on the side of Baba Nafra, 
has falsely stated that the pay from Amlecyara, Dada Meya procured and gave, &c., thus 
has she falsely stated ; therefore for the purpose of confronting me with this woman, am I to 
be again examined, therefore I present myself for the purpose of making tlie above 
particulars known. They put complicated and contrary questions to me, and Anna Keeba 
and others wish to involve and implicate me, and these people arc constantly threatening 
me, for which reason 1 become confused and distracted, consequently I did not attend this 
day ; according to the above is my case. 

Besides, when about eight days ago I attended before the Guicowar Sirkar for the 
purj^osc of giving in rny deposition ; on tins occasion on the part of Baba, a Shastree Brah- 
inun, named Veessoonath came to me and said, The former deposition which you made 
you should pronounce as correct, and the deposition made by you recently before the 
Kesident Salnb, you should declare to be false, and if you do so, 1 shall liberally reward 
you;” thus did this man say to me, when I replied to him tliut I could not declare as false 
the true statement made by me before the Resident, and upon hearing which he left me and 
went away. 

(signed) Meerja Dadabhaee Chotahhan, 

(In his own handwriting.) 


40. 

Translatj; of a Copy of a Deed passed to the Meetapoor Koollee Ruggunath by Bugteedass 
Kondass, dated Mugsur Vud 8th, Sumvut 1902 (a.d. 22 December 1845). 

The Meethapoor kollec Ruggunath from Sha Bugtee Kandass : *^That your son having 
been taken by me, on tliis account for the period you may live, I write and agree to give you 
annually the sxun of two hundred and one rupees (201 rupees), and if in this any difference 
be made we are responsible. Shree Runchor^ee.^ This writing is true. 

(signed) Shak Bhugtee Kandass* 


41. 

Translate of a Memorandum of Settlement regarding the Firm and House, dated Shrawun 

Sood Ist, 1901 (4 August 1845). 

1. One lac of rupees to be given to the younger Settanee, which is to be put out at 
interest, tlie interest to be left in deposit, and an account of the expenses on account of 
^^Jahtra,” &c. to bo kept, and the jewels, &c. to be yearly compared with the list of them, 
and the expenses which may be incurred should be delraycd from this lac of rupees. 

560. 3x2 
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2. The sum of two lacs of rupees should remain deposited in the firm ; with the surplus 
funds business of the firm should be carried on. 

3. From the amount at present expended annually, steps should be taken to reduce the 
amount 25,000 rupees a your. 

4. The pay of Goomasta, from the commencement up to the year Sumvut 1901, from the 
firms of Samul Bhugteo and Hurree Bhugtee, together with Sirpao, received, to be credited 
to Baba Nafra’s account. 

5. All the jewels, together with those contained in the inner rooms, &c., as also contained 
in both of the firms, &c., wherever they may be, should be collected and entered in a book, 
which should be bound for the occasion and taken care of. 

The above particulars of these are contained in five paras., and if Peetamber Sewlall and 
Purmanund Sewlall be desirous of adjusting their accounts, on their paying, the sum of 
50,000 rupees in cash, the adjustment should be permitted to take place without any inves- 
tigation regarding their former transactions, and an acquittance granted them ; but in the 
event of their so desiring it about this para, take on account of this para. 25,000 rupees, and 
write and give a chit, and on the papers, &c., produced by the keeleedars of the three firms, 
as also those sent by the correspondents at Surat, Ahmecfabad, Amreilly, and Bhownugger, 
&c , the signature of Wamon Row Baba is to be considered sufficient. Diilput, Bhyjee, 
Bapoojee, and Damodhur, together with those of his brother’s firm, should abide by the 
instructions of Baba Wamonrow Baba. Dated Sumvut 1901, Shrawuu Sood Ist (Monday, 
4 August 1845). What is above written is true. 

(signed) Beckiir Bliace Shamuldass. 


42. 

Translation of the Deposition on oath of Bhugtee Kandass, alias Bhunabhoy ; Reli^on, 
Hindoo; Caste, Vesalar Wania; Profession, Goomasta; aged about 50 years; Inhabitant 
of Baroda; made before the Resident on 9 January 1851. 

Question. YouR deposition was taken at the Durbar on Kartick Vud 2d, of Sumvut 1904 
(a.d. 10 November 1847), on the first six bunds strokes were drawn, on the six following 
ones your name is written, but on the two last bunds nothing written. Above the two 
bunds is a paper of four finger wide attaclicd. The whole is here shown and read to you. 
State if this deposition was written according to what you deposed, or how ; and what is the 
reason that instead of all the bunds bearing your signature, the above noted strokes should 
have been made on them ? — A?istver. Whenever 1 am required to give my deposition at the 
Durbar, the person who takes it down confuses me, and will not write as I desire him. I 
had from the first mentioned this circumstance to the Durbar, and to tlic Sahib. These 
persons keep great enmity to\ 5 rards me. Having shown and read to me the deposition given 
by me at the Durbar, I beg to state that below my signature originally made in the 
deposition, a piece of paper of four finger wide has been joined, to which is attached two 
questions with their answers, and my name written at the end, but 1 did not sign it, nor did 
1 make those answers attributed to me. The signature above this piece of paper is mine, 
but the whole of the bunds which 1 had signed does not appear to be my signature. The 
strokes made on tlic first six bunds were not done by me, 1 had put my signatures on them, 
how came the strokes to be on I do not know. 

Previous to the death of the Shot Bechurbhacc, when was he taken ill, and when did he 
become insensible ? — Previous to the Shett’s death, for two months he used to get slight 
fever, but he used to go out to worship. A month previous to his dissolution he used to 
get the fits, but the doctor administering some medicine, he would revive. Sometimes ho 
would be considered as dead ; this continued for a month, and afterwards lie died. 

Baba Nafra took a leek from Bachurbhoy Sliet, giving liim lull powers over his affairs. 
Did you hear of this ; if so, when and how he obtained it. State what you know ? — One 
day Shet Bhechurbhoy took very ill about tlirce in the morning, and was in fits, the doctor 
having administered him some medicine he revived. About gun-fire in the morning Baba 
came to Shet, where all the servants were seated, they were turned out, but Baba alone 
remained inside; what he obtained from the Shet I don’t know. A month after the Shot’s 
death Baba said that the Shet has given him full powers ; this I heard, but whether he 
obtained the leek, or what, I do not know. 

You say that when Baba came to the Shet, he turned out every one, but what happened 
afterwards you don’t know. Were you present at the time or not? — I was present, but 
w hen I came from my house every one said tliat Baba turned every one out, and sat alone 
with the Shet ; I therefore came to know of it. 


43. 

Translate of the Deposition of Vuz Bhookun Eshwur ; Religion, Hindoo; Caste, a Dussa 
Ipod Vania; Occupation, Goomasta at Hurree Bhugtee’s, aged about 55: Inhabitant of 
Saroda; taken upon oath before the Resident, Colonel Outram, at Baroda, on 22 
January 1851. 

Question. The d^ositions of the Amlleearee Tullaveeya Dulleeya, his wife DhoodeCi 
TuUavceya Jooria Patell Eshwer, Vunnarsoe, &c., and the Rannecya Kollun PhooBee, 

Havildar 
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Haviklar Dadabhaeo, Arab Munsoor, and Woman Phunnee, in all eight de^Bitions^ are 
shown to you, and which you admit being in your handwriting; and therefore you are 
required to explain at whose instigation you wrote these depositions, and to name the 
parties who were present at the time of writing them. — Answer. When the above depositions 
were being written out, myself the writer, Bhugwan Bhowanee, Baba Nafra, and the above- 
named deponents were present, and seated and as Baba Nafra dictated to me so I wrote out 
these depositions, and I do not recollect any other party being present, and what I recollect 
I have deposed to, and I know nothing further. 

State what place you wrote out these depositions? — Some of the depositions I wrote at 
Baba Nafra’s house, and the others at the Settjee’s firm ; Baba sits at the above two places 
where these depositions were written. 

What number of the above eight depositions did you write out at the Baba’s house, and 
which at the firm ? — The greater part of this work was done at the house of the Baba, 
therefore only one or two of the depositions were taken at the firm, but I do not recollect 
which particular ones they were, but 1 recollect tliat the remaining ones were taken at the 
Baba’s house. 

The above eight depositions are shown to you, and you are requested to declare whether 
they are in the same state as when written by you, or whether they have since been 
tampered with? — The whole of the eight depositions wliich have been shown to me I 
declare are in my own handwriting; but of these dejxisitions, that of Phunnee woman, 
contained in two bunds (the substance contained in the first bund), was by the orders of 
Baba, 15 or 20 days subsequently, changed and written anew, that I changed and wrote it, 
and pasted it to the original second bund, and consequently the bund subsequently attached 
appears to be new. Besides the above, no other change appears to have been made in the 
above depositions. 

You state that 15 or 20 days afterwards. Baba caused the contents of one of the bunds of 
the deposition of woman Pliunnee to be changed and written anew ; therefore you are 
required to state what that bund of the original deposition of Phunnee woman first con- 
tained, and whether the woman Phunnee was present at the time of her deposition being so 
changed? — Phunnee was not present when the first bund of her original deposition was 
clianged and written, and what was originally written upon the first bund of her deposition 
1 do not perfectly recollect at present, but I wrote down what was dictated to me by the 
Babiu 

You state that the deposition of Phunnee was changed during her absence, therefore you 
are re(|uirecl to state what course was adopted wdth rel'crcnce to the other depositions taken ? 
— When tlie whole of thcvse depositions were taken, the several deponents were previously 
tutored as to tlic nature of’ the statements they were to depose to; consequently when the 
de|)ositions were being taken they repeated what they had to say, and when any of them 
tbrgot what they had been instructed to say, and made a ditterent statement, then the Baha 
used to dictate to me what he wished inserted in the deposition, and I, being a dependant, 
used to write down accordingly. 

(signed) Vnz BkooJmn Eshwiir, 

Dated 22 January 1851. (In his own handwriting.) 


44. 

Translate of the Deposition of* Mahal uxmee Settanee, the Widow of the late Bachurbhaee 
{Siimiildais, taken on Maha Sood 4lh, (Wednesday), Surnvut 11)07 (5 February 1851); taken 
at her own house by order of the Kesident, before the Native Agent, JSumbooram Ivoosheil, 
and the assembled Goomastas of liurree Bhugtec's Firm, about 25 in number. 

Question, You having on 4 Scpteml)er 1850 presented a petition to the Bombay Govern- 
ment, submitting that the Baba liad falsely signed your name to several ) ads, &c.,* pre- 
sented by him, therefore you arc required to declare whether the statement advanced in the 
said petition be correct or otherwise? — Answer. Yes, Baba Nairn, without consulting me, 
used directly to make fiilsc petitions, and such being the case he used to fiilsely 8ul>scribe my 
name to them ; and it is true that I petitioned that the above advened to petitions might be 
annulled, and the circumstance happened as I have set it forth in my jx^tition to the Bombay 
CTOvernment. 

Since you have stated that the Baba had misrepresented tlnngs, you therefore are required 
to certify whether you remember the same? — As above stated that the Baba had made out 
and presented false petitions in my name, I have stated, but that the Baba had misrepre- 
sented things for me, at which time and under what circumstances I have no recollection 
about. 

When were you first informed that Joitabaec Scttance w as enceinte ? — I do not recollect 
the name of the party who had at first informed of Joitabaec Settanee being oiceiw/e, but 
after the death of the Settjee, Joitabaec Settanee, wdiilst weeping, declared in the presence of 
the whole of tlio caste tliat she was pregnant ; from this time iicr state became known to 
every body. 

Bpd 


* Particularly with reference to her yad of the ftth September 1847, 1 'ecorded by the punchayetf 

No. fta, * 
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Had you any doubts about Joitabaee’s pregnancy, and if you had upon what circum^ 
stances were they leased ? — In this matter, as I am quite ignorant what should have induced 
me to have doubts, and I liad never entertained any suspicions regarding this matter. 

Had you ever deputed jNJoteenim Vyud to examine and ascertain whether Joitabaee 
Settaiiee was really pregnant or otherwise ? — If the Baba had so deputed him, he should 
know, as for my part 1 know nothing about it. ^ 

Had you also deputed Tree Bhowan Jhassee upon this mission? — I never sent him, but if 
the Baba had done so he sliould know. 

In the employ of your late husband was an individual named Narrain? — Yes, an individual 
named Narrain was employed as a kidmut^ar with the Scttjec. 

Did your husband ever Ciuise this individual to be imprisoned ? — Yes, he was caused to 
be imprisoned. 

For what reason was he imprisoned? — Narrain having got up a false plot in the firm, 
he was caused to be imprisoned. 

Was this individual ever beaten by the Settjee, consequent upon his familiarity with 
Joitabec Settanee ? — If the Sett had done so how should I know, I Imve no recolloction 
about it. 

Did Joitabec Settanee ever say any thing fo you about getting this Narrain released from 
confinement? — After the death of the Scttjec this individual was released by Baba, but 
nobody ever spoke to me about getting him released, neitlier was I consulted previously to 
his being released. 

When (was he released) ? — Since I am entirely ignorant about it, how can I say when ? 

What did you say and what did you do? — Since I know not, what answer am I to make 
to this question ? 

When you w^erc informed that Joitabaee Settanee had been accouclicd of a son, what did 
you at the time do? — At the time of Joitabce’s accouchement of a son, the Baba and the 
Settanee were both of one mind, the Balm had done everything; as for my part I said 
nothing, because the Baba being endowed with paramount power, therefore when I was 
informed about it I then becfiinc aware ; but the Baba did everytliing. 

Do you know Punnec woman ? — Yes, I do. 

Was she entertained in the service of Joitabaee Settanee in the office of a slave girl? — 
During the Sett’s lifetime Pumice used to work in the firm, and slic used to get her food 
and clothes, but at that time slie used to receive no wages ; but after the death of the Sett, 
this woman Phunnee was attached to the service of tluitabacc Settanee, to discharge the 
offices of a slave-girl, such as washing clothes, &c., from whicli time this was jiut upon 
wages, and used to receive 3^ rupees jier mensem, and t'rom this time she remained with 
her, Le. Joitabaee Settanee; and when the son of Joitabaee Settanee was returned to the 
Tullaveeyas by the Baba 15 days afterwards, Joitabaee Settanee expelled Plmniiec from her 
employ, and from this time she returned to her former otlice in the firm. 

Used this woman Pliunnee to work in the rooms occu]iicd by yourself’ and Joitabaee 
Settanee ? — I had no confidence in her, but those who had must know. 


At the time .Joitabaee Settanee had removed to tlie house of' her parents for the purpose 
of being accouched, was this woman Phunnee of such standing as to he a jiroper jiersou to 
have accompanied the Settanee? — 1 know nothing about this; this woman being in the 
employ of Joitabaee Settanee, she should know about the confidence, &c. reposed in this 
woman. 

For what purpose did this w^onian Pliunnee go tlierc ? — Being a servant, she might have 
gone to discharge the duties of her office; but how should I know ? 

Were you informed tliat Joitabaee Settanee had procured a (spurious) boy from the 
village of Mcetapoor, and did you direct the Baba to depute Dullo Bhugwau to make 
inquiries ? — I never from the first had been infi^rmed about the boy, neitlier did I instruct 
the Baba to depute Lullo Bhugwau, and J know nothing about this matter. 

Had you given instructions to the I>al)a to j>lace a guard to prevent any one having access 
to Joitabaee Settanee?--! never gave instructions for a guard being placed to prevent any 
body from having access to Joitabiiee Settanee, and neither did I mention any thing to the 
Baba upon this point. 

Did the Baba on the same day on which a leckh had been passed by Joitabaee Settanee 
confessing that she had never had a son, previously to his going to his home, inform j^ou of 
such a deed having been passed, and another leckh securing to the father of Joitabaee 
Settanee Bhanabluiee a stipend annually of 200 rupees, did you order the Baba to grant, or 
did the Baba say anything to you about this latter leckh ? — At the time the leckh was being 

S arcd I was not near, but it apfiears the Baba had gone to the Settanee Joitabaee late at 
t for the purpose of getting such leckh passed ; but that niglit the Settanee Joitabaee 
gave no heed to what he said, and iho next day tlic Baba again returned to Joitabaee 
Settanee, and got the leckh executed. This leckh the Baba got Bhugwau to write, and 
Dyshunker was made to attest it. This I learnt from Baba himself down stairs, where I 
was seated, as also of his having passed another leckh, securing to the father of Joitabaee 
Settanee Bhanabac^c the annual stipend of 200 rupees. 

The Baba, in the garden, after having returned the son of tlie Settanee Joitabaee to the 
Agnleeara Tullaveeya Dulleeya, had returned. Did the Jiaba obtain your permission for 
C^ng so, or was he sent by you? — I know nothing about the matter; my permission was 
neither obtained, nor did I send liim. 

Did you order the Baba to give to Lullo Bhugwun the sum of 15,000 rupees on account 
of the Meetapoor affair ; and that in consequence of the Baba having delay ea the jiayment of 

this 
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tills amount did you get vexed, and say to him .that he was desirous of getting a rival to 
ehare in your son’s fortune, and after saying so, cause him to pay the amount at once ? — 
Baba had paramount power, and consequently did what he pleased, therefore how he gave 
the money he never informed me, neither did I ever say anything regarding the matter to 
the Baba. 

The answers made by me in this deposition arc true. Dated as above. 

(signed) Haec Mahaluxamee. 

(In the handwriting of Wujjoobhacc Vancheedass, by the orders of the Baee.) 


45. 

Translate of the Deposition of Rungjee Bhceka; Religion, Hindoo; Caste, Dhussa 
Kuddaita Banian; Occimation, in Charge of the Affairs of the Thakoor of* Meetapoor; 
aged about 40 years ; Inhabitant of the village of Meetapoor, of the Nuddeeyad Pur- 
gunnah; taken upon oath before the Resident at Baroda, on the 3d February 1851. 

Question, In the deposition of the Meetapoor Thakoor Jheet Sing Jhallumjec, No. 26, 
his signature obtains in two places, and stated to have been written by Rungjee Bheeka, 
yourself, therefore you are shown the deposition in question, and directed, after minutely 
inspecting the writing of the signatures, to declare whether sucli signatures be in your hand- 
writing or otherwise. — Answer. Having minutely inspected the writing of the signatures in 
question by holding the deposition in my own hands, 1 declare that the first signature upon 
the said dejiosition is in iny handwriting, but the lower signature is not, and that I am not 
aware in whose handwriting It is. 

In the deposition of (TOoman Mhow sing, of Jhiissapoora, No. 25, the signature of that 
individual obtains in t\vo ])lHces, and they are stated to be in the handwriting of Rungjee 
Bheeka, i. e. yourself, therefore you are shown the de|)osltion in question, and required to 
minutely inspect the writing of tlie signatures, and declare whether such signatures be in 
your handwriting or otherwise? — Having taken the deposition in question in my hands, and 
inspected the said signatures, 1 de(darc that neitlier of them are in my handwriting, and that 
I know not who lias made use of my name, as therein appears. 

In the deposition of tlie tliakoor of M(‘ctapoor, Oomersing H urrecldiaee, No. 23, the 
signature of that individual occurs in two places in his own handwriting, and you being his 
karbarce, and consequently eonslantly near him, should know his handwriting, therefore 
you are reipiired to inspect tliis deposition, and state whether th(‘se signatures had been 
made by him, or otherwise? — Having insjiected minutely the signatures upon the deposition 
lianded to me, I declare that neither the first signature, or tlio mark of the kuttaree obtain- 
ing thereupon, are in the handwriting of Oomersing, and tlie signature also at the liottom 
is not in his handw riting, and further that I know' not by whom tliey had been made. 

LTpon the depositions of the Meetapoor peoph*, Nos. 10, 6, 7, 9, 24 and 22, the signatures 
of these parties arc stated to luu e been w^ritten by you, conseciuently these several deposi- 
tions arc submitted fur your inspection, and you are required to declare whether the 
signatures thereupon had liecn made by you, or otherwise / — Having insi>ected the above 
depositions, I delare that the signatures of the Mectajioor and Jc6sa})Oora people are in my 
handwriting, and that I undoubtedly w rote them. Dated 3d February 1851. 

(signed) Sha Rtatqjei* Bheekabhoy. 

* (In his own handwriting.) 

(True translations.) 

(signed) M. Battyc, Assistant Resident. 


Appeinlix (G ) 

Yad from liis Highness the Gaekwar, dated 22 October 1850, and accompanying Proceedings 

of the Puiichayet. 


Translate of a Yad from his Highness the Gaekwar to the Resident, dated 15th Zelhudge, 
S. S. 1250 ; Montli Assoo (22 October 1850). 

A YAD from the Resident, dated 16th August 1850, No. 668, has been re(*.eived, in wliich 
it is stated as follows, i. e, “ The Settannee Joutabaee, the widow of Parruck Bhachur Sam- 
mul, having presented a petition to the Bombay Government regarding her son, the parties 
known to be implicated in tliis afi’air have given before the Resident these depositions, num- 
bering 31, which, with a list, arc annexed to this yad; their contents should be carefully 
and leisurely taken into the consideration of the Gaekwar Sirkar, and the affair duly inves- 
tigated, af’ter which the original papers, now transmitted, should be I'eturned, in obedience 
to which the whole of the papei's received from the Resident, and those oontainin}^ the 
former inquiry into this affair by the Sirkar, together with others containing the depositions 
of such persons as were considered necessary to be taken upon this subject we re delivcaP^ 
^ under-mentioned individuals, viz. Bhasker Row Wittul, Bheema bhunker Ghtin- 
gadhur, Gopnl Row Myral, Narraiu Row, Mhadao Mujmoodar, and Chooneelall Lulloo 
Parruck, who were instructed to consult with such other persons as they considered necessary 
560. 3x4 to 
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to inquire into the nature and extent of tha^ guilt of each of the parties concGrncd 5 as also to 
determine what punishments should be awarded to each individual according to the 8hastrees> 
tliey were directed to consult with the 'body of the shastrees, and submit their opinions to 
this Government Their opinions, together with the decision of the body of shastrees, were 
accordingly submitted to this Government, and copies of these two documents are sent with 
this yad, from which the particular punishments to be awarded to Baba Nafra and his aocom- 

E lices will apj)CMr. But with reference to Lulloo Bhu^wan, Bhugwan Buwaneodass, and 
hula Havilclar, these three persons having from the beginning declared the true particulars 
to the Resident, therefore these persons should be relieved from the punishments which thev 
merited for their participation in this guilty affair, therefore I have forgiven them; ami 
regarding the amount of punishment awarded by the shastrees to Baba Nafra on tlie three 
charges proved against him, i. r. a fine of 1 5,500 rupees, and expulsion from the Sirkar’s terri- 
tories, or imprisonment for seven years ; the expulsion does not seem right, therefore in lieu 
thereof it has been decided that he be fined in the sum of 15,500 rupees, and iim>ri8oncd with 
irons for a period of seven years. The punishment awarded to Mhunsook Bulloo by the 
sliastrees is three years imprisonment, which has been approved, and will be carried out. 
But the village of Meetapoor is under the Company Sirkar’s jurisdiction, the punishment 
awarded by the sliastrees to the parties involved in this afiUlr belonging to that village, it is 
hoped the Resident will adopt measures for the execution of. The original papers received 
from the Resident, with the yad under reply, arc returned. 


Translate of a Yad from Bhasker Row Wittul Khasghee Wallah, Bheema Shunkar 

Ghungadhur Mootiilick, Narrain Row Mfihadas Mujmoodar Parruck, Gojial Row Myral 

and Parruck Chooncclall Lulloobhaee, to his Highness the Gackwar, dated Assoo !:^od 

11th, S. 1907 (4 August 1850). 

We, the undersigned, beg to submit, with reference to the statement of Joutabacc Set- 
tanee, the widow of the late Bhachur Sammul, that her son, about 18 months ago, had been 
kidnapped and delivered to a kollec of the Amleeyara village, Purgnnnah Baroda, by the 
moonim of the firm of her late husband, from feelings of enmity he had entertained towaixls 
her, and that the particulars of this transaction having been made known to both the 
Gaekwar and Company’s Sirkar, an investigation in the first instance by Mecr Surfraz AH 
and others took place by the mandate ol the Gaekwar Sirkar, and subsequently a second 
investigation took: place by the Resident ; and the mandate from the Gaekwar Sirkar trans- 
mitting the proceedings conducted by Meer Surfraz AH, the Resident, and recently by the 
Gaekwar Sirkar, directing that the above proceedings should be seriously considered, and 
any further evidence considered necessary collected by us, and that after giving the subject 
our undivided and serious attention, the conclusions arrived at, with full and detailed par- 
ticulars regarding the extent and nature of guilt attachable to each of the individuals 
implicated in this nefarious transaction should be submitted lor the Sirkar 's information, that 
the above proceedings having been received by us, wc gave tliem the attention the serious- 
ness of the case demanded, and obtained such further information as was considered necessary, 
and upon taking the whole of the particulars into consideration, we have arrived at the con- 
clusions noticed in the following paras., viz. : 

Para 1. The Settannee in her petition and deposition, No. 81, taken on Kartick Vud 
2d, S. 1904 (16th November 1847), states that at the time of h^r husband Sett Bhachur’s 
death, she was about four or four and a half months advanced in pregnancy, and that she 
had publicly made her condition known to her female friends, wlio had collected on tnc 
occasion whilst weeping and lamenting during the ten days oi‘ the mourning consequent 
upon the loss she had sustained; further, that on the 9th Mugsur Vud, S. 1902 (23d Decem- 
ber 1845), about the early part of the night, in consequence ol* feeling indisposed, she removed 
to the house of her father, at which place about 12 o’clock, or midnight, she gave birth to a 
son in the presence of Rawa woman, Mhunsa woman, a Bjinnayanc, lier mother Landbacc, 
her grandmother Ambabaec, M aha Koovur, a Banneeyanc, and the midwife J umnah, the wile 
of a barber ; that on the following day Baba Nairn’s wife had paid her a visit for the purpose 
of inquiring about her health, and agreeably to the usage upon such occasions presented her 
with a nuzzur of five putlees on behalf of the firm, and two putlees on her own account, in 
all seven putlees, together with goor, and that she relocated her visits again upon the (shestce 
pooja) sixth day, (bharsa) twelfth day, and (veevahee) betrothment day, which were aH 
observed with the usual ceremonies ; that upon the Settannee being informed of certain 
irregularities Balm Nafra had committed in the finn, she intended petitioning the Sirkar for 
the pur{)osc of getting Baba Nafra removed from the firm, and that such becoming known 
to Baba Nafra, he, through enmity, calumniated her, to the effect that she had taken the 
son of a kollec, and that under the above plea, Baba Nafra had taken her own son and 
delivered him to a kollec. In answer to the above charge, Wamun Rao Venkettish, alw 
Baba Nafra, states in his deposition, dated Magsur Sood 2d, S. 1904 (9th December 1847), 
that it was not usual with him to frequent the female apartments, consequently that he had 
no opportunity of judging whether the Settannee was really pregnant or otherwise, but that 
ms late master had never hinted to him that she was pregnant, neither did he hear of ter 
being so from any other source, and as a further proof he states, that his master at the tiiue 
of hiB death made out his will, and in the first para, of such will ho bequeaths to his Set- 
tannee Joutabaee the sum ol one lac of ruiiees to remain at interest, and which interest* to 

f £to 



FROM THE OFFICE OF RESIDENT AT BARODA. 


537 


go towards the expenses incurred by her on account of pilgrimages, &c,, and that in a yad 
addressed to Maha Luxamee Settannee, No. 96, copy of the above paragraph of the will was 
entered; further, Baba Nafra states regarding the ^servation of the shcesta poojun, Bharsa, 
and Weeyahee, that as he considered his master’s wife in the place of his own mother, it was 
not bis place to investigate or raise objections unless backed by strong proofs, and as Maha 
Luxamee Settannee’s sentiments on the above point coincided with his own opinion, no 
objection uas offered by them, and agreeably to Joutabaee Settannee’e desire, under instruc- 
tions from Maha Luxamee Settannee, tlie above days were observed with the usual cere- 
monies, and that after the lapse of some days a rumour obtained, that the Settannee had 
procured the son of a kollce from a village towards Sovvlee, named Meetapoor, who she 
passed off* as her own son; that having been ordered by the elder Settannee, Maha Luxa- 
meebace, he despatched Lulloo Biigwan to make inquiries, and ascertain the truth or other- 
wise of such rumour; that at this time the Meetapoor Wallah, on account of Jowla Tulla- 
veega’s father, who was in possession of a deed passed to him by Bhannabaee binding himself 
to pay for ever to the said Tullaveeya annually the sum of Rs. 200, presented this deed to 
IBhannabaee for payment, and that Bhannabaee, instead of liquidating the demand, made 
answer that the lad he had obtained had died, consequently he would pay him no money, 
and that upon receiving this contrary answer, they came to Baba Nafra’s shop, showed him 
the deed, and disclosed all particulars, and that upon this Baba Nafra promised to inquire 
into the affair, and desired them to return to him, «after 15 days, with all the original docu- 
ments they possessed, and that upon this they left him ; further, Baba Nafra states, that 
some time after the above affair information was obtained from some goomastas, that 
Joutabaec’s mother, Landbaec, was in the habit late at night of visiting at the house of the 
Amlecara havildar Dada Meya ; that in consequence he was sent for, but having secreted 
himself could not be produced ; that therefore a reward of 50 rupees was given, by which 
means he was procured and confined by Baba Nafra for four days ; that one Nutbaram 
Bhateeya interceded on behalf of Lada Meya, and said that Dada Meya was willing to con- 
fess the truth, and that hearing this Baba Nafra caused Dada Meya’s deposition to be taken, 
in which Dada M eya confessed having procured, at the request of Bhannabliaee, a lad from 
the Amleeara village of the Tullaveeya caste; that u|x>n hearing this confession Baba Nafra 
sent for the boy’s father, Tullaveeya Dliulleeya, and others, who came and corroborated Dada 
Meya’s statement, and that from this time the sulycct became published in the whole city, 
and that when tills news came to the knowledge of Joutabhaee Settannee, she sent for and 
confessed to him that she had never had a son, but that her parents had, through the instru-» 
mentality of Dada Meya, procured and passed off a spurious lad as her son, and that pro- 
vided he would not further expose her, tlic lad could be returned to the party from whom 
pada Meya had procured him ; and that after saying this, she passed a deed to the Sirkar 
written hy Bhuwanneedass, and that Dyashunkier Dasaye, at the Settannee’s request, 
endorsed his signature upon this deed, the obligation of which deed was, that her father, 
Bhannabhaee, should receive annually the sum of‘ 200 nijiees from the firm, by the Settan- 
nee’s orders through Bhugwan, and that this deed was in the name of Purshotumbhaee, and 
that thus was the deed executed and obtained ; and further, that this deed was at the time 
brought to the knowledge of‘ the Sirkar, and by the Sirkar’s orders, and consent of Maha 
Luxameebhaec, the lad was conveyed to the Settjec’s garden, and delivered to the Tullaveeya 
of Amleeara; and further, tliat the above stalerneiit is corroborated by the deposition of 
Maha Luxamee Settannee, No. 94, and dated Magsuu Sood 4, 1904 (11th Dcecinber 

1847). 

This is the Baba’s statement : — 

2. Upon taking the above circumstances into consideration, three charges, as under, 
should be investigated, viz, : 

1st. Whether Joutabhaee Settannee w^as ever delivered of a son, or otherwise. 

2d. Whether the son of a ^Meetapoor kollce had been procured, or otherwise, and 
whether the deed produced by Baba Nafra as evidence, and said to have been given to 
this kollee by Bhannabhaee, was genuine, or a forgery ; and 

3d. Whether the lad delivered over to the Amlecara kollce \vas this kollee’s son, 
or not 

From the above three charges, the first one, z. e., '\^niothcr Joutabaee Settannee ever 
had a son or not, the following evidence has been adduced from the investigation already 
conducted on this subject, and from the witnesses produced on both sides, viz. : 

Ist The depositions of the witnesses on the part of the prosecution, viz., Bawa Woman, 
a Brahmnee, No. 85 ; Mhansa Woman, a Bannccyane, Nos. 86 and 91 ; Landbace, No. 89; 
and Maha Koovur, No. 91. These four jiereons state, that wlicn the Settannee w as brought 
to bed and the child’s umbilical cord cut, they were present ; and Ghunga Marahtnee, 
No. 83, and Phayce Roosballee, No. 84, state that the Settannee suckled lier infant for 
about a month or five weeks, after which that they w ere employed m wet-nurses to the 
child. Juuinah, llarbcr Bhachair’s wife, would appear to have been the party who separated 
the child’s umbilical cord, but tliis woman being dead, her evidence cannot be had ; but her 
husband, Barber Bhachur, in his deposition. No. 87, states that his late wife, tfumnali, 
followed the calling of a midwife, and officiated on the ucc4»sion of the Settannee Joutabaee’s 
delivery of a son; and tliat, for sucii services as she rendereil, she had been recompensed 
y a handsome present. The whole of the above-named witnesses depose to the fact of the 
560, q Y fcettannee 
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Settannee Joutabaee having been delivered of a son. The witnesses produced by the Bahil: 
state as follows, viz. : 

Ist. Moteeram Vyde, No. 97. This man states that before tlie Settjec’s death, about five 
or six days, the Settannee hjid her jperiodicals, and that her husband appeared to be muoh 
troubled on her account ; and as the Settannee’s stomach began to pain her, that he went 
and inquired what part of the stomach pained her, and that upon his doing so he adminis- 
tei’ed to her five rupees’ weight of the essence of ujwine (bishop’s weed) seed, which had been 
distilled for the use of the Settjee; and that afterwards he felt her pulse, and a second 
time examined the Settannee’s stomach, and that from such examination it did not nppoar 
to him that the Settannee was enceinte ; and this witness further states, that daring the 
period of the days of mourning which followed the death of tho Settjee, that the Settannee, 
whilst weeping and lamenting for her husband, was telling the females congregated on the 
occasion that she was pregnant ; and that when Maha Luxaraee Settannee heard her say 
so, that Maha Luxamee Settannee bid him go and advise the Settannee Joutabaee not to 
make such a statement ; and that upon being so desired, ho took with him Treeboun Joeee, 
and went and communicated Maha Luxamee Settannee’s sentiments upon the subject to 
Joutabaee Settannee ; and that she, in answer, informed him that she had made the state-- 
ment on account of her forlorn condition, but that she was not enceinte ; and that, further, 
the Settannee promised to never a^ain repeat the same. Treeboun Joaee, No. 98, upon 
being questioned upon the above point, corroborates the statement made by Motee Bam. 
The next witness {vide de|)Ositions Nos. 48 and 78) states, that she had been in constant 
attendance upon the Settannee from the date of the Settjee’s death ; that about five or Ax 
days before the Settjee’s death the Settannee had her periodicals, and that she was not 
pregnant; but that, as the Settannee used to ait Covered with shawls constantly, she, 
deponent, had no opportunity of viewing the Settannee’s stomach, and that Joutabaee would 
never permit her to touch her person, and that the Settannee used to get people belonging 
to her mother’s house, or Landbaee herself, to do so upon occasions of bathing, &c. ; that she 
followed the Settannee when she removed to her father’s house ; that the Settannee and her 
mother were seated in an up-stair room ; that Landbaee ordered the depotlent to go down 
stairs and sift some ashes, but that she could find none ; that after a while she was again 
called up-stairs, and that when she went up-stairs, she found the Settannee seated upon a 
stool, and by her side a male infant was lyin^ upon his back ; that the following parties were 
near the Siettannee, viz. Maha Koovur and Landbaee, these three persons were present and 
none other, but that subsequently they came ; that the child had no umbilical cord attached 
to the navel, and did not appear to have been recently brought forth ; that afterwards it was 
reported that the Amleeyara kollee had come to the Settannee, and had brought his own son, 
who was delivered to the Settannee ; and when this report came to the knowledge of the 
Settannee, that she had been despatched to fetch Baba Nafra ; that slic went for and returned 
with the Baba, to whom the Settannee Joutabaee confessed that she never liad a son, but that 
her parents had, tlirough the instrumentality of Dada Meya, procured a spurious child, and 
that the Settannee requested the Baba to inquire of Dada Meya and get the lad restored to 
Ids proper parents ; and that after this the Settannee got one Buwanneedass to write out a 
deecf for the Gaekwar Sirkar, by which the father was to receive annually for ever the sum 
of 200 rupees from the firm ; that she got the Baba also to pass a deed, after whioli the lad 
was, after Baba Nafra had made inquiry, delivered over to the Amle^ara kollee. The above 
statement regarding the deed is corroborated by the deposition of Bhugwan Buwaneedass. 
According to the above, the witnesses on behalf of Baba Nafra deposes to. 

Taking the whole of the above circumstances into consideration, the following conclusions 
have been arrived at, viz. : — 

1. The fact of the Settannee having been enceinte, and after tho death of her husband 
about three and a halt* months delivered of a son, seems to be supported by the evidence of 
the following parties, i. Rawa Woman Brahmnee, deposition No. 85; Mancha Woman 
Banntsiyane, Nos. 86 and 91 ; and Maha Koovur, No. 90 ; which, upon perusing, it would 
appear that the Settannee Joutabaee gave birth to a son, but upon perusing the depositions 
of the witnesses on behalf of Baba Nafra, i,e. Moteeram Vyde, No. 97 ; Treeboun Josee, 
No. 98, and Baee Phunnee Koombarneera, Nos. 78 and 48, it would appear that the 
Settannee was not pregnant, nor did she give birth to a son. From amongst the witnesses 
on behalf of Joutabaee, No. 89 establishes that the Settannee actually had a son, but little or 
no dependence can be placed upon this, her mother’s statement; and witness No. 85, in 
answer to a question put to her, states that when she went to the bouse of Landbaee it ww 
a moonlight night (but the day on which the Settannee is said to have been delivered was in 
the month of Magsur Christna 8 (December 22, 1846), and about midnight of that day tbe 
Settannee was delivered; and that, about four or five ‘^gbutkas” before the Settannee was 
delivered, Rama Woman from her own house came to that of Landbaee: thus this witnees 
deposes. Therefore, at that time of the night in question how could there have been moon- 
light ?* Therefore, for the above reason, no dependence can be placed upon this deponent's 

statemwt. 


• Remarks by Lieutenant-colonel Outram : — Having it in proof that the first punohayet did 
not scruple to write down, in Joutabaee’s examination, what she did not say, and alter what she 

did say, what reliance is to be placed on what has been put into the mouth "of this witness j that 
she may not have said dark,” while they wrote moonlight’^ ? Her death prevented her api^i** 
ing at the residency for exatnination, but even had this witness really made the mbtidiealtribtltad^^ 
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^tuteitfent. Maha Koovur, No. 90, in her deposition, states that she was present when the 
8ettaxin^ was brought a-bed of a son; this is her statement. But irom the fact of 
her bwig i^ted^ to the Settannee, Joutabaee, which appears from the deposition of 
Mbimsha Woman, No. 91, no confidence should be placed upon this witness’s state- 
meiit eitiier. In the demsition of Mhuncha Woman, Nos. 86 and 91, she states that for 
one and a half months Joutabaee herself personally suckled her infant, and that afterwards 
ehe was entertained as wet-nurse to the cnild,t and this is corroborate by the depositions 
Noe. 88 and 84. J Therefore t^n taking the above into consideration this may be depended 
upon, and the deposition of Moteeram Vyde, Treeboun Jhosee and Phunnee would also 
appear to have some weigh^ because Moteeram Vyde is a person of great renown in the 
land, and is the family medical attendant to the house of Hurree Bhucktee, and professionally 
in the confidence of tfoutabaee Settanee ; therefore if the Settanee had actually been pregnant 
when he examined her stomach, he would have been cognizant of the fact, which however 
it would impetf he did not, from the fact of his administering to the Settanee the essence of 
ginger and (ujwine) bishop’s weed seeds, therefore much weight appears to be attachable to 
the statement made by this person. § The Jossee likewise belongs to the same family, and 
would not appear to have any motive for making a false statement; this also is apparent ;|| 
and the witness Phunnee, who would appear to have been engaged as a personal servant^ 
to the Settannee, and further being an aged and experienced woman, would have had some 
knowledge of the circumstance, if the Settannee had actually been with child, and it appears 
rather strange that a personal servant should be prohibited from touching the person of her 
mistress upon occasions of bathing, &c.,** and that people from her mothei^s house should be 
called in for the performance of such offices ; these circumstances appear rather suspicious, 
and would in some measure account for the rumour said to have been at the time circulated 
that without being pregnant the Settannee had been delivered of a son ; also that tho 
Settannee was not at the time of her husband’s death with child, but subseijuently became 
enceinte, and gave birth to a son. On the above account doubts are entertained, therefore, 
when the whole of the circumstances are taken into consideration, as also the statement 
made by tho Settannee, vide deposition No. 81, that the fact of her being with child was 
known to tho Settjee, her husband. The following would appear to be the hearings of the 
question, after due investigation, viz. : That if the fact of the Settannee’s pregnancy had 
been known to the Settjee, he would have decidedly at the time of his making out his will, 
when he was in the full possession of his intellect, and which would appear to have been 
endorsed some 10 or 12 times with his own hand, have made some provision for the child 
with which his youthful wife was pregnant after his death, which however seems not to 
have been done, ft for in the first paragraph of the Settjee’s will he bequeaths the sum of one 

lac 


her, surely such a trifling fsiluro in memory respecting the unimportant fact, of whether it had hap- 
pened to be a light or a dark night, upwards oftwo years back, should not be allowed to neutralize 
the straightforward, jiositive testimony slie gave regarding events which she could not possibly 
have forgotten. But though it may have been dark wdien this witness w^ent to Larbaee’s house, it 
must have been moonlight when she returned from it, for on the night of the 23d December 1846, 
the moon was at the fourth quarter.— (signed) jT. Ontram. 

* This looks very like a wilful misrepresentation. The members of the punchayet could not 
well have been ignorant that the witness, Mahkoor (No. 90), was no relation of Joutabaee. But if 
they were ignorant of the fact from their own knowledge, the deposition of Muncha (No. 91), 
taken at the same time, must have very clearly informed them oi tho fact; for on the question 


taken at tne same time, must have very clearly informed them oi tho fact; for on the question 
being put to her, ‘‘Who w’cre present at the accouchement?” she replied, “ The midwife, Juroma, 
the woman who had just come here (viz., the woman who had just been examined), Mali Kooer, 
as also another Mah Kooer, a relative, who being unwell, was asleep, &c.” 

(signed) J. Outram. 

t This is simply a falsehood. The punchayet had been made fully aware, by previous dejiosi- 
tions, that Gunca and Kbooshalee were the wet-nurses to the child. The deponent, Muncha 
{vide deposition No. 91), states, “ I am her next door neighbour, and friendly with Larbacc; ♦ ♦ * 
I used to frequent the house constantly. It is true that I have nursed (Rumarlo) the child, and I 
have also seen the Settannee suckle child.” Of the two wet-nurses, Gunga and Kbooshalee, 
the latter was called in when the milk of the other began to fail.— (signed) J. Outram. 

t Another misrepresentation of the evidence. These depositions do not say that Muncha was 
engaged as wet-nurse; they testify, however, that Joitabaee used to give the breast to her son. 

(signed) J. Outram. 

^ The intense absurdity and dishonesty of the argument, founded on Moteeram’s evidence, is 
fully ex|K>8ed in the report of the Medical Committee, Appendix (L.)— (signed) J. Outram> 

II Josee’s statement, so fur as it goes, is but a confirmation of Moteeram’s, and is also disposed 
of by the Medical Committee; and further, Josee’s deposition is of those which have been 
tampered with.^ — (signed) J. Outram, 

IF The punchayet were wall aware that Punnee was not a personal attendant, but menial servant ; 
^d if they had taken the trouble to ask her os to her experience they would have found, as the 
Medical Committee did, that she had never had a child herself, or been in attendance on a lying-in 
chamber; and it was in evidence before them, evidenced by her own depositions, that the witness 
contradicted herself in such a manner as to render her testimony worth nothing, 

(signed) /. Outram, 

•• It was in evidence before the punchayet, in fact stated to them by Punnee herself, that it was 
110 pati of her dutv to assist Joetabaee in bathing.— (signed) J, Outram, 

tt, flee the evidence contained tn Appendix (C.), and also the opinion of the Medical Committee 
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lac of rupees to his wife Joutabhaec Settannee, and for the purpose of consoling her for not 
havincr had any child, the Settjce before his death placed upon the Settannee’s lap Purshotum 
bhaee!^ the elder Scttaimee’s son ; this Joutabace Settannee admits in her deposition, 
No. 81. Further, if she had actually been pregnant, no necessity whatever exietea for her 
husband to Imve thus consoled her; therefore from the above, and other circumstances, some 
doubts appear to exist on the subject of the Settannee Joutabaee’a pregnancy; and further, 
upon taking into consideration tlie deed said to have been granted to Baba Nafra by the 
Settannee, written In the name of the Sirkar, and put in as evidence by Baba Nafra, No. 35,t 
in which it is made to appear that the Settannee had confessed that she never was pregnant, 
»or gave birth to a son, but that her parents obUiined, through Dada Meya, a spurious child, 
w'ho was intended to have been passed off as her own son, and which lad the Settannee agrees 
ehould be returned to the parties from whom ho had been obtained. Regarding this deed, 
the writer of it, Bhugvvan Buwanneedas, in his deposition. No. 49, f taken before the former 
investigation on this subject, and deposition No. 101, recently taken before the Sirkar, dis- 
tinctly states that the Settannee caused this leckh to be written spontaneously, and with 
her own free will, and Lulloo Bhugwan corroborates this statement ; but at the investi^tion 
subsequently held before the Resident, their evidence are quite at variance with their former 
statements, § consequently their statements cannot be relied upon as true. From the above, 
however, being taken into consideration, it appears doubtful whether Joutabaee Settannee 
was delivered of a sou or otherwise ; but many days having now elapsed, therefore at present 
it is difficult to determine this |)oirit, and from the proceedings already instituted in this 
matter, it would appear that this boy died of cholera in the village of Amleeara, and this 
view of the case seems to be borne out by the depositions, Nos. 43, 45, 46, 47, 50, 51, 52, 
53, 54, and 55, therefore to make further inquiries in the above matter would appear to be 
vain. But at the time of the Settjee’s death, the Settjee having placed the whole weight 
of liis afikirs in the liands of Baba Nafm, both private and pecuniary, and placed unlimited 
confidence in him, such being the case, and the Settannee not being with child, appears to 
bo established from the deposition No. 93;|| and from the same source it would appear that 
on the death of the Settjce, the Settannee, whilst weeping, declared that she was with child, 
yet no confidential person would appear to have been placed near the Settannee, or any 
other necessary precaution taken to place this fact beyond doubt ; and further, at the time 
the Settannee was said to have been delivered, it would appear that advantage had not been 
taken to satisfy himself that the necessary signs existed, such as the flow of* milk, &c., and 
no question is made that if the above steps had been resorted to by Baba Nafra, the doubts 
at present surrounding this case w^ould have all been dispersed, and never called into 
existence. Baba Nafni further, in his deposition, No. 93, states with reference to the per- 
formance of the ceremony of Sheesta, Bharsu, Vecnahe, &c., and that the Settannee being 
considered by him in the place of his raotlier, lie did not at the time by raising objections 
against these ceremonies, wish to disgrace her by unnecessary exposure as the Meetapoor 
people had done ; but it would appear tliat consequent upon Baba Nafra, from interested 
motives, omitting to take the necessary jirecautions by which the fair fame of his master's 
wife would have been upheld, and all doubts in the matter dissipated, is guilty of the com- 
mission of a great crime. 

2. As to whether the child was that of a Meetapoor kollce’s or otherwise, and whether 
the deed said to have been given by Bliannabhace to the kollee was a genuine or spurious 
document, and the amount of blame attachable to each of the parties implicated in this 
aff’air, taking into consideration the proceedings already instituted in the above affair before 
Menfraz Ali, &c., it would appear that upon Baba Nafra being asked how it came to his 
knowledge that Joutabaee Settannee luul ja-ocured the lad from the village of Meetapoor 
Purgunnah Nuddeeyad, and what induced him to disfmtch Lulloo Bhugwan to ascertain 
particulars, Baba Nafra, in bis dejiosition No. 93, states that the boy being brought from 
the village of Meetapoor, which is situated towards Sowlce, came to the knowledge of Maha 
^ Luxmee 


Regarding ^hieh depositinn, Joitabaec complained to the Resident at the time it was taken, 
that it iriisrepresenled what she lind statefi, and it will be seen, on reference to para. 22 of section 
IV. of my refJCvrt, tliut this deposition bad likewise been twmpered with. — (signed; J. Outram» 

f See Appendix (N.) on the subject of this “deed.” — (signed) J. Outram, 

i The (iepositioriH 40 and 101, here referfed to, dated 2.5 September 1848 and 8 September 
1850, are unblushingly recorded without question by the punchayet, while, of the depositions of 
the same witness, No. 37 of (F.) and 104 of (H.). dated 10th and 24tli September 1850,>*the one 
is uiire(‘orded, and the otlicr was withheld, which depositions declare, that not only the a«»orted 
confession of Joitahaee (No. 35), but also the pretended depositions of Mahliixmee (Nos. 94 
and 95) were w jition by himself (Bugwan) at Baba Nafra's dictation, without the cognizance of 
either of those ladies ; and, moreover, that the Durbar had perverted what he had said, and 
WTitten what he bad not stated in the deposition No. 101, while his former deppsition (No. 49) 
was utterly false, written according to the tutoring of Baba Nafra. — (signed) J. Outran* 

^ The evidence here referred to will be found in Appondix (F.), Nos. 37 and *38, as also that of 
Dada Meeah, relating to the same matter, No. 39. Why did not the punchayet record these 
depositions as tiny had done the previous testimony of these witnesses, instead of merely this, 
casually alluding to them (signed) J. Outram. 

I Rere the punchayet admit Baba Nafra's owm evidence against Joitabaee, and assume il alone 
to be conclusive against her, wdiereas they discard that of relative# of Joitabaee in her behalf 
bocauec of their being related to her.— (signed) J. Outram* 
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Jjnxmee Settannee, and that consequently she was intending to dispatch Lulloo Bhugwan 
to ascertain particulars, and that when the Settannee made him acquainted* with her inten- 
tions he agreed, and that Lulloo was dispatched upon this mission, and afterwards returned ; 
that in the meantime the Meetapoor kollie, to whom Bhannabliaee had given a written deed 
promising to pay to him annually the sum of 200 rupees, brought that document to his shop, 
and informed him that upon presenting it for payment at Bliannabhaee’s, that the kollie was 
informed by Bhannabliaee that the boy, on whose account the money was promised, had 
died, consequently that he would not pay it,t and that upon the kollie becoming more 
importunate that Bhannabliaee gave contrary answers, and tnat upon the Meetapoor man 
having informed him of the above particulars, that he caused the man’s deposition to be taken 
down in writing, promised to make inquiries into the affair, and bid the man to retuni*to 
him after fifteen auys, and that the kollie left him. Baba Nafra put in as evidence on this 
occasion the following documents; viz., the depositions of Kolleen Phollee, No. 1.; Koflee 
Euggoonath Nutthoo, No. 2 ; the deed stated to have been granted by Bhannabhaee, No. 3 ; 
and the acquittance deed taken from the Meetapoor people. No. 4 according to the above, 
four documents were produced by Baba Nafra, and with reference to which the parties cited 
and examined in the matter are as follows : — 

1 Kolleen Phoollee, deposition No. 5. 

1 Kollee Euggoonath Nutthoo, deposition No. 6. 

1 Jheetbbhaee Jhallumbhaee , No. 7. 

1 Jheebhaee Hurreebhaee, No. 8. ^ 

1 Ruttonjec Bheekabhaec, No. 9. 

1 Ghumman Mhowsing, No. 10. 

1 Amcersing Hurreebhaee, No, II. ’ 

1 Lulloo Bhugwan, No, 12. 

1 Bharrote Phurtaub, No. 13. 


9 In all. 

Prom thealiove depositions, Nos. 5, 6,7, 8, 9, 10 and 11, it would appear from Euggoonatli 
Nutthoo’s deposition, No. 6, that his son was purchased, and agreeamy to the conditions of 
the agreement that hf3 had called for the amount due to him, and that upon doing so, was 
informed that the boy Imving died, no money would be paid to him ; and that upon receiving 
euch a contrary reply from Bimnnabhaec, lie jirocceded to the shop of Hurree Bhugtee, 
acquainted Baba Naira with the whole affair, received a sum of money, (a) delivered the deed ' 
received from Bhannabliaee, passed an aeijuittaiiee deed in full of all demands to the Baba,§ 
and returned to his home; and Lulloo Bhugwan, in his deposition, No. 12, states, that be 
was induced, being deputed by Maha Luxmcc Settannee to proceed to the village of 
Meetapoor in comjiany with Bhan’ote IMiurtaub of Sowlee to make inquiries regarding the 
parents of a boy who was with the Settannee, and that after their arrival at Meetapoor, 
they heard it there rumoured that the son of a kollie of that village had been conveyed to 
Baroda. In the deposition of the Bharrote, No. 13, the simple fact of the Bharrote having 
accompanied Lulloo to Meetapoor is corroborated, and nothing further, on this point. 
Lardbaee was to be confronted with the above named witnesses, and the proceedings were 
consequently stayed. Some time after. Baba Nafra caused the iollowing individuals to be, 
by the Sirkar’s orders, incarcerated in the Nowpoora chubbootra, i. f., Lulloo Bhugwan, 
Bhugwan Buwanneedass, Bhyjec Ghella, &c. ; and it would appear that upon these jiarties 

being 


* All which is denied by Mahaluxmeebace. Vide Nos. 104 and 45 (F.) — (signed) 7. 0. 

t Is it within the hounds of probability or even possibility that, witli such vital consequences at 
stake, Bhannabliaee should have thus braved ibe man whose son be had purchased, or have placed 
himself further in the kollic’s power, by telling him that he had purchased another boy, and 
telling him, moreover, from whence, as he is represented in the evidence before the punchayet to 
have done ; or tliat, in order to evade paying the trifling sum of 200 rupees a year, he should have 
thus heedlessly risked the sacrifice of enormous wealth, which was insured to liim by keeping laith 
with the kollie, and thus preserving his secret?— (signed) J, 0. 


t These documents, which the Durbar and Punchayet both unblushiiigly hand up as having 
been taken before the Guikwar, were all taken in the bank of Hurree Bhugtee on the day of 
his descent {b) of the kolies on Baroda. They were written by his confidential gomasta, Yriz- 
bookun, and to his owii dictation. For the value of the evidence contained in these documents, 
Nos. 1, 2. S, and 4 of (H.), as well as of that of tlie Meetapoor kolies here referred to by the pun- 
chayet, Nos. 6, 0, 7, 8, 9, 10, U, 12 and 13, see Appendix (M.) — (signed) /. 0. 


§ Baba Nafra states tliat he paid 200 or thereabouts,’’ to Kollie Rug&^nath, to induce 

him to give up Bhannabhaee’s bond, and pass an acquittance. The account books of the firm 
show that 100 rupees were paid. Would the kollie have thus quietly relinquished, for the pay- 
ment of 100 rupees, or even for 200 rupees, a bond which pledged to him 200 rupees per annum 
^ so long as tlie firm existed,” and this too after losing bis son, i^o be was told bad died? 
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(»igD«d) /. 0. 


) 100 rupee*, 
(signed) J, 0. 


(i) S. 0. 
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Ikriiig incarcerated, they petitioned, and the Bodident instituted ari inquiry into the affidt iii 
his presence, when the following depositions were taken, and forwarded to the Sirkar, vb. : — 

1 Lulloo Bhugwan, Bhugwan Bu^anneedass, and Bhyjee Ghclla, depocdtioib 
Nos. 1 to 3. 

1 Woman Eiilleeyath, No, 14. 

1 Ghumman Mhowsing, No. 15. 

1 Jheetbhaee Jhallurabhaee, No. 16. 

1 Rhunujee Bheekabhaee, No. 17. 

1 Jheebhaee Hurreebhaee, No. 18. 

1 Amcersing Hurreebhaee, No. 19. 

1 Mhounlall Phurboolall, No. 20, 

1 Mhunsook Lulloobhace, No. 21. 

9 

According to the above, nine papers have been received, and from taking their content^ 
into consideration, it would appear that the depositions given on a former occasion before 
Meer Sinfraz Ali are quite at variance with their present statements ; for instance, in the 
deposition No. 19, of the thakoor of Meetapoor, it was stated that the son of kollie Kuggoo- 
nath of his village was not taken to Baroda, but that Lulloo Bhugwan had come to and asked 
him to procure die parents of the boy, who was with Joetabaee bettannee; and that upon his 
remarking how such a thing was to be accomplished, Lulloo remarked that money would bo 
liberally supplied, and that upon this that he sent for the kollies of his village, i. tf., Ruggoonath 
and his wife Rulleeyath, and having held out to them the promise of a handsome reward, 
I. e., 100 rupees, persuaded them to personate the parents of the Settannee Joetabaee’s son, 
and having secured these parties another kollie was induced to act as the boy s uncle, and 
that having so far succeeded, the whole of them, with Lulloo Bhugwan, came to Baroda, 
and they were by Lulloo accommodated with lodgings in Hurree Bhugtee s garden ; and 
that after Uicy were so located for a few days, that Lulloo and Baba Nafra came to them, 
and instructed the thakoor that kollie Ruggoonath should take the false paper, drawn up in 
Bhannabhaee’s name, promising to pay to the kollie the sum of 200 rupees annually, in con- 
sideration of his having yielded up to Joetabaee Settannee his son, and recover the amount 
from Bhannabhaee, and that after having done so, to expose the affair and disgrace the 
Settannee; and after communicating the above, Baba Nafra delivered to him the forged 
document, and which document was taken to Blmnnabliaec’s, and the amount demanded, but 
that from Bhannabhaee he got no money, but plenty of abuse ; and thiit upon this he at once 
proceeded to Hurree Bhugtee’s shop, and complained to Baba Nafra of the reception he had 
met with, and that Baba Nafra took from him the forged deed, and paid luin 100 rupees, and 
that after receiving this sum, he returned with his people to his village, &c. This statement 
is corroborated by the witnesses Nos. 14, 15, 16, 17, and 18. In the deposition of Lulloo 
Bhugwan, No. 21, it is stated that he had been directed by Hurree Bhugtee’s moonim, 
Baba Nafra, to proceed to Meetapoor, and by the liberal distribution of money (bril>e8), 
procure and fetch spurious parents for the lad with Joetabaee Settannee; that he proceeded 
to Meetapoor, had an interview with the thakoor of that village, Ameersing, and com- 
municated to him his wishes, promising that if he succeeded in procuring parents for the 
Settannee’s son, he would be liberally rewarded ; that the thakoor, after having for a short 
time deliberated on the subject, fixed parents to the boy, viz., Rulleeyath Kolleen, as the 
mother, and a kollie as the father, but (whose name the deponent does not seem to recollect), 
and that he returned to Baroda with these parties and the thakoor, and that he located them 
at Hurree Bhugtee’s garden, and that in order that no other party should have access to 
them, four Arabs were placed to guard the garden ; and that a few days afterwards Baba 
Nafra accompanied liira to the garden, and had an interview with the Meetapoor thakoor, 
and that the thakoor was asked what amount he would take for the assistance rendered by 
him in the affair ; that the thakoor answered, 3,000 rupees ; that the Baba offered 500 rupees, 
and that after a deal of bargaining, the amount was settled at 1,700 ru{>ees; and that after 
their return from the garden, and while seated at Baba's house, that Baba Nafra directed 
him to get prepared a deed, purporting to be for the purchase of a lad by Joetabaee Settannee ; 
that if the document was written by a stranger, the contents would be made known, there- 
fore! ^ot my son, Mliunsook, to write out this false paper in the name of Bhannabliaeef 
promising to nay annually, so long as the firm existed, to the kollie, the sum of 200 rupees; 
and af^rwaras the signature of ilwannabhaee being required to this document, a goomasta 
belonging to Baba Nafra's shop, named MhounlaU, was directed to fetch Bhannabhaee’s 
chopra, and after many tracings from it had been made, the signature was ultimately forged, 
and the document given to the Meetapoor kollies, and they were directed to proceed to the 
bouse of Bhannabhaee, and try to recover the amount ; and being thus directed, they pro- 
ceeded to Bhannabhaee’s, and upon making the demand, being abused, came and complained 
to Baba Nafra, and then returned home. It had been settle to give these pirties 1,700 
mpi^s, but they received about two, or two and a half thousand rupees to satisfy them for 
their share in this nefarious affair, and the entries of these sums obtain in the books of 
Hurree Bhugtee ; besides which, the son of Lulloo Bhugwau Mhunsook, too, admits in his 
deppe^on having written out the above adverted to false document, but Mhounlall ^masta 
deni^ having foiged the si^ture of Bhannabhaee to the document in question; ^erefo^i 
having ^en the whole of Uie above circumstances into consideration, it would appes^r 
the depoeitioiis given by the Meetapoor thakoor, &c., at the investigation conduct^ before 

Meorourftaz 
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M^emrfhiE Ali weie &l8e, and the results of bribes gitren them through Lulloo Bhugwau 
hr Baba Nafn^ because in the investigation dl this case^ conducted both by the Resident and 
the Gaekwar Sirkar, it ii^stated by the principal in this nefarious transaction, Lulloo Bbugwan, 
plainly in Ms deposition, ^Nos. 3 and 28, which, upon taking into consideration, and whut 
jBaba i^afra in his deposition, No. 93, states, that upon Maha Luxniee Settannee having from 
tumours current in the bazars heard that the boy had been procured from Meetapoor, that 
she dispatched Lulloo Bhugwan ; but at present, in his deposition, No. 100, be states that 
Lulloo Bhugwan solemnly assured him that the parents of the boy were at the village of 
Meetapoor, and that he could produce them, provided he received 15,000 rupees for 
doing so,* and that upon such assurance, Baba Naira agreed (with the understanding that 
in the event of this affair going before the Sirkar, that Lulloo Bhutan should take 
upon himsdf the whole of the responsibility of the affair, and exempt hnn from all blame) 
to this proposition, and dispatched this person, Lulloo Bhugwan, to Meetapoor, to adopt 
such measures as occurred to him to bring about this very desirable result ; and that after 
the lapse of many days after the above transaction, the Meetapoor people came to him at the 
shop, and submitted lor his inspection a document purporting to be from Bhannabhaee to the 
saia koUie, &c. Thus is it written, but the glaring discrepancy however between this and 
his former d^sition would appear to stamp this as utterly false. From the deposition 
of Phoollee Kollcm and others, it would appear tfiat a boy had been procured from 
Meetapoor, who had died from small-pox; tnis too, however, seems to be false and 
iinfounded ; and as it is not proved by Baba Nafra that upon the death of the lad from Meeta- 
f>oor, immediate steps were taken to procure a lad ot a similar age from the Amleeyara 
village, or that any party was apprised of such steps being taken, the statement made by 
Baba Nafra to the above effect seems to have emanated from sinister motives; and further, 
it would appear quite evident that Baba Nafra, having promised Lulloo Bhugwan a bribe of 
15,000 rupees, got the Meetapoor people to personify the parents of the Settanee’s son, and 
from the inimical feelings cherished by Baba Nafra towards Joetabaee Settance, got up this 
false and disgraceful accusation against her ; and the deed from Bhannabhaee, promising to 

{ )ay to the Meetapoor kollie 200 rupees annually, and produced as evidence by Baba Narra^ 
>ear8 the same stamp, and is decidedly a forgery. 

The particulars of this affair arc as follows : — 

1. The writer of the above pajicr, Mhunsook Lulloobhaee, in his deposition, No. 21, and 
Mhounlall, No. 20, who is stated to have forged the name of* Bhannabhaee to the deed in 
question, both unequivocally deny, the former having written the deed, and the latter having 
forged Bhannabhaee’s name to it ; and further, f rom the statement of Lulloo Bhugwan, ana 
the party said to have written the paper in question, that this paper is a forgery; and which 
fiict is still further supported by the confession of* the kollie, and the statement of the Meeta- 
poor thakoor, No. 19, viz., ‘nhat the deed was delivered to him in the garden by Baba 
Wafra and Lulloo Bhugwan, who directed that he should send the kollie to Bhannabhaee’s 
house, &c.” 

2. Upon duly taking into considemtion the statement that the Rcttanec, not having a son 
of her own, her parents, through the instrumentality of Dada Meya, procured one for her, 
juid subsequently, by Dada Meya’s advice, the child was returned to Amleeyara, made by 
Joetabaee Scttanuce. 

It would appear that Baba Nafra, in his deposition, No. 93, repeats tliat, in the first 
instance, the Meetapoor thakoor Ciimc from Meetapoor, and showed him the deed with Bhan- 
nabhace’s signature. The whole of the transactions in this evil affair Baba Nafra was well 
acquainted with at the time, as also the truth or otherwise of the statement said to have 
been made by Dada Meya, that the lad was from Amleeyara ; then, such being the case, the 
actual place from whence the lad was brqpght by Lardbaee and Bhannabhaee he intentiemaUy 
involves in mystery, as also the circumstances under whicli, and place where, the Meetapoov 
lad had died of cholera, and how and when the lad from Amleeyara had been brought ; and, 
further, from the fact of Baba Nafra, without giving himself the least concern to ascertaig 
the above particulars, making the lad over to the Amleeyara kollie, it w ould appear that in 
this affair liaba Naira expended his money tlirough Lulloo Bhugwan, and feloniously got a 
false document made out for 200 rupees, in the name of Bhannabhaee, and uttered for his 
own ends. The above appears to be established beyond all doubt. It stands to reason that 
any person obtaining, under existing circumstances, from another party, a son, they would 
give, according to their mojms, any amount of money demanded at once for the attainment of 
their wishes ; but no person, let him be the greatest fool in existence, would pass a writings 
promising to settle for life, upon the party through whose instrumentality such end had been 
gained, any definite amount as an annuiJ 6ti|)end, as this paper would lead to the belief of, 
l^(|tuse party granting such a promissory obligation would be in constant dread of expo- 
fiuri so lon^ as such a document be in possession of the party in whose favour H had be^ 
drawn ; this is evident and indisputable ; and, as a further proof of the spuriousness of this 
deed, tlie giving it up for the paltry sum of 100 rupees by the party is conclusive. Taking 
the whole of the above circumstances into consideration, we have come to the conclusion that 
this document is the result of a deep and nefarious conspiracy, and a barefaced foigery* 

Having 

* In Baba Kufm’s statement in 1848, no mention is made of any expendkiire oi money whal- 
exoepti^ the 200 rupees, or tbereaboals, paid to Ruggomtlh for BhansNibbiiea's bond. 

(signed) 


3^4 
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. Waving duly investigated the whole of the above pairticulara connected with this case, ii 
would appear that Baba Nafra abused the confidence placed in him by his late master, and 
firomihei love of gain conspired with Lulloo Bhugwan ; and forgetting what was due to the 
deader of’his late master, laid a most villanous and diabolical plot against the wife of that 
master who had been so kind to him ; and his partner in guilt, Lulloo Bhugwan, to screen 
himself from the world’s censure, which he so highly merited, and to prevent the truth from 
transpiring, of his own accord, or by the directions of Baba Nafra, got the above adverted to 
deed forged to be used in evidence. From considering tlie evidence on this head, it would 
appear from the deposition of the writer of the deed in question, Mhunsook Lulloo, No. 21, 
that this deed had been got up by the orders of Baba Nafra; but this statement cannot be 
received os true, in consequence of the said Mhunsook being the son of the plotter Lulloo 
Bhuo-wan ; and the party who is represented as having forged the numo of Bhunnabhaee to 
the deed, in his deposition, No. 20, denlei? having done so,* therefore, under the above circum- 
stances, doubt seems to be thrown upon the statement that the deed was got up under instruc- 
tions from Baba Nafra ; notwithstanding which, however, from the fact of Baba Nafra not 
having taken steps to satisfy himself of the genuineness of the document in question previously 
to attempting to impose it as evidence before the Sirkar, we consider Baba Nafra guilty of 
an attempt to impose a false document as evidence before the Sirkar, with the view of 
strengthening the proofs produced by him in this case. 

1. Upon Lulloo Bhugwan being examined upon this head tlie following evidence was 
elicited, via. : — 

Ist. The said Lulloo Bhugwan, in his recent examination before the Sirkar, states that he 
had b^en^ by Baba Nafra, sent to Metapoor for the purpose of procuring spurious parents 
for the son of Joetabaee Settanee ; that he proceeded to that village and procured the 
spurious parents for the lad. Thus Lulloo deposes ; whereas Baba Nafra, in his deposition. 
No. 100, states that Lulloo told him that ho could procure the parents of the lad with 
Joetabaee Settannee, from the Meetapore village, provided he (Baba Nafra) consented to 
expend 15,000 rupees, and that this circumstance led to Lulloo licing deputed to Meeta- 
poor. Taking the above two versions of the story into consideration, appear that 

either Baba Nafra had himself, from sinister motives, dispatched Lulloo lihijgwan to Mecta- 
poor, or that he had done so consequent upon Lulloo Bhugwan stating that the parents 
of the lad were at Meetapoor, and could be produced by him ; but as no sufficient evidence 
exists, it is difficult to determine which is the true and which the false version of the story ; 
notwithstanding which, upon due deliberation, it is evident that Lulloo Bhugwan had, from 
love of gain, gone to Meetapoor, bribed the parties who personified the parents of tlie *Set- 
tannee’s son, and other necessary helpers in this allair, and brought the whole of them to 
Baroda for the purpose of disgracing and involving in ruin a respectable and opulent family. 

2d. Lulloo, in his deposition, No. 28, states that his son IMhunsook had written out thi^ 
false document, purporting to be from Bluinnablmec, promising to pay to the Meetapoor 
kollie for ever the annual sum of 200 rupees in consideration of the said kollie’s son bein^ 
taken by Joetabaee Settannee, but that he was induced to get his son to make out this paper in 
consequence of instructions given him on the subject by Baba Nafra ; f hut the said Lulloo 
not being able to produce any evidence in support of this assertion, it would appear that hO 
himself^ from love of gain, got this spurious and forged document written. 

3d. The s^d Lulloo, in his deposition taken recently before the Sirkar, No. 28, states that 
the deposition, No. 12, given by him before Mcer Surfraz AH and others is altojrethcr false; 
and that hj the advice of Baba Nafra he was induced to make It. From this man’s own 
confession it is evident that, from love of gain, this luan perjured himself and gave in a false 
dgiosition ; therefore we find the said Lulloo Bhugwan guilty of the above three charges. 
Mhunsook Lulloo, in his deposition, No. 21, states that ho was induced to write the above 
spurious document consequent upon the orders of Baba Nafra ; therefore by such confesrion 
we find him guilty of having made this false document. 

1. Th e 


* The evidence that Baba Nafra caused the forged bond to be written, and that Mohunlal 
forged Bbannabhaee’s signature, would convict both in any court of law ; the writer of the docu-^ 
ment and Lulloo Bhugwan, who got his son, by Baba’s desire, to write the paper, both swear that 
it was done under his personal direction, and there is much circumstantial evidence corroborative 
of the fact, as also the positive evidence of all the Meetapoor kolies, that Baba Nafra himself 
brought the forged paper to them, and instructed them what to do with it. The evidamt^ of 
Munsook and Lulloo against Mohunlal would amply suffice to convict the latter of the fong^ of 
Bhannabhaee’s name, although the testimony of scU-convicted criminals, but it being an object to 
avert the crime of forgery from the Baba, it was necessary likewise to let off Mohunlal, who, had 
he been convicted, would have disclosed the fact ; and indeed he did send overtures to the Resi- 
dency requesting to be allowed to do so, ere aware of his fortunate escape, the assurance of which 
pf course closed his mouth. Vide Appendix (J;), Nos. 9 and 10. — {signed) 7. O. 

f The use to which Baba Nafra put the said document (as proved by all the Meetapoor people)* 
and the fact that if a forged document, which the punchayet are constrained to adroit it to beii it 
(lOUld hove been of use to no one but Baba Nafra, is pretty atrong circumstantial proof. ^ 

(signed) 
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^ 1. The fiillowiiig iadividuals would appear to have been combined with tiie 

1 Ameemng Hur^ebhaeeJ 
1 Jbeebhaee Hurreebhaee. 

1 Bhungjee Bheeka. 

1 Jheotbhaee Jhallumslng. 

1 Ghummon M bowsing, and 

1 KuUeeath Woman. 

6 

and consequently these six persons would appear to be guilty, as fouows — 

1st* These six persons deposed upon oath, before the inquiry into this matter formerly con- 
ducted before Meer Surfraz Alie and others, that the hoy was their son (the son of one of 
their number) ; and recently, before the Sirkar and the Kesident,* they unequivocally state 
that their former depositions were false, ami which they were induced to medee in con- 
sequence of being bnbed to do so, from which wo find them guilty of the charge of per- 
jury. 

2d. The boy not being his son, the barefaced statement made by him ti^t jiad was 
actually his son ; and again, going to the shop of Hurree Bhucktee and repeatin^^is false* 
hood, with the view of basely disgracing such a respectable family, we find the aboi^ parties 
guilty of such falsehood. 

3d. The above kollec and his gang knowing very well that the document in Bhannabbaee's 
name being fllse, ^and notwithstanding which having presented the same at the sbem of 
Hurree Bhudb^,*" and upon such false and spurious document having realized from Baba 
Nafra tlie IdniSpf^OO rupees, thereupon we find them guilty of wilfully making use of a 
false and sptifious document. 

Tlierefbre of the above three charges, the above-named six persons we find fully guilty 
of ; and from the confession of KoUeen PhooUee, contained in her deposition. No. 5, it would 
appear that she too is implicated in this affair ; but owing to her present whereabouts not 
being known, to award any punishment upon her would appear to be quite unnecessary. 

From having duly investigated the above case, and given it our deliberate consideration, 
it would ap{)ear — 

1. That nobody had been brought from the village of Meetapoor by the Settannee Jouta- 
baee, but that a spurious paper had been made out in the name of Bhannabhaee ; and that a 
shameful plot had been concocted by Baba Nafra, Lulloo Bhugwan, Munsooklall Lulloo, die 
Metapoor peojile, and the woman FhuUee KoUun ; and that me whole of these parties are 
one and all guilty in this affair. 

2. That a lad had been delivered to the Amleeyara kollees, without it being ascertained 
whether the said lad was the real son of the said kollees ; and the amount of guilt attach- 
able to each of the parties implicated in this inhuman affair would appear, from the proceed- 
ing already conducted, to be as follows, t. e. — 

Begarding Baba Nafra, it is stated in Baba Nafra’s deposition, which was taken before 
Meersurfraz Alie, and others, that the Meetapoor people had come, and upon being in- 
structed to call again they le^ at which time some goomasta came and said, ** Joutabaee 
Settonnee’s mother, Laudbaee, is in the habit of visiting the havildar Dada Meya’s house,’’ 
unon which that the havildar had been brought and confined in the Settjee’s shop ; and that 
afterwards Nurbaram Bhatteeya came and interceded for Dada Meya, and said that Dada 
Meya was willing to confess the truth ; and that upon this, in the presence of the Bhatteeya 
Nurbharam, when Dada Meya was interrogated, he confessed that, by the persuasion of 
Bhannabhaee, he succeeded in getting the son of Tullaveeya Dhulleeya, an inhabitant of the 
village of Amleeyara, and that this boy he delivered to the Sittannee ; and that after being 
informed of the above he sent for Tullaveeya Dhulleeya, Sooreeya and Ohoojah’s wife, and 
upon intem^ting these narties they corroborated Dada Meeya’s statement, and that after 
this the story became public ; and as soon as the Settannee Joutabaee became aware of the 
publicity the transaction had attained, that she sent for Baba Nafra, and in his presence got 
Bbugwan Buwanneedas to write out in the Sirkar’s name her confession that she had never 
hH a son, but that through Dada Meya Havildar a boy had been obtain^, and through 
whom tiie hid was to be restored to his parents ; and that upon this {Mper being passed by 
the Settannee, the boy was restored to Tullaveeya Dhulleeya. This is Baba state- 

ment, 

^ These koUes of Meetapoor are undoubtedly guilty of perjury, but as they stated in excuse 
{sbattieless indeed, but most true), though they were tempted by larp bribes to neijuro themselves 
f^fOi^ a Gui they, as Bf&sli subjects, know too well the punishment awarded to 

p^Suiy hitm a British fanctionaiy, to veuture to forswear themselves at the Residency. 

(Signed) J, Outram, 

: sz 
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mentv together with which Baba Nafra [produced the following depositionfi and docu- 
mentary proofs, viz. — 

1 Deposition of Havildar Dada Meyiu No. 31. 

' 1 Ditto, TuUaveeya Ghooyali, of Ainleeyara, No. 32. 

1 Ditto^ ditto, Dhoodee, No. 33. 

1 Dittos ditto, Jhora Jhusla, No. 34. 

1 Copy of the deed in the Sirkar’s name, said to have been passed by Jon- 
tabaee Settaiinee, No. 35. , 

1 Deposition of Eshwar Vunnarsee Patell, of Amleeyara, No. 36. 

1 Ditto, of Syud Munsook Arab, No. 37. 

1 Copy of cholera mortality, return from the village of Amleeyara, No. 38. 

1 Deposition of Banneeyanee Phunnee and Mehta Hurjeewun, No. 39. 

9 

The above nine papers were put in as evidence, of which, in the deposition of havildar 
Dada Mcya, it is stated, that in consequence of being requested by Bhannabhaee, the' son 
of a TuUaveeya, of Amleeyara, was procured by me and delivered to Joutabaee Settannee;” 
and that the parents of the lad were recompensed with 100 rupees. And the witnesses. 
Nos. 32, 33, and 34, also state that the lad had been obtained by the giving of money; and 
the investigation in this case proceeded upon the foUowing evidence, viz. : — 

" 1 Havildar Dada Meya, No. 40. 

? r * 1 TuUaveeya DhuUecya Bhaima, No. 41. 
r 1 Ditto, Jooreya, No. 42. 

1 Patell Ryejee Bhachur, No. 43. 

1 TuUaveeya Dhoodeeya, No. 44. 

1 Nurrotum Narrain, No. 45. 

1 Bheeka Hurreebhaee, No. 46. 

1 Bhoodur Bhanna, No. 47. 

1 Baee Phunnee, No. 48. 

1 Bhugwan Beewanneedass, No. 49. 

1 Eshwar Vunnarsee, No. 50. 

1 Huijeewan Ghotumram, No. 61. 

1 Arab, SaUum, No. 52. 

1 Ditto, Hoossein, No. 53. 

1 Ditto, Syud Bin Munsook, No. 54. 

1 Ditto, Mahomed Doobba, No. 55. 

1 Ditto, Nurbaram Bhatteeya, No. 56. 

17 

The above seventeen depositions are entered in this case, from which Nos. 40, 41, 42, and 
44, these four persons state, that they received 100 rupees, and then gave the boy up to 
Joutabaee Settannee ; and further, No. 41, Dhulleeya states, that about a year ago he was sent 
for at Baroda, and thatatHurree Bhucktee’s garden Baba Nafra delivered over to him the 
lad; and that having identified the lad as his son, he returned to his home with the boy ; and 
that after two or three days the patell of his village kept him, his wife, and the lad under 
the surveillance of Arabs, at one Khandas’s house ; and that about two or three months 
afterwards the cholera prevailed, and having attacked the lad, he died ; and that the body, 
agreeably to the usage amongst his caste, was disposed of, &c. The above statement is cor- 
roborated by witnesses, Nos. 42 and 44. 

Regarding thg spurious document purporting to be the confession of Joutabaee Settannee, 
in the SirkaP#eiame, and produced as evidence by Baba Nafra, Bhugwan Buwanneedass, 
No. 49, states that he wrote the paper by the desire of the Settannee; and Baee Phunnee, 
No. 48, states that W the orders of Joutabaee Sett^umee she went for and called Baba Nafra, 
and that Bhutan Buwanneedass, in her presence, wrote out the confession. Nos. 43, 45, 
52, 53, 54, and 55, depose that the lad died of cholera at the village of Amleeyara. 

Recently at the residency, in this matter, Dada Meeya Chatoo, in his deposition, No. 57, 
states that he had nothing whatever to do with the fetching or procuring of any lad from 
Amleeyara, but that he was incarcerated, and forced by B^a Nafra to give in his former 
deposition regarding the lad ; and Nurbaram Bhatteeya, No. 67, corroborated the statement 
above made by Dada Meeya regarding the circumstances under wWch Dada Meeya’ft former 
deposition had been exacted from him ; and Nos. 58, 59, and 60, Dhulleeya, &c. state^^^ 1^ 
when they were brought to Hurree Bhucktee^s garden for the purpose of receiving 
lad, that they said that they had not received 100 rupees for ^ving up the h3 through 
Dada Meeya, and that this lad did not belong to them, when they replied that the 100 rupees 
given to him is considered as cliarity distributed on Hurree Bhucktee’s accotmt, and there- 
fore will not be taken back from him ; and having thus said, they afterwards by force d^vered 
the bqy over to him in the garden of Hurree Bhucktee, and upon which he i^tul^# 
the boy to his home. In the presence of the said Sirkar, from amongst the 
witnessefi^ No.^72, Dada Me^a states that Baba Nafra got him to depj>(?ft 

above; and witne^ No. 73, Nurbharam Bhatteeya, corroborates his statelmentl 
depositions regarding the lad’s death, Nos. 61, 62, 63, 69, and 70, it il statwll^ ^ 
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wafi ragt>)g the tillage, and that the lad died of it; and in corrobomtion of whidi, in the 
presence of the Sirkar, witnesses Nos. 76 and 77 make the same statement. Thereupon, 
taking into obnsideration the above proceedings in this case, it would appear that Baba Nafra, 
in his deposition, No. 93, states that the pawr No. 35 was written by Joutabaee Settannee, 
and lhat bv the advice of Dada Meeya the lad was restored ; and at the investigation before 
Meer Snrnaz Alie, in the depositions of the Amleeyara people, &C>jNos. 40, 4^, 42, and 44, 
it is stated that the child having belonged to the kollee, he was ix^tumed to the kollee; 
but these parties contradict themselves and one another at the residency in their depositions. 
And again, before the Sirkar, No. 67, Dada Mewa, and No. 67, Nurbharam Bfaatteeya, both 
these parties state that what they stated before Mecr Surfrajz, AJie, &c- they were compelled 
to by Baba Nafra in the first instance oppressing and subsequently bribing Dada Me^a ; 
and having given the subject due consideration, it would appear that Baba Nafra had bribed 
Dada Meeya, to induce him to make the statement he did before Meer Surfraz AEe, &c. ; 
and from the deposition of Blmgwan, &c. it would appear that the lad, not being the 
kollee’s son, w as made over to him ; and in the same manner, by taking into consideration 
the deposition of Kollee Dhulleeya, &c. Nos. 74 and 75, it would appear that in them they 
state, that in the deposition given in by them belbre the residency, Lulloo Bhugwan got 
them to state whatever he pleased, but that the depositions given in by them before Mber 
Surfraz Alie, &c. contained the truth. Therefore, having taken the above discrepancies 
into consideration, it is doubtful to determine whether the lad was really the spn of the 
kollee, or otherwise. Baba Nafra writes, that on presenting the deed to the Sirkar, the 
lad was to be made over to the Amleeyara kollee, which is so plainly stated in the first 
paragraph of this report. Besides, to sum it up in a few words, if the lad was en up by 

the desire of the Settannee, then why did the pving up of the lad not take in the 

presence of Joutabaee Settannee, her parents, and Dada Meeya. That the boy ^ not so 
given up, appears from depositions Nos. 105 and 106, wherein it is stated that t3he boy was 
forcibly 8trij>T)ecl of his ornaments, and, after being further unmei*cifully treated, was made 
over to the i^llees; from which it is evident that the boy was not given up with the con- 
currence or derirfeli^of Joutabaee Settannee. And, in the same manner, in each of his depo- 
sitions, Baba |i^ states that he had brought the subject to the notice of the late Maharaj, 
and that feald Maharaj’s purwangee, and by the desire of Maha Luxamcebbaee, he 

had acted in the matter ; but the above appears to be advanced with the view of screening 
himsell* from punishment, because, had he acted under the Sirkar’s purwannah from the 
beginning, then it is evident this case never would have been submitted to Meer Surfiaz 
Alie, &c. for investigation ; and Malia Luxamee Settannee also, in her former deposition. 
No. 94, states that Baba Nafra had consulted her previously to his acting in this matter ; 
but at present, in her deposition, No. 103, she states that, whatever had been done regarding 
the lad by Baba Nafra, was done by him of his owm accord, without consulting or obtaining 
her consent to the measures.* Such being the case, what confidence can be placed upon 
her words; and, further, this woman appears to be a simpleton. Therefore, upon talang 
this matter into consideration, if Baba Nafra had actually believed that this lad was spurious, 
and not the real son of the Settannee, at the time of this boy being given up to the kollees. 
Baba Nafra would have made the same known to the Sirkar, and, agreeably to the usual 
course in such matters, got the Sirkar to have investigated the case l)y one of the Government 
kamdars, after which he could have acted in the afikir as appeared to him just and ])roper ; 
but without availing himself of any of these precautions, or having any inquiry instituted in 
the matter, his having given up the lad to the kollees, it would appear to be established 
beyond any doubt that the lad was unmercifully made over bv Baba Nafra to the Amleeyara 
koll ees. Dada Meeya Havildar, in the first instance, upon oath, in his deposition, No. 41, 
states that, through the entreaties of Bhannablmec and JLandbaee, he procured and gave up 
to them the son of Kollee Dulleeya ; but in his depositions subsequently given, Nos. 57 and 
72, he states that he had notliing whatever to do with the procuring toe lad, but that, 
having been subjected to much imposition and even incarceration by Bjiba Nirfra, ha was 
induced to make whatever statement Baba Nafra dictated to him respectinj^ the procuruig of 
the lad in question, and which it would appear that Baba Nafra committed to paper as 
having eihanated from him (Dada Meaya), and called upon him, Dada Meeya, to repeat 
before the Sirkars and Meer Surfraz Alie, &o - ; and that upon tois occasion he vvas directed 
to repeat, word for word, the statement whito had been prepared by Baba Nafra ; he 
consented to make the feJse statements required. Having taken the above into consideration, 
it appears to us that this man Dada Meeya stands convicted of liaving wilfully, firom love of 
gain, peQured himself and made a false statement. 

Regarding Bhugwan Buwanneedass. 

\ The amount of blame attachable to him in the above case is as l^lows: — Bhugwan 
Buwannc|dbR8s in his former depositions before Meer Surfraz Alie, and the Sirkar, stated 

that 


* Kf^aluxmee very naturally accounts for the words in her deposition, Wo. 94, differing from 
thoto ol'lior present deposition, No. 108, by declaring that she had notoiug to do witli writing the 
and ^ Baba Nafira did use of her name, both with respebt to depositions asserted 

ber^^^as bean funy proved. The 


being a puimhayet assert, | 

I Nairn hkd tepreaemed her to i 

3*2 


she could not have exerted 
ve 4i»tie#««-<sign6d) J. Outram, 
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that Joutabaee Settannee got him to write fori her a deelaratioiii confessing that she bad not 

g iven birth to a son, &c. ; whereas subsequently, at the residency, in his ^position No. tl, 
e states that h(^ 'vv:rote out that document by the desire of Baba Nafra^ &C. Upon taking 
both these versions of the story into consideration, it appei^ to lis evident from this naan’s 
own confession, that he is guilty of gross and wilful perjury with reference to the statement 
he made regarding the v^flting of this false document ^Ine taking from his grandmother’s 
house of the son of Joutabaee Settannee by force, and without the knowledge of Settannee 
Joutabaee, his mother, making him over to the Amleeyara kollees, and Bhugwan from inte^ 
rested motives having joined Baba Nafra, and assisted him in the accomplishment of fhe 
most abominable crime, appear to us to be a guilt of the deepest dye. 

According to the above, Bhugwan Buwanneedass appears to us to be guilty df the above 
two crimes. ^ 

Upon taking the above into consideration, doubts obtain whether the lad given to the 
kollee was his own son or otherwise, and under what circumstances in this matter of the 
forging of a document in Joutabaee Settannee’s name for the forcible giving up the lad to the 
Amleeyara kollees, &c. &c. Baba Nafra, Dada Meya Havildar, and Bhugwan Buwanneedass 
appear to be guilty. Having investigated the above three charges in this case, doubts 
obtain whether Joutabaee actually had a son or not, and this point cannot be established; 
and that the Settannee having taken the son of the Meetapoor kollee, and having given him 
a document in her father’s, Bhanuabhaee, name, promising to pay to the kollee annually the 
sum of 200 rupees for ever, appear evidently to be the result of a deep laid plot against the 
Settannee^ and in the same manner the lad delivered over to the Amleeyara kollee, in con- 
science ^ being the kollee’s son, was delivered over, appears equally unsupi)orted by 
sufficienf evidence, therefore no definite conclusion can be upon the above point come to ; but 
in the above three cases, those parties who had conspired and executed these nefarious 
crimes, and for the purpose of each individual’s guilt being fully developed, v\ e submit the 
following: — 


1. Baba Nafra. 




As to whether Settannee Joutabaee actually had a son or not, upon examining the 
witnesses produced on behalf of the Settannee, as well as those by Baba Nafra, it appears 
somewhat doubtful, therefore a conclusion upon this point cannot be come to ; but the late 
Sett Bachur Sammuldass having placed unlimited confidence in Baba Nafra, and as it 
appears that Joutabaee, during the 10 days of mourning consequent upon the death of her 
husband, repeatedly made known to the females collected on the occasion her state, and 
which the Baba having also heard, liis not having resorted to any measures to satisfy himself 
of the truth or otherwise of the Settannec’s statement, he Baba Nafra was guilty of a great 
fault. 


2. Regarding the bringing of the Meetapoor kollee’s son, and the genuineness or otherwise 
of the l>aper said to have been passed by Bhannabhace, and produced as evidence by Baba 
Nafra, It would appear from the examination of the witnesses in the case, that Baba Nafra, 
having secured the services of LuUoo Bhugwan, and having expended considerable sums of 
money, concocted a plot, and that the said false document put in as evidence by Baba Nafra 
is one of the fruits of the workings of such plot, and produced inconsiderately with the view 
of exonerating himself from blame, put in os evidence. Therefore, having taken the whole 
of the circumstances into consideration, and the great confidence placed by the late Settjee in 
Baba Nafra, it would appear that Baba Nafra is guilty of having concocted the above plot, 
and unmindful of the favours conferred upon him, tried to disgrace and ruin his late master^s 
family, and for the attainment of which end, caused to be forged the above adverted to 
spurious document, which he had the audacity to produce as evidence to strengthen his 
case. ^ 

Regarding pving to the Amleeyara kollee the lad. Whether the lad had been given 
over after having ascertained whether the lad was or was not really the son of the koll^ to 
whom he had been given up, from the discrepancies existing in the evidence on this point in 
the depositions it is difificult to determine ; but from the admission of Baba Nafra himsdi^ 
that the giving up of the lad to the kollees was not the result of any demand having been 
made for the lad, or that any investigation was held upon the matter, it would appear that 
Baba Nafra is guilty of a very inhuman act. From the above, we find Baba NuAa guilty 
of the above-named three charges. 

*■' ' ■' 

2. Lulloo Bhugwandass’ Guilt. , V > 

ulii. 

The above Lulloo Bhugwan, in his deposition, states that Baba Nafra had direeted him 
to proceed to Meetapoor for the purpose of procuring spurious parents for the lad, and b^d 
sent him to Meetapoor, at which place having arrived, he procured the spurious par^^ and 
returned with them to Baroda. Whereas Baba Nafra, in his de}x>6itioU| states 
sent Lulloo to Meetapoor in consequence of LuUoo’s Mhjktg that if he (the 
expend 15*000 rupees for the purpose, he would produce the parents of the l|il^ #hicli 
Joutabaee had moenred from Meetapo^. Having taken the abeve into 
would that eitlw Baba Nafra hnd despatched Lu11ik> 
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the eptmous |taj:eiit6 to thle child neoessaty for the ac^mplishxnent of his sinister designs 
againat the Lulloo Bhiigwan having said that he vrill procure 

the reid parenta of tihe lad with the Settannee, he had been by Baba Nafra despatched for 
this irtirp^ ; bui^^M evimnce is unattainable for the purpose of deciding which is 

the true^ version of the stoiy, we dnd it difficult to determine irom fri^ch of the above two 
reasons Lulloo had been despatched tO'Meetapoor. Notwithstanding/ lowever, which of the 
two was the true cause, yet it is evident that Lulloo Bhugwan, from interested motives, 
bribed the Meetapoor people, and induced them by the promise of further liberal rewards, 
to come to Baroda, and disgrace and ruin a very respectable family. 

2. Lulloo Bhu^m, in his deposition, states that he was induced to get his son, Mhun- 
sook, to draft and write out the false document, purporting to be from Shannabhaee to the 
Meetapoor pwple, to pay to them annually the sum of 200 rupees, by the orders of Baba- 

but Lulloo Bhugwan having failed to produce witnesses to establish his having been 
so diiected by Baba Nafra, it appears to us conclusive that Lulloo Bhugwan, from interested 
motives, got this false document drawn out by his son, therefore we find him guilty of the 
crime of mrgery, 

3. Lulloo Bhugwan, Jwith reference to the deposition given in by him before Meer Surfraz 
Alie, &c., confesses that that deposition was a false one, and that he was induced to state a 
falsehood in consequence of being instigated thereto by Baba Nafra; thereupon, from his 
own confession, we find him guilty of wilfiil and corrupt peijury. 

For the above reasons we find the said Lulloo Bhugwan guilty of the abof(|^three 
charges. 


3. Mhunsook Lulloo. 

Mhunsook confessed that he drafred the false document in the name of 

Bhannabhaee/iisroimsing to pay for ever to the Meetapoor people the sum of 200 rupees 
annually, we therefore find him guilty of* having forged this document. 




1 Araeersing. 1 Jheetbhaee Jhatlumbhaec. 

1 Jheebhaee Hiirreebhaee. 1 Ghuraman Mhowsing. 

1 Rhungjee Bhachur. 1 Ruggoonath Nuthoo. 

The above named six {lersons we find guilty of the crime of conspiracy ; because, in their 
depositions before Meer Surfraz, Alie, (lice., they stated that the boy was their son; and 
recently, before the Resident and Sirkar they say that they had peijured themselves in 
their former depositions ; therefore we find them guilty of the same. 

2. Knowing well that the lad was not their son, they still proceeded to Baba Nafra^s 
shop, and for a oonsideration did not hesitate to utter a false story, and disgrace a respect- 
able family ; therefore we find them guilty of having defamed a respectable family. 

3. The above-named parties, well knowing that the document in Bhannabhaee’s name was 

a forgery, still having presented it at the shop of Hurree Bhucktee, and received thereon 
100 rupees, therefore we find them guilty of having produced a false and for^|^*document. 
Thus ta ese parties wo find guilty ofthe above crimes. *' 


5 . Dada Meya Havildar. 

Dada Meya having confessed recently before the Besident, that in consequence of having 
been deprived by Baba Nafra of his libcr^, and subsequentlj’ bribed, he was induced to 
give in a fidse deposition before Meer Surfraz Alie, &c. ; thereupon we find him guilty of 
peijury.-* 


6 . Bhugwau Bawanneedass. 

f^tt^wwmeedas^ in his depwtion before Meer Surfraz Alie, stated that in conse- 
qu^oe to do so by Joutabaee Settannec, he wrote to the address of the 

never liad a son; and recently before the 
paper in question at' tho'instij^tion and by 
IflyGi j own confession, we find him guilty qf wrjury. 

5yO* ^ 5 2*1 Furtlier 
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Further, this same person we find guilty of having been oonoemed in the foicil^ op 

the lad to the Amloeyara kollee for a consideration, and of being an aoccmi^lioe of Saba 
Nafra’s in. commission of the above ferocious and iofanwnan orime ; thcreforo be is found 
guilty oftiie above two crimes. According to the abw^, the foregoing parties iltove been 
found guilty of the ^eral crimes which they have committed, and the above particulars are 
submitted by us fotwjf^ur information, &c. 

Dated Assoo Sood 11th, Sumwut 1907, S. S. 1251, Sluch 1772. 

(4 August 1850). 

(signed) Bhaskur Boo Wittul SDiosgoewalla, 
Nisbut, Graekwar Sirkar. 

Bhcema Shunkur Gungadur , Sfaastifee 
Mootallick, ditto. 

Narrain Rao M^adeo Mnjmoodar, d^to. 
Gopall Rao Myral, by Gunpet Rao 
llamchunder, ditto. 

Farruck Chooneclal Lulloobhaee, ditto. 


Tnil^fLATE of a Copy of a Yacl to the Address of his Higness the Gaekwar, from Trimbuck 
ShastreCy Bappoo Myral Shastree, Abba Shastrcc Sotive, and Abbadick Sheed Poor- 
ranneck, dated Assoo Sood 13th, Sumwut 1907 (6 August 1850); and sent as an 
accompaniment to his Highnesses Yad to the Resident, dated Zilhudge, S. S. 
1250, Month Assoo (22 October 1850). * * 

Having been ordered by the Sirkar, in accordance with the dictates of Shastree, to 
award adequate punishments proportionate with the crimes of which Baba Nafra, &c., have 
respectively been found guilty, we beg to submit the nature of the punishments and amount 
of fines to be inflicted upon each of the adverted to transgressors, agreeably to our Shasturs, 
viz. : — 


1. Baba Nafra. 

Sett Bhachurbhace, having placed unlimited confidence upon, and entrusted the whole 
management of his pecuniary and private affairs to Baba Nafra, and Baba Nafra having, for 
the accomplishment of some nefiu-ious end, omitted, at the time when it came to his Imow- 
ledge that Joutabaee, during the period of mourning consequent upon the death of her hus- 
band, bad publicly, wdiilst weeping, made it known that she was enceinte^ to adopt such 
measures as would have established the truth or otherwise of her statement, is guilty of great 
negligence, and in the Shastree it is written as follows, f. e. — 

Those who connive at, or speak evil, or give their assent to evil doings, or refrain 
from prohibiting an evil act, being able to do so, are all to be considered the perpetrators 
of the act, and they ought to l)e punished or fined according to their means.” 

Therefore, Baba Nairn having learnt the above mentioned statement, made by Joutabaee 
regarding her condition, and having it in his power, omitted to institute such inquiries as to 
the truth or otherwise of the Settaniice’s statement, and having moreover allowed the name 
of his emplOTer, by such omission on his part, to be scandalized and disgraced amongst the 

E eople, hei|h|i been proved guilty of the commission of, and we, according to his means, fine 
ini in the sum of 500 rupees ; but this is left to the Sirkar’s pleasure. 

2. Joutabaee having procured no child from the Meetapoor Jcollces, yet, by the liberal 
outlay of money, Baba Nafra having caused a false deed to be written, thereby plotting 
against the Settannees, abusing the confidence placed in him by his employer, and making 
use of the said false deed, the opinions (contained in the Shastree regarding the commission 
of the above crimes arc as follows, i, e , — 

Any act done with force by the parties proud of their strength, is denomi- 
nated ‘shas’, the wwd ^sah’ here signifies force [Na rud in the Wumur Mllgookh.] 
The courtiers who advocate the unjust principles ; those who subsist themsdves by 
receiving bribes, and those commit breach trf trust, should all be ’banished.— 

* Bruhasputtee ’ in the ‘ Veer Meekodaya.’” 

“ Those who forge a writing relating to the subject of immovables, purchase or 
mortgage, sliould, on the fact being proved, be deprived of their tongue, ><bftnds, and 
feet. — ride ‘Vyas’ in the ‘ Veer Meefaudsya*”. 

[N.B, This passage may also be so intei{>ret^ m to gonfine the abo^ 
to those who forge writmgs relating to the pmrdbaM ot UKUtgage of uanao«Hlkii.| 

•«>neatli 
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"Death, deprivation of whole property, banishment from the town, branding and* 
mntUation of offianding parts of the l)ody, are the punishments deserving for the crime 
of the ‘ &dias* of the first degree. Vide * Narud in the Meetahshura.’ ” * Ftde para 

" To be impiHboned in the n^ret (solitary) confinement, and to be fed by. ihe king. 

— f%fe‘Yama."'^ 

" Twice the punishment should be inflicted on those who caus^f^t Sahas ’ to be per- 
petrated, and those who give bribes in causing a ' Sahus,’ should re«ve four times the 
punislnnent.— Vide * Yaduya Kilkye MeetahSiura.’ ” 

" Brahmins to be excluded from the punishment of death, for a Brahmin docs not 
deserve the punishment of death. — Vide * Narud Meeyookh.’ " 


And for the commission of such crimes as above the punishment of death, imprisonment, 
banidbment are awarded ; but Brahmins being excluded for the commission of such crimes 
from the ixifiiction of corporal punishment, which we having taken into consideration, we award 
to BaljMi Nafra, according to his means, for such crimes a fine of 10,000 rupees, and banish- 
ment irom the Sirkar’s territories, or solitary confinement for a period of seven years, and to 
be fed by the Sirkars ; but this is also left to the Sirkar’s pleasure. 


3. The lad having been delivered to the Amleeyara kollees, without pleasures being 
taken to ascertain whether he was actually the son of the kolleo to whom he was delivered, 
therefore this being an unmerciful and brutal act, and the opinion of ‘‘ Vyas/’ contained in 
the chapter on steSing, in the " Veermeertrasdaya,” on this, is as follows, i. e , — 

" One who steal a human being should be deprived of his hands and feet, ax^ ||^d 
in the public highway. 


This is the punishment awarded for the above crime ; and from what is contained in the 
above quotation, it would appear that any person by force obtaining possession of anything, 
is guilty of a gredt Crime, therefore Baba Nafra having by force and without the consent of 
the mother obt^ad ^ISossession of, and having subsequently given it to the Amleeyara Tulla- 
veeyas Dulleev^^^TOferefore, as a punishment for such crime, taking into consideration that 
Brahmins are^locfmpted from corporal punishment, we sentence him to pay a fine of 5,000 
rupees. 

According, for the commission of the above three crimes, of which Baba Nafra has been 
found guilty, we fine him in the sum of 15,500 rupees, and banishment from the Gaekwar 
Sirkar’s territories, otherwise imprisonment for a period of seven years ; but this is left to 
his Highness’s pleasure. 


2. Lulloo Bhugwan. 

From the love of gain, this man went to the village of Meetapoor, and procured and 
brought with him spurious parents for the Settannee Joutabaee’s son, got his son to write out 
a false deed in the name of Bhannabhaee, and perjured himself; he therefore havino- been 
convicted of the above crimes, we, having taken the above quotations into consideration, do 
sentence him to be fined in the sum of 2,000 rupees, and to suffer imprisonment for five 
years, otherwise, after the payment of the above fine, to be banished from the Sirkar’s 
territories. 


3. Mhunsook Lulloo. 

This man having written out a false deed, of which he has been convicted, the opinion 
of "Yaduya Vulkye,” recorded in the " Meetakshurra,” being as follows, — 

" Those who commit fraud regarding scales, sunnuds, documents or coins [deserve 
the punishment mentioned for the ^ Sahus’ of the first degree.”] 

The punishment awarded by the above for this crime, would appear to be the levy of a 
fine ; instead of which, however, we have thought «|iroper to award him imprisonment for 
three years; but this is left to the Sirkar’s pleasure. 


4. Bhugwan Buwanneedass. 

This individual has been convicted of having periured himselft and of having teer con- 
cerned with Baba Nafra in the forcibly taking away urom the house of Joutabaee Settannee’s 
motber Joutabaee’s son, and other nefarious crimes committed by Baba Nafra, therefore 
havmg tafen into consideration his being a dejpendant, we do not think it right to fine him 
lor having been concerned with Baba Nafra m this unmerciful act, tut for the crime of 
i^Wch he has been conviotMi we sentence him to be imprisoned for three years ; 
but wSs to the |)leasare. 

5%}i 
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5. Dada Meya Chotoo* I 

This ^<B 02 i having frcm the love of gain oonunitted of whidi crime |ie has been 

convicted,*^e sentence him to three years’ imprisonment;^ fMvided it meets with uie Sirkar’s- 
pleasure. ^ 

6. The Meetapoor Kollees, Ameersing» Hurreebhaee and otb^ (in all six in number)^ 

These individuals from love of gain committed perjury, and also calumniated a respect- 
able family by falsely stating that the son of Joutabaee Settannee was the son of one of' 
their num^r, and procured by the Settannee from their village of Meetapoor; further,, they 
have been found guilty of having made use of a deed forced in the name of BhannaUbaee,. 
knowing the same to be false, and they have all been funy convicted of the same crimes ; 
therefore, having maturely considered we matter, we sentence all and each of them tp five 
years’ imprisonment, with hard labour ; but this is left to the Mahang’s pleasure. 

We have, agreeably to the Durreem Shaster, taken into consideration the nature and 
extent of the guilt, as also the ability of the above parties, and awarded punishments to 
each and every of them, subject however to the pleasures of the Mahang’s to sanction and 
approve of the same. 

(signed) Trimbuck Shastree, &c. 

(True Translation). 

(signed) M. Battje, Assistant Resident. 


(True Copy). 

A. Malet, Chief Secretary. 
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11. 

Appendices (H.) to (N.), to Lieutenant-colonel Outrams Report on the 
Case of Joetabhaee Setanee, dated the 31st March. (No. 47 of 1851.) 


Appendix (H.) 

List of Depositions recorded by the Punchayet, in their Report on the Case of the Son of 

Joitabaee Settanee, dated 22 October 1850. 


No. 

1 . 

9. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10 . 
11 . 

12 . 
e Id. 


e 


Phoolie womAn 
Kobe Rugoath 
Ortginal leek given to ditto, 
Acquittance Bond paawd 
by ditto ... 
Phoolie . • - 

Kolie Riignath 
Jeetting Jalumbboy - 
Thakore Jubh<j Hurrybhaee, 
Rugjoo Bhika 
Oooman • 

Thakoi^ Aai(m Sigg Hu- 
reobkiiem'#^' - 
Lulloo Bh^^ran • 

Barote PiHib 


95 Feb. 1847 
35 Feb. M 
22 Dec. 184^ 

22 Mar. 1847 
18 Sept. 1848 

10 Nov. 1847 

1 1 Nov. „ 

12 Nov. „ 

13 Nov. „ 

11 Nov. „ 

12 Nov. „ 

7 Dec. „ 

26 Nov. 1848 


15 Aug. 
14 Aug. 
14 Aug. 
] 4 Aug. 
18 Aug. 


14 Aug. „ ] 


© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 


Residency No. 

14. fRuleeate woman, SO - 

15. Gooman Mow Sing, 29 • 

16. Jeet Sing Jalumbboy, 28 - 
17* Rungjee Beecka, 29 • 

18. ^tebboy Hurreebhae, 26 - 

19. [Umeer Sing Hurry- 

bhoy - 25 - 

20. [Mobunlal Purbboo- 

dass • 11 • 

21. [Aiuusook Lulloo, 10- 

22. Ruleeal 

23. Barrea Umur Sing - 

24. Rungjee Beeka 

25. Gooman Mow Sing - 

26. Barria Jett Singjee Jalum 

Sing - • - 1 7 & 20 Aug. 

27. Jeebh^ Hurreebhae • 17 Aug. 

28. Lulloo Bbugwan - - 20 Aug. 

29* YueifV. Meetun • - 18 Aug. 


1850] 


12 July 
II July 
17 5c 20 Aug. 
• 16 Aug. 

. 20 Aug. 
- 20 Aug. 


1850^ 


FACE. 

- 554 
. 554 

- 556 

- 555 

- 556 

- 557 

- 560 

- 562 

- 664 

- 565 

- 567 

- 568 

- 569 


.>3 


e. 

570 

571 
573 
674 

576 

676 

676 

678 


No. 
55. 
e 56. 

57. 

58. 

59. 

60. 
61. 
62. 


Mahomed bin Doola 
Nurbuyram Doolub 

Residency No. 
Havildar Dada Meah, 22 - 


13 Sept. 
19 Jan. 


21 July 
90 July 
10 July 
16 July 
16 July 


13 . 16 July „ ] 


80. Lulloo Bbugwan 

• 

22 Sept. 



579 


85. 

Baee Rewa - 

- 20 Jan. 1848 

31. Havildar IWabb<^ 

. 

8 Mar. 

1847 


579 


86. Muncha Woman 

• 20 Jan. „ 

32. Duliia Bhana 

. 

9 Mar. 

»* 


560 


87. Bechur Bhugwan - 

- 20 Nov. 1847 

33. Dhoodhi 

• 

9 Mar. 

» 


680 



Residency No. 

34. Tullaveea Joreea Jusler 


9 Mar. 

» 


580 


88. 

Joiteebaee 

33 - 4 Sept. I860] 

35. Deed of Acquittance passed 






89. 

Larbaee 

34 - 4 Sept. „ ] 

by Joitabaee • 

. 

21 Mar. 

f) 


561 


90. 

'Maha Coover 

35 - 4 Sept. „ 1 

36. Eswur Wunartee • 

• 

15 June 

*t 


581 


91. 

Muncha 

36 - 4 Sept „ J 

37. Arab Syed bin Muosoor 

. 

15 June 

9t 


581 


92. Buktedass Kandass - 

- » 

38. Memo, of Deaths finm 





© 

93. Wainaurao Venketsh 

. 29 Nov. 1847 

Cholera in Amleeara 

. 

- 

— 


582 

‘ © 

94. Settanee Maha Luzume 

39. Hurjeevun Mehta - 

- 

15 June 

1647 


582 



Baee - - - 

10 5c 11 Dec. „ 


40. Dada Miah • 

41. Dulleea Bhana 

42. Jonea Justia • 

43. RyejeeBechnr 

44. Doolie • 

45. Nurrotum Narrayen 

46. Bheeka Hurribhoy 

47. Bhoodur Bhana 

48. Punnee - 

49. Bbugwan Buwanee 

50. JlBtwur Wunaraee 

51. Htiijeevun Qotumram 

52. SaUum Vullada Human • 

63. Houaeio V. Nuintr 11 5c 13 Sept. 
54. Syed bin Munioor, 1 1, 13 A 19 Sept 


- 10 Sept. 1848 

- 10 Sept. „ 

- 8 Feb. „ 

- 11 Sept. „ 

8 5c 11 Sept. „ 

- 11 Sept. „ 

- 11 Sept. „ 

11 4c 13 Sept. „ 

• IS Sept. „ 

* 95 Sept. ,, 

- 11 Sept. „ 

1 1 Sept. „ 

1 1 Sept. I, 


582 

585 

585 

586 

587 
568 
688 

589 

590 

591 

592 

593 

593 

594 

595 


Doodee - 21 

Dullea Bhina 8 

Jareea Juela • 14 

Ryejee Bechur 12 • 

Nurrotum Nar> 
rayen 

63. [Hurjeevun Go- 

tumram - 17-17 July 

64. [WiMunath Sonee 18 - 17 July 

65. 'Ounga Woman 20 - 18 July 

66. Atmaram Luck- 

meeram • 19-17 July 

67. Nurbbiram Doolub, 23 • 21 July 

68. Seetaram Gopal, 9 - 10 July 

69. Cbout Mahomed, 16 * 16 July 

70. 'Syed Munaoor, 15 - 16 July 

71. 'Bliugwan Bowanee, 38 - 10 Sept. 

72. Dada V. Chotoo Ha- 

vildar - - - 1 Sept. 

73. Bhotia Nurbheram - - I Sept. 

0 74. Dulleeo Bhano - - 24 Aug. 

75. Doolie - - - -31 Aug. 

0 76. Ryejee Becbur - - 24 Aug. 

0 77. Bimea Patell Nurotum - 24 Aug. 
0 78. Punnee- . • - 8 Sept. 

79. Gunga Woman . . 9 Sept. 

80. Seetaram Gopal Sing - 8 Sept. 

0 81. Joiteebaee Settanee- • 21 Nov. 

0 82. Banahbbaee Kandaas, 23 5c 24 Nov. 
0 83. Gunga Woman - - 22 Dec. 

84. Kboehalee Woman - - 3 Dec. 


1848 

nm 

-^4 


PAGE. 

- 697 

- 698 


1847 


I 

I 


599 

600 
601 
602 

603 

604 

604 
606 
606 
607 

60 5 

613 

614 

615 

616 
617 


95. Ditto, Maha Luxumee - 5 Sept. 

96. Bittaram Gopal Sing - 24 Dec. 

97. Moteeram Nucheyamud 

Byed • - - 24 Sept. 

0 Turbobun Kohan Joaee - 25 Sept. 

Dewaee Dyaihunker • 24 Sept. 

0 100. Wamun Rao Venketeeh - 18 Aug. 

0 101. Bhngwan Bowanee - - 4 Sept. 

0 102. Wamun Rao Venketeeh - 2 Oct, 

103. hfaha Luxmee Baee - 23 Sept. 

104. Bbugwan Bhowanee - 24 Sept. 

Depositions suppressed by the Punchayet : 

1. Dei)osition of Punpee Woman • 23 Mar. 184Tf# 636 

2. Deposition of Larbaee - 26 Sept. 1848 - 637 


1848 


1850 

1847 

1850 


US 

- 617 

- 618 


621 

624 

625 

626 
628 
628 
629 
632 

634 

635 
635 


AT. J8.-*Tba twenty-aix Depositions which have been tampered with, are marked thus 0. 
intfrpolated therein ire denoted within braeheta, thus [ ], 


The Dortions which have been 
(Ngned ) /. Ouiram. 
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No. 1. 

TRANftLATSof the Deposition of Phoolee’’*' Woman, inhabitant of Raneeya, at present residing 
at Barodar; taken at the Durbar, on the 11th Fagun Sood^ St. 1903, at about 10 o’clock 
p. M. (26 February 1847). ^ 

I WAS asked whether I had brought a child for Joiteebaee Settanee ; and if I had, what I 
knew about it I should truly state; regarding which it as follows : — Ladbaee and myself 
were upon very good terms, thereupon one day the Baee said, Try and procure me a boy ; 
I require him for Joitee.” Two or four times did she thus say to me, when I repK^, that 
I would consider and procure a lad and give her ; but that some arrangement should be 
made to compensate me for so doing to which she agreed, and Ladbaee said that 1 should 
procure a lad from a distance, and not from the city. Afterwards I mentioned the above to 
a colee of the village of Metapoor, who had come to this place, named Ruggonath Nuthoo, 
when he replied, that his wife was enceinte ; and he agreed and went away, and about two 
months before his wife’s continement he came and said that (his wife’s) time was up, and 
that I should make all the necessary arrangements regarding the same. Afterwards I com* 
municated this to Lad Baee, who replied, If it took some moi^e days, it would be well, 
because the lad is intended for a great house, and the settlement (on account of remunera- 
tion) will be liberally made: on this point entertain no fear;” when I replied, that as soon 
as the child was born it would be . necessary to bring it. Having thus said, I came away, 
and explained the same to the satisfaction of Colee Ruggoonath, upon which he went away, 
and maydays afterwards he brought with him the boy, and came to my house, accompanied 
with another party, at which time it was about nine o’clock at night, and after seating them 
at my htouse 1 went to the house of Lad Baee, and informed ,her of the same, when she 
replied, Go quickly and bring the boy when I said, Make out the writing in the name 
of the Coolee Kuggoonath, and pay me down 100 rupees at once; the remainder you will 
have to pay hereafter.” Lad Baee said, I would make out and give a leckh, as also the 
money, but Joitee is not here, but will send word to her.” Having said so, I returned to my 
home, and caused the boy, who had already been plhced in a basket, to|)^ carried, and I 
returned there (to Lad Baee’s), and agreeably to promise, the leckh was given, and I took an 
oath upon Shree Runchorejee, and having satisfied him, gave him 100 rupees in cash, and 
delivered the lad over to Lad Baee ; and I, seeing this, got up from thence and returned 
home, and the colee at the same time returned to his home. This much do I know; what 
came to my recollection so much have I caused to be written, in which there is no difference. 

Question. When the lad was carried to Lad Baee’s what time of night was it, and what 
the month, date, and day of the week ? — Answer. Of the month and date at present I have 
no recollection ; but it was more than one and a half pore of the night (about half-past 
10 o’clock) ; and when I returned home the choguddy was being played (12 o’clock). 

After what you have stated above, what passed between yourself and Colee Ruggoonath, 
and what took place about the money whicn was not paid him ?— When I asked Lad Baee 
she refused about the money, saying that the lad died, at which time a deal of alter- 
cation took place between myself and Lad Baee ; but Lad Baee would not be persuaded, 
and said that the money would be required to be given to another party ; when I answered, 
for this amount Ruggoonath will come upon me. and I will be disgraced, therefore consider 
and do not let this matter proceed further upon which both Lad Baee and Bana Bhaee 
said, If the affiiirs of the nrm be satisfactorily arranged, then everything will be settled,” 
and upon this assurance things went on smoothly. 

Colee Ruggoonath Nuthoo states in his deposition, that upon word being sent by 
Phoolee, 1 came,” but you make no mention of iiaving sent him word ; how do you explain 
this ? — I do not recollect about this ; but what at the time occurred is true. 

(signed) Baee Phoolee Nuttoo, Her x . 

What is above written is true. 


No. 2# 

TRANstATB of the Deposition of Colee Ruggoonath Nuthoo, of the village of Meetapoor, 
^taken on Fagun Sood llth, S. 1903 (26 February 1847). 

You came here and said that your son had been brought to Baroda, therefore you are 
required to state all the particulars of this transaction, consequently I now submit ibe fol* 
lowing particulars ; viz. last year I had come to Baroda, where a female named Phoolee? 
]>eloni|j|Qg to my zUlah, and an acquaintance of mine, resides, and in consequence of such 
acquaintance I went to her house, when she said, ** 1 have a job, if we succeed in accomii 
plishing, we will be liberally rewarded upon which I said, ** acquaint me of it;” and she 
replied, boy is wanted, and if any female of your village be enceinte bring her here ;*^ 
upon which 1 said, ^ If the woman be brought, and she gives birth to a female cbiidi it 
will lead to disgrace ; therefore my wife is pregnant, but how many months advancied at 
the present time I am ignorant of ; I shall return home, but in the meantime you should 
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settle about it the above passed between us, and after my departure, Phoolee may have 
arranged about the affair ; and upon receiving word from Phoolee 1 again came, and had 
an interview with her, when Phoolee said, I have settled everything, and it is a great 
house ; therefore if you feteh the boy, you will be satisfied f upon which I informed her of 
the number of months my #jife was advanced in pregnancy, and that when the accouche- 
ment took place I would fetch the boy with me at night to her house, when she should be 
upon the alert and take care of the infant ; the above passed, and I returned to my village ; 
aner which in a few days my wife was delivered of a son, and ifiimed lately I took the new- 
born and put him in a basket, and got Colee Gummon to take the basket upon his head ; 
we came to the house of Phoolee, at which time the night was about a pore and a quarter 
advanced (about nine o’clock p.m.); Phoolee requested us to be seated until she went and 
returned, after which she went away ; and about two gurries (three-quarters of an hour) 
afterwards she returned, and desired us to accompany her, upon which I took the boy and 
went with her ; she went by Shree Nursrngjee Maharaj’s Pole, and halted before the door 
of Bhana Bhaee, when Phoolee informed me that I would get early the sum of 200 rupees, 
and having said this she delivered over to me a leckli, which was with her; at which time 
another female was present, whose name I know not; 100 rupees was counted and given 
at that time to me, and promise made to subsequently give me the remaining 100 rupees; 
upon which I said, “ What is written in the Icckh I know not, and hope no deception is 
intended upon which Phoolee swore upon Shree Runchorejee, and said that Hurree Bugtee’s 
house was a great one, therefore that 1 should entertain no fears, and should say nothing, 
upon which 1 delivered the boy over to her and returned to my house ; and about two or 
three months after, when I had come to Baroda, Phoolee said to me that mf 1|psinese was 
spoilt and the boy dead ; I replied that, agreeably to promise, the money shociid be paid 
me, upon which she said that at present she could not get them to listen to iter, therefore 
what was she to do ; and I said if the child had actually died it would have come to my 
knowledge, but that I had heard nothing about it, and desired her to go and inform them 
that nothm^ ^ood would result from making a noise about this affair; having thus said, siie 
went ther^, ipd on her return desired me to go away ; that she would by management get 
the affair armged. Upon this I returned home, but tne arrangement was not effected, there- 
fore am I come here ; and the leckh which had been given me please inspect, and bring 
about a settlement on my behalf ; and circumstances as they transpired, so have 1 truly stated 
them, and in which there is no difference. 

What is above written is true. 

(signed) Colee Rugyocnath Nuthoo, Mark x . 


No. 3. 

Translate of an original Leckh, passed to Coolee Ruggoonath, of the Village of Meeta- 
poor, by Shee Bugtee Kandass, dated Magsur Vud 8th, St. 1902 (22 December ;84d). 

The writer of this, I, Shee Bugtee Kandass, of Baroda, do promise, in consideration of my 
having taken your son, to maintain you for life, by yearly riving you the sum of (201) 
rupees, two hundred and one, which will be paid you regulany year after year, and in this 
matter should I make any difference, I place between us ** Shree Runchorjee.” What is 
written above is true. 

(signed) Shee Bhugtee Kemdoit, 


No. 4. 

Translate of an Acquittance Bond, passed by Koolee Ruggoonath. of Meetapoor, to 
Shetjee Purshotum Bhaee Bhachur Bhaee, dated Chytur Sood fith, St. 1903, (22 March 
1847). 

I, THE writer of these present, Coolee Ruggoonath Nutboo, of the Meetapoor village, that 
I, from my own free will and pleasure, do wnte and give that my son was given to you, for 
which you passed me a leckn, binding yourself to pay me yearly the sum of (200) rupees, 
two hundred, which sum 1 have received ; therefore i give you this present acquittance deed, 
that put to the present date 1 have no claim whatever upon you. What is above written is 
the truth. 

The mark x of Coolee Ruggoonaih J^uihoo. 

Witnesses, 

(signed) Bharreeya OomeningHnrreebhaee, 

Bhurreya Jeehhaee xJurreebhaee. ^ 

Bharuya J xibhme Jalhmbhaee. 

Written in the presence of both the above parties, by me, 

(signed) Sib Mnngjee Bheekabhaee. 


NOf 
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No* 5* 

Translate of the Deposition of Phoolee Woman; Religion, Hindoo^ Caste, Tultufeijlfir 
Kollun ; a^d about 36 years ; Occupation, Domestic Duties :Inhabit^^ of the village of 
Rannuya, Purgunnah Nuddeeyad, at present residing a|^Baroda, in a hired house 
belonging to a Koobair. Brahmin, situate in Bazwadda ; teSen at the Guicowar Durbar^ 
upon oaUi, on the 6th Yud, Bhudurwa St* 1904 (a.d. September 1848). 

Question. Dm the Banneeyan Larbaee get you to procure a boy for her, and if she did, 
state all the particulars of this transaction faithfully? — Answer. About three or four years 
ago I was in the habit of going to work at Larbaee’s, upon which I became acquahiied with 
her, and for this reason was in the habit subsequently of frequenting her place, and she, 
about a year and a half or two years ago, one day said to me that she had a particular 
business which she wanted accomplished, and asked me whether I would undertake to do 
it, upon which I replied, that if it laid in my power I would do it, and upon my having thus 
spoken, she gave me an oath upon Shree Runcborjee, to bind me to secresy, and informed 
me that she wanted a boy ; upon this I inquired for what purpose was the boy wanted, 
when Larbaee replied that she wanted the boy for Settanee Joitabaee, but the boy should 
not be brought either from the city or its poora, but from some distant village ; upon which 
I said that if I did this business for her, what remuneration would she give me, and what 
recompense would she give to the party from whom the child would be brought, when she 
said that she would satisfy me, and to the father of the child she would give whatever I 
suggested ; thus, she having promised, I commenced making inquiries respecting the getting 
of a boy, at which time a coolee of Meetapoor, named Ruggoonath, had come to Baroda, 
for occupation, and being acquainted with me he came to my house, situate on the outside 
of the Champuneer Gate, where I at the time resided, and commenced saying that he had 
come for the purpose of seeking employment but had not succeeded ; of this nature was the 
subject of his conversation, when 1 informed him that in a great family a male infant, just 
delivered, was required, and that if he could procure and fetch one, he would be rewarcled; 
thus did I say to Ruggoonath, when he replied, that for the child of another*w^here should 
he go to inquire about, but that his own wife was six or seven months advaficed in preg- 
na^ncy, and if she should be delivered of a boy he would bring and give him up, and after 
so promising, Ruggoonath returned to his own house, after which I went to the house of 
Larbaee and informed her that a coolee of Meetapoor, named Ruggoonath, had come to 
my house, and having communicated to him about the procuring of a lad, he. said that his 
wife was enceinte^ and in the event of her being delivered of a male infant ihat he would 
bring and deliver him to us, and that having thus promised, he had returned to his village ; 
whereupon Larbaee said, “it was well, he will be well provided and cared for, and you also 
will be liberally rewarded, and made happy;’* having thus said, about a montli and a half or 
two afterwards, I went to the village of Meetapoor, and inquired of Ruggoonath what he 
had done respecting the lad I had spoken to him about, when he replied “ that a month or 
15 days still remained, but so soon as the child is delivered, 1 shall not fail in bringing and 
delivering the child up, agreeable to promise, “ but a proper settlement thereon you should 
make regarding the same;” thus he said, when I replied, if your wife be delivered of a male 
child, and you bring and make him over to us, you will be provided for life, and having thus 
said, and having had an interview with Ruggoonath’s wife, I returned to Baroda. I had 
made inquiries in other directions on the same subject, but was disappointed ; 15 days after 
the above, Ruggoonath came to my house and said, “ my wife has been delivered of a son;” 
upon which 1 went to Larbaee and informed her of the accouchement of Ruggoonath’s 
wife, when Larbaee said, “ send for the child,” when I inquired what she intended giving 
to Kuirgoonath, she should definitely state, when Ladbaee said that she would give Rug- 
gobnath yearly the sum of 200 rupees, and upon leaving which I returned to my home and 
informed Ruggoonath about his getting 200 rupees annually, with which he appeared 
pleased, and inquired to which family was the boy to be given, when I informed him that 
Bharmabhaee’s dalighter, Settanee Joiteebaee, wanted the boy, when Ruggoonath agreed and 
went to Meetapoor, and having placed the boyjn a basket, which he got another colee 
to carry either the second or third day, about a pore or six gurrees *at night (between eight 
and nine o’clock p.m.) he returned to my house and informed me of his having brought the 
boy, when I immediately went to the house of Ladbaee and communicated to her about 
the boy being brought, when she said “ go fetch the boy,” whereupon I returned to my 
home, and having got the coolee to carry the basket with the child, Ruggoonath and myself 
went to the residence of Ladbaee and got the basket with the child kept in the front rboixi, 
and I went inside and informed Ladbaee, at which time Bhannabhaee and another person 
were seated in the front room, and Ladbaee and myself came to the front room, and Ladr 
baee having taken up the basket with the child, went inside, and she gave to me the sum of 
100 mpees to be given to Ruggoonath, and she also gave to me a pimer, saying, “ in this 
paper it is Mreed to give to the coolee yearly, 200 rupees, and Shree Runchorjee is placed 
between usTor its fulfilment;” she thus said, and this paper and the 100 rupees I gave to 
Ruggoonath and infonned him that he only then got 100 rupees, the remaining 100 nmeei 
he should come and receive two months afierwarcis ; thus did I say to him, when ling** 
goonath remarked, “ what is written in this paper, I know not how to read ;” when I 
informed him that the paper was for the 200 rupees, and that Shree Runchorjee wae placed 
between |hem and the paper written thus, said to him when this Ruggoonath took the cadh 
and the leckh and came outside and about going home, alter wbicti RuggoOinath and the 
coolie who bad accompanied him, both returned to Meetapoor, and I also went to v 
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house; after which the next day the people of my neighbourhood went for the purpose of 
cutting jgpass in the Chowrasee purgunnab^ and I also accompanied them, and about two 
months afterwards I again returned to my house at Baroda, when one day this Meetapoor Colee 
Ruggoonath, came to my and said to me, ** the stipulated time is up, therefore cause 

the loo rupees to be paid whereupon I went to the house ^Bhannabbaee and asked 

Ladbaee about it, when Ladbaee in deep dejection answered, tllffit boy died of small-pox, 
therefore why should I pay any money,* when I replied, “ if tlie boy be dead, it is your loss, 
but agreeably to promise, Ruggoonath will hold me responsible for the 100 rupees,** and of 
this nature a great deal of altercation passed between us, when Ladbaee said, ** one single 
llipee you will not get, and if you are desirous of throwing dust upon your head you should 
do so and leave ;** thus independently did she speak, upon which, having no other alter- 
native, I returned to my home and informed Ruggoonath that his son was dead, and that 
he would not get a single rupee ; thus I said to him, when he replied, ** I shall go to 
Bhannabbaee’s house,** when I said to him, if you go there they will imprison you and 
torture you ;** thus I said, {when Ruggoonath returned to Meetapoor, and 1 went about my 
own affairs, after which about the ploughing month a person came to call me from the house 
of Huri’ee Bhugtee Sett ; on which account I went to the Sett’s house, when they inquired 
of me regarding the giving to the Settaiiee of Colee Ruggoonath’s son, and what I recollected 
I at the time mentioned, and at Sett Hurree Bhugtee’s they took my deposition down in 
writing, after which I was permitted to return to my home. In iny present deposition there 
is no difference. 

The mark x of the 

above-named Coleen" Phoolee. 

Question, You state in your deposition that you were desired by Settanee Ladbaee to 
procure a boy, Joiteebaee Settanee, from without the city ; therefore you are asked to state, 
since this was a weighty matter, what remuneration you were promised, and what you 
actually received from Ladbaee ? — Answer, Ladbaee promised to satisfy and please me, 
but she gave me nothing. 

Is there any relationship existing between yourself and the Metapoor Colee Ruggoonath ; 
and it he be only an acquaintance, state from what time it commenced ? — Ruggoonath apd 
nwself are not related, but I used to live at Ranneeya; and this Ruggoonath resides at 
Mfeetapoor, from which circumstance it is true that we were always in the habit of fre- 
quenting one another’s house, and from which we became very well acquainted with each 
•other. 

Ladbaee through you passed a paper to pay yearly to Colee Ruggoonath ihe sum of 
200 rupees; state by whom had this paper been written, and who signed it? — At the time 
the leckli was being written out, Bhannabhaee and another person were present, seated, 
but I do not recollect whether Bhannabhaee himself wrote the leckh out and signed it, 
or whether he got the other person who was present to write it out, and then signed it. 

You state above, that in Fagun last, at Sett Hurree Bhugtee’s house, regarding the giving 
of the Meetapoor Colee Rugpoonath’s son to Bhanabhaee, you w ere sent for, interrogated, 
ind your deposition written (Town ; therefore such deposition is read over and explained to 
►"ou, and you are called upon to state whether it be the same referred to by you ?— The 
leposition given by me at Sett Hurry Bhugtee's is the same which has been read and 
explained to me, and it contains the truth; and no difference whatever exists in ray present 
leposition. 

The mark x of the 

above-named Colecn Phoolee, 

No. 6. 

Translate of the Deposition of Colee Ruggoonath Kuttoo; Religion, Hindoo ; Caste; 
Tullubda Colee ; aged about 50 years; Occupation, Cultivator; Inhabitant of the village 
of Meetapoor, Purgunna Nuddeeyad ; taken upon oath at the Gaekwar Durbar, on Kartug 
Sood 2d, St. 1904 (10 November 1847). 

Question, Through Coleen Phoolee. of the village of Ranneeya, at present residing at 
tlaroda, you brought your son from Meetapoor, and delivered to some person at Barwa ; 
tnd if you have done so, you should state whose son he was, and at whose house he was 
ielivered ; and how long ago did you so deliver him ; and in this matter you should state 
ruly all the particulars 1 — Answer, From the present day, about one and a half or two 
^ears ago, 1, from my home ibr the> purpose of seeking work, came to Baroda, and went 
Q the house of Cooleen Phoolee, of the village of Ranneeya, who was residing outside of 
he Champaneer Gate ut Baroda, and I informed her that I had come in quest of work, 
>ut that I could find none. This was I saying to her, when Phoolee told me, ** At a certain 
{teat house a new-born male infant is required ; and if you could procure sjuM^i a child 
fou will gain something;’* when I replied, Where am I to go and seeker another 
^bUd ? but my wife is enceinte^ and upon her accouchement, should she have a male child, 
i shall bring and deliver hinu** Thus did I say, when Phoolee replied, Since your wife 
s eneeiii/e, fetch her liere ;** when I said, ** Here, in a strange ,|>lace, how could I bring 
by in her present state to be deUvered,*’ to which Pnooiee implied, ^*Tben when 
fonr he dehvered; ^ shoutd come and apprise me o^f the mme.” After the above 
• ^turned ^ at Meetapoor, and informed m^y wife, if she should be delivered 

when my wife ahsvfered, *'If I should get a 
ife , " ^ 4 A 3 
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son I will not part with him, because you might well him to some person/* when I in&^e4 
her tbftt the child was not to be sold, but to be given to a great family who will w life 
provide for us ; and after thus explaining things to her, she h^ame satisfied, and gate IfcSr 
consent. After this about two months Cooleen Phoolee my house at Meetapoor^ 

and told me, “ I spoke ts you about procuring a boy, and feeing him to Baroda. Wliat 
have you done regardingfit ?*’ when I replied tlmt I intended, if my wife was delivered of 
a boy, to give him up, but that she should arrange matters for my mture provision for life, 
to which Phoolee replied, I shall return to Baroda, and make some definite settlement 
about your futuie provision,'* and having said so, she retuined to Baroda; and some time 
after my wife’s time being up she gave birth to a son, when I came to Baroda to intorin 
Phoolee of the same ; and having done so, I inquired what settlement she bad made for 
my future pjovision, when Phoolee informed me that I should for life yearly receive 200 
rupees, and that she had properly arranged about this, and requestedf me to bring my 
son ; upon this 1 returned to Metapoor, and Colee Gumman, of the Jessapoor village, 
purgunnah Nuddeeyocl, had come to my house, whom I informed that I had some business 
for him to do; and if he would accompany me to Baroda he would get something, upon 
which he assented ; upon which 1 placed the boy in a basket, and having placed the basket 
upon the head of Gumman, after midnight we both left my house, and on the night of 
the next day about nine o’clock w^e reached the house of Coleen Phoolee at Baroda, and 
I informed her that 1 had brought the boy, when Phoolee said, Sit down, and I will go 
to the city and return she left, and after being absent about two or four gurrees she 
returned, and requested me to take the child and accompany her, upon which myself, 
Phoolee, and Gumman, who carried the basket with the child upon his head, proceeded, 
and having entered the city by the Champaneer Gate, we went by Shree Nursungjee’s Pole, 
and arrived with the basket containing the child at Bhanabhaee’s house, and remained in 
the outer room, wliere the basket was taken from the head of Gumman and placed upon 
the floor, after which Phoolee went in the house, and returned again to the outer room 
accompanied with another female, who took up the basket containing the boy and went 
inside, after which Coleen Phoolee brought and delivered me a leckh and 100 rupees, 
which she counted and gave to me, when I said, ^‘What is written in the leek b 1 know 
nothing about,” upon which Phoolee replied, ** It is written in this paper to give you yearly 
200 mpees, and agreeably to which you will receive yearly, and Shree Runchorjee is 
between, therefore you sl:iould entertain no fear;” and when 100 rupees was given me 
I said, ‘‘You had mentioned 200 rupees; how is it that you have only given me 100 
rupees?” when Phoolee replied, “The remaining 100 rupees you should come after two 
months and take having thus said she further added, “ You had better go to your house 
at Metapoor,” upon which both myself and Gumman immediately left, and proceeded to 
my home at Meetapoor; and from the money which I had received I gave four or five 
rupees to Gumman for his trouble, and I administered to Gumman the water of the Mhyee 
river, and got him to take an oath that he would not reveal to any person about the boy 
being given to the parties at Baroda ; after which Gumman went away to his own house ; 
after which about two months, for the purpose of receiving the remaining 100 rupees, 

I came to the house of Phoolee at Baroda, and demanded the remaining 100 rupees, 
when Phoolee went to the house of Bbanabhaee and asked for the same ; and when 
she returned from thence she said Bhanabaee refuses to pay the money, and says 
your child is dead, therefore you need not expect the money, upon this a great alterca* 
tion took place between Phoolee and myself, when Phoolee said to me, ** If you go there 
they will confine and torture you,” whereupon having no other alternative, I returned 
to my house at Meetapoor, and after the lapse of four or six months, I showed the leckh, 
given to me in consequence of my having made over my son to these parties, to the chiefs of 
my village, Jheetbhaee, Jallumbhaee, and Amer Sing Hurreebhaee, to whom also I com- 
municated the whole of the particulars connected with this a&ir, when the Thakoor pro- 
posed that we should proceed to Baroda upon this business ; but before this proposition was 
carried out, two or four months more were allowed to pass, after which, however, during the 
ploughing time, Thakoor Jeetbhaee, Amer Sing, Mehta Rungjee and myself came to 
Bari^a, and we all wTnt to the house of Bbanabhaee, situate at Shree Nursingjee’s Pole, 
and the Bhanabhec at the time must have been at home ; be did not make bis appeaimiice, 
but tw o females came out to us, to whom I said, ** Pay me the money due to me, or otben* 
wise return to me my son,” upon which the females gave me no proper answer, but went 
inside and closed the door upon us, upon this I told them that I would go and complatn^ 
and having received no reply, I, togetner with the Thakoor, went to the bcnise of Sett Hurree 
Bhugtee, and the Thakoor sent word by the sepoy at the door of the house, that ite bad a 
complaint to make ; the sepoy returned and took us all up^staifs, when the Thakoor informed 
them of the whole of the particulars regarding the giving up of my son, and showed them 
the leckh, upon which Baba Sahib said, “Do not make a noise about this affair, but I shail 
make inc|iiiries regarding it, and if I find it to be true, I will give you what has been 
promised, and you should call ugain unon me in a month or fifteen days hence,** and after 
saying so he caused my deposition to fee taken down in writing, and bid us go away, upon 
which myself and the Thakoor returned to our homes, and after fifteen days we again came 
to Baroda, and went to the house of Sett Hurree Bhugtee, and had at| interview with Bak% 
who informed us that my son was dead, therefore f would not get tb© amount promised 
yearly, at|d he offered me the 10(J rupees which remained du^ to me, provided I gave up to 
him the leckh which I held. Upon this 1 consulted with the Thakoor and agreed to ts^ 
lOO rupees, which was counted' and given to me; I received this money, knd 
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acquittolHie boifd i 0 which Mehta Rungjee wrote out in my name, and Thakoor 

Amiur H Jeetbhaee Jallumbhaee, and Jeebhaee Hurreebhaee, signed, as 

atlesttng witnesses, and Mehta I^ungjee signed my name to this deed, as also the leckh 
passed to me by Bhanabhaee, to Baba Nafra, and we ail returned to Metapoor. 

The above is truth of what occunnp|w- . 

(signed) Colee Rugmonatk, 

Witnesses, In the handwriting or Mehta Rungjee 

(signed) Vukeel Kandass Eshwurdass, 

Vukeel Ootum Hurrukjee. 

Question. Does any relationship exist between yourself and Coleen Phoolee of Ranneeya? 
— iln^tc^r. Between myself and Coleen Phoolee, "no relationship exists, but we beipngto tlie 
same caste, and work in neighbouring farms, therefore we frequent one another’s house, and 
are consequently acquainted. 

It appears, regarding this matter, you had twq or three interviews with Phoolee, iState 
whether on these occdsions you ever inquired of Phoolee to whom the child was to be 
delivered ? — In the first instance, Phoolee indefinitely stated, that the child was to be given 
to a respectable family, but when I had brought my son to Phoolee/s house, Phoolee 
definitely stated, that the boy was to be given to Settanee Joiteebaee, the daughter of 
Bhanabhaee, and having thus said, caused the boy to be conveyed over to Bhanabhaee’s. 

How far is your village situated from hence ? — About fifteen or sixteen koss. 

When yourself and Colee Gumman had brought the boy to Baroda, did your wife also 
accompany you ? — My wife did not accompany us, but we fed the boy with goor, diluted 
in water on route. 

When you were bringing the boy to Baroda from Metapoor, did anybody meet and 
interrogate you on the road ? — Many people were going to and fro in the road, but no one 
interrogated me. 

You have above stated, that you entered the city by the Champaneer Gate ; upon doing 
so, were you not spoken to by the guards there stationed ? — Many people were at the time 
passing in and out of this gate, when we entered, consequently we were not interrogated. 

Phoolee states, in her deposition, that she, yourself, and others went to Bhanabhaee’s to 
deliver the boy, and that in the outer room at Bhanabhaee’s, himself and other two persons 
were seated, and you have above stated, that you caused the basket to be placed upon the 
floor of the outer room, and Phoolee went inside and returned with another female who took 
the basket with the child inside, and that Phoolee delivered to you the leckh and 100 rupees, 
thus have you stated ; consequently a difierence exists between yours and Phoolee’s state- 
ment ; how do you explain this ? — In the outer room, one or two persons were seated with 
whom I am unacquainted, and this is a transaction of many days ; I depose from memory. 

The boy brought forth by your wife you had brought to Baroda, therefore did not your 
neighbours and relations make inquiries about the new born ? — When inquiries were made 
by my relations and neighbours, 1 informed tliem that the child died soon after being 
delivered. 

You state above, that you acquainted the chief of your village about your not being paid on 
account of having given up your son after the lapse of four or six months, therefore you arc 
called upon to explain why you did not do so at once ? — If immediately I had intimated the 
circumstance to the chief of the village, my caste people would have become cognizant of the 
fcet, and expelled me from my caste, therefore I was prevented informing anyone of the 
occurrence, and when 1 did do so, after the lapse of four or six months, 1 did so to the chief, in 
hopes of getting the money when the Thakoor promised to accompany me to Baroda, and 
exert himself in my behalf. In what I have above stated there is no diflerence. 

Dated Kartugsood 3d, Sumvut 1904 (11 November 1847). 

(signed) Koolee Ruggoonath, by Mooljee Poonjat. 

Witnesses, 

(sign^) Sepoy Deveesing Buctawarsing. 

Ja$8ood Annajee Khodajee. 

Question. You have stated above, that in consideration of your giving up your son to 
Bhanabhaee, he passed to you a leckh, promising to pay you yearly for your maintenance 
the sum of 200 rupees, and which you returned upon receiving from the house of Parruk 
Hurree Bhtigtee the 100 rupees remaining due to you ; and further, upon doing so you gave, 
written by the mehta of your village Rungjee, an acquittance bond; thus you have above stated ; 
^erefore, this day, you are shown the leckh and acquittance bond, which you are desired to 
inspect, and state wnether you recognize them as the same which you passed, and the marks 
which were made by you ? — Answer. I have inspected the leckh and acquittance bond, and 
fecognize the leckh as the one given me at Bannabhaee’s, and returned by me at Sett Hurree 
Bugtee’s, and the acquittance bond as the one I caused to be written and gave at Hurree 
Bngtae’s, and the marks as those made with my own bands; 1 have inspected and recog 
them as one and the same. 

Dated iSLartagSood 6 tli, Sumvut 1904 (13 November 1847). 

(signed) Ruggoonaih Nuthoo, 

Witpessee^ ,, In the handwriti^ of Rungjee. 

(simEHed) Vuktel 

. ' Vukeel O^um JSum^se. ^ 

U^P^**!* whett inquiwd^ tte child brought forUi^by 

JOdi iiwife, yoB mM that he had died, and that afterwards, in consequence of not haying 

efiA . . ' . received 
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received the remaining 100 rupees^ that you disclosed the perticulars to the thahcK^ of ydiu* 
village Aniersin|:, &c,, and rcauested them to accompany you to Baroda for the leoovejry of 
this sum ; therefore you are asked whether, at the time you mentioned the circumstaiiiceto the 
thakoor, he did not evince any doubt, and question the subject, and if you aay t^bad 

so questioned you, state how you managed to satisfy Bi|ii ? — Jnswe^u At the time when I 
mentioned the siibjl^t about the money aue to me for having given up my son, the thakoor 
remarked that yrtiir son, after having been born had died, Iliad so learnt, and now you 
say that you gave the lad to parties at Baroda ; how is this I answered, that from love of 
gain I gave the lad away at Baroda, and had made an excuse that the boy had died to 
satisfy the people ; but in proof of my having given the boy away I hold a leckh, parsed to 
me for my maintenance for life, which inspect ; and having said so, I showed him tne leckh, 
and furtlier took an oath, and got Kollee Yumman to prove the same; upon which the 
thakoor became satisfied, and promised to accompany me to Baroda. Dated as above. 

(signed) Ruggoonath Nutkoo. x 
In the handwriting of Runjee, by order of the deponent. 

Witness as above. 

Question. You have above stated that your deposition had been taken formerly in writing 
regarding the particulars of the giving away of your son at Parruk Hurree Bugtee’s house, 
therefore at present, that deposition is read over and explained to you, and you are called 
upon to state whether it be the same f — Answer, Yes ; the particulars of this deposition 
being read and explained to me, I have heard and find that it is the same which I had 
deposed to at Parruk Hurree Bugtee’s house. 

Dated Kartugsood 7th, Sumvut 1904 (16 November 1847). 

Signed as above. 

At the time wlien you had gone to the bouse of Bannabhaee, accompanied with the 
Metapoor thakoor andf others, did you take along with you Koolun Phoolee ? — Upon the 
first occasion, when I came to take the balance amount due to me, Koollun Phoolee 
frightened me, for which reason, without going to the house of Phoolee, I went direct to the 
h6use of Banabhaee, accompanied with the thakoor and others. Dated as above. 

(signed) Ruggoonath Nuthoo, 

In the handwriting of Rungjee, by order of deponent. 


No. 7. 

Translate of the Deposition of Jeetsing Jallumbhaee ; Religion, Hindoo ; Caste, Koolec 

Bharreeya; Occupation, Village Chief; aged about 40 years ; Inhabitant of the village Jes- 
“ sapoor, Purgunnah Nuddeeyad ; taken upon oath at the Guicowar Durbar on the 3d 

Kartug Sood, St. 1904 (11 November 1847). 

Question. The Meetapoor Koollee Ruggoonath having deposed that he had given his son 
away at Baroda, and that you had on some occasions accompanied him regarding the above 
affair to Baroda, therefore, if you had done so, you should state all the particulars which 
transpired ? — Answer. One day in the month of Kartug or Assoo of last year, Koolec Rug- 
goonath having mentioned to Ameersing Hurreebhaee, Jeebhaee Hnrreebnaee, and Tullatee 
Rungjee, something about this affair, they brought him to me, when the said Kollee Ruggoo* 
nath commenced saying that he had, through Koollun Phoolee, given his son for Joiteebaee 
Settannee, daughter of Bhanabhaee, residing near the Nursingjee’s Pole at Baroda, and that 
for so doing he had received a leek, promising to pay him yearly for life the sum of 20() 
rupees, and 100 rupees in cash they paid him at the time, and promised to give 100 
rupees which remained, but that upon his going at the stipulated time for this amount, they 
refused to give him it, and spoke harshly to him, saying, that the boy had died, and fright- 
ened him, upon which, that he had come away, therefore he asked me how he should act. 
Upon his speaking in this manner, I desired him to entertain no fears, and promised to 
accompany him, and this matter properly settled, and that if I should fail to persuade them, 

1 would bring the matter before the Sirkar ; and about two or four months after the above 
conversation, in the month of Fagoon, myself, Koolee Ruggoonath, Thakoor Amersin^,, 
Tullatee Rungjee, and others came to Baroda, and Ruggoonath pointed out in NursingjeeTs 
Pole, the house where he had delivered his son ; we went to this bouse and inquired for 
Bhanabhaee, when a person came to one of the windows of the upper story, and asked us 
what business we had with Bhanabhaee, upon which we replied that we had come for the 
recovery of the amount due for the purchase of the son of one number, and that if the money 
was not forthcoming, to return the boy, upon which this person left the window and went 
away, and the females who were on the ground floor present, gave us no proper answer, bat 
closed the door and w ent away, upon which 1 informed them that I would go and complain, 
and having thus said, we came from thence to the house of Hurree Bugtee, and we ipnt 
word by the peons stationed at the gate that we were desirous of preferring a copotplaint. 
The peons requested to be informed of the nature of our complaint, but we told them that 
would communicate it to the Sett’s karbarree, upon which one of their number went up- 
stairs, and bating obtained permission, returned and conveyed us tq Baba Sahib, to 
in lb® proactioe of lO or 12 Banians, who w^ere ihen seateav I communicated Ibat a kallaa ) 
of 1^^ named Ruggoonath, had through KoIIuh Phoolee sold 
of Settanee> and haa tii titurn ree^d 100 ri|{^ in 
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leek promiaiog tp iiUow him for life yearly the aum of 200 nipees, and that upon the aajd 
kplloe going to demand the 100 rupees which remained due to him of the first instalment, 
they rrfusod payment, and 1 requested that he would cause them either to pay this amount, 
or come to some settlement, otherwise that I would complain to the Sirkar, when Baba 
Sahib replied, ** Do not make a n|iise about this affair, and I will make inquiries and bring 
about an amicable adjustment, aha in the meantime go away, and ccj|ne to me^gain in a 
montli or fifteen days/* Thus he explained and said to me, upon witch the whole of us 
who had come returned again to Meetapoor, and within a month after myself, Uungjee 
Tullatee, Ruggoonath Koolee, &c., came again at Hnrree Bugtee’s, at Baroaa, and had an 
interview witn Baba Sahib, who said to us, “ That boy is dead, therefore you will not get 
yearly the sum promised, but the balance, 100 rupees, accept ;** upon which, having con- 
sider^ upon the subject, caused the 100 rupees to be given to Koilee RuggoonaUi, and 
induced the koilee to give an acquittance bond, as also the leek |br 200 rupees. The 
acquittance bond was written by Mehta Rungjee, and myself, Amersing Hurreebhaee and 
Jeebhaee Hurreebhaee, us three persons signed this bond as attesting witnesses, after which 
we returned to our respective homes. Thus did the particulars transpire which I have 
deposed to. 

At the time yourself and others came to the house of Bannabhaee for the purpose of 
demanding the money for the boy, how many by the neighbours were present? — ^At that 
time 10 or 15 persons, both males and females, were at the time there congregated, with 
whom, however, 1 had no acquaintance. 

Yourself, Ruggoonath, and others had gone to Hurree Bhugtee*8, and there mentioned 
the particulars regarding the boy ; at that time were the Mhajuns called and consulted ? — 
When we made this affair known in the first instance, 10 or 16 Banians were present, 
seated, who made me repeat to them the particulars of the affair about the boy, and when 
I went again a second time at Hurree Bugtee’s, the setteyas of the Mahajuns were sent for, 
who, when they came, made me repeat the above particulars to them, and upon my doing 
so the Mahajuns said, the caste of us Banians, a koolee’s son has been received, which 
is a very improper act,** &c., after which I was dismissed. 

When you had come on the first occasion, where did you put up at, and when you came 
a second time wjiepa? — The first time we had put up at the Chowree Dhurrumsalla, which 
place we used to come to Baroda, and on the second occasion we slept upon the bridge at 
night, and returned to our village the next day. 

On the two occasions of your coming to Baroda, did you get your supplies from any par- 
ticular Banian *8 shop? — No ; we brought from our homes our food. 

When the koolee informed you of the transaction regarding the giving away of his son, did 
you make the same known to the mamlutdar of your purgannah ? — This boy had not been 
sold, but given up for the purpose of securing a maintenance, therefore I did not report 
the circumstance. 

There is no difference in what is above stated. 


Dated Kartug Sood 3d, Sumvut 1904 (11 November 1847). 


Witnesses, 

(signed) 


(signed) JeeUing Jallumbhaee Bharreega, Thakore, in the handwriting 
of Hurree Gungadhur, Deponent x mark. 

Sepoy Deeveesing Buktaversing^ in his own handwriting. 

Jhassoos Annajee Khodajee, by Daveesingjee. 


Queition, You have above stated that 100 rupees was taken from Sett Hurree Bugtee 
and given to Koollee Ruggoonath, and that after the said koolee had received this money 
he caused an acquittance bond to be written out and given, and also that he returned the 
leckh, promising to pay him 200 rupees annually, therefore you are asked if this ieckh and 
acquittance bond be shown to you whether you would be able to recognize them?— Aiistner. 
l am uneducated, therefore if you read and explain the contents of these’papers to me, I 
will hear and make known. 

The leek promising to pay annually the sum of 200 rupees, and the ac^ttance bond 
given by Koollee Ruggoonath, have been read and explained to you. These you are 
required, having inspected and heard read, to state whether they be the same or otherwise? — 
The leek and acouittance bond read and explained to me I have seen and heard, and make 
known, that the leek promising to pay yearly the sum of 200 rupees which has ^en shown 
me, and which Koolee Ruggoonath returned at Hurree Bhugt^’s, is the same leek, and 
the acquittance bond passed by the said koolee, upon which he had traced the resem- 
blance of a sword, and I caused my signature to be written upon it by Tullatee Rungjee, is 
the same. 

There is no difference in what I have above deposed to; Kartug Sood 5th, Sumvut 1904 
(Id November 1847). 


Witnesses, 

(rigned) 


(signed) Thakore Jetaboy JaUumbhoee hk x mark. 


Vukeel Kandass Eikwurda$$* 

Vttkeel Ooturn 

. ttsaiNoii. Rwgoonath Koohm in his deposition states, t^t he had given his son up in 
^ hodie of Rhan^ iwi asked whether this Ri^mmiath’i wife had 

and whether had been diHverrf of a and wbetiier the above fimts 
to Hie wife ^ef Koilee Rimgeonalh, named 

^ 4 B ReUeeyati, 
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Rulleeyatb, when I used tp come to sit at the viJlagei chowree” at Meetapoor, I hmm seen 
pl^ and repass for the purpose of cairying water^&c., and she wbb enceinte, which I person^ 
ally witnessed, and of tier having given birth to a son, who after seven or eight days had 
died; I had been at the time communicated to me. 

You state that it had been communicated to you at 4ke time that Koolee Ruggoonath^s 
wife had b^n delivered of a son, who had subsequently died, and in your present deposition 
you have above depAied that Ruggoonath informed you that this son of his he bad gi^sn 
away at Baroda, and asked you to accompany him for the purpose of recovering the^sum of 
100 rupees which remained due to him ; on this account, therefore, did no doubt occur to 
prevent you from accompanying Ruggoonath to assist him to recover this money ? — Rug* 

f oonath had informed me of all the particulars regarding the giving away of his son at 
laroda, and he showed me the maintenance leek, still 1 entertained doubts, buttbis ftug- 
goonath took an oath, and got Koolee Gumman to bear witness, upon which it occurred to 
me that Ruggoonath had stated an untruth about the death of his son, and from love of 
gain he had given away his son, from which I believed what he said, and accompanied him 
to Baroda. 

There is no difference in what I have here deposed to. 


Bated as above. 
Witnessed as above. 


(signed) Jheethhaee Jallumbhaee, by Runjjee x mark. 


No. 8. 

Tbakslate of the Deposition of Thakoor Jeebhaee Hurreebhaee, of the Hindoo Religion ; 

Caste, Barreeya Kotlee ; Occupation, Chief ; aged about 30 years ; Inhabitant of the 

Village of Meetapoor Pungh Nuddeeyad, taken upon oath at the Qaickwai* Durbar on the 

Kartick Sood 4th, Sumvut 1904 (2 November 1847). , 

Question. Ruggoonath Koollee had intimated to you the particulars of his having given 
away his son at Baroda, and you accompanied him to Baroda, therefore if you had so 
accompanied him, you are called upon to state all the particulars of your having done so ? — 
Answer. About 10 or 11 months ago, one day myself, my brother Amersing, and Tallatee 
Rungjee, were seated at the village chara, and Ruggoonath Kollee came there and com- 
menced saying that he had given away his son to the daughter of Bhanabhaee J oeetabaee 
Settanee, residing at the Narsingjee^s Pole at Baroda, through the Ranneeya Kolleen 
Phoollee, and that he had in return received a lekh, promising to pay to him for life 
annually the sum of 200 rupees, and that they had promised to pay to him 200 rupees upon 
the delivery of the boy, but that they had only given him 100 rupees, and promised to give 
him the remainder after a time ; but that upon his going at the appointed time for the 100 
rupees, that they refused payment under the plea that the boy had died, and that under 
such plea they refused payment, and therefore requested that we should accompany him to 
Baroaa, and bring about an adjustment of his claims ; thus be spoke to us, in deep dejection ; 
whereupon the whole of us, together with the kollee, proceeded to the village of Jassapurra, 
of the Nuireeyad Purgh., where my elder brother, Jeetsingjee, resides. We went there 
to him, and informed him of all these particulars, when he said, WelL let us proceed to 
Baroda, and exert ourselves on the kollee’s behalf, and if we fail to get the parties to come 
to a settlement, we shall then bring the subject to the notice of the Sirkar.’* And after this, 
about two or three months, myself, Jeetsing, Tullatee Rungjee, Amersing, Kollee Rungoo- 
natb, and Kollee Gumman, together, proceeded at Baroda, and Kollee Ruggoonath pointed 
out to us the house of Bannabhaee, situated in the Nursingjee’s Pole, where we went, and 
called to Bhanabhaee, upon which a person came to one of the windows of the upper story, 
and asked us what business we had with Bannabhaee, we replied, Pay the money due m 
the boy who had been purchased from Kollee Ruggoonath, otherwise return the boy ;'' upon 
bearing this, without making any answer, he went away, and the females who were down 
stairs gave us no satisfactory answer, but went inside and closed the door upon us^ when I 
said, ** Since no one will given an answer I shall go complain at the Sett’s;” and having said 
so, the whole of us went to the house of Hurree Buettee, and sent word by the jpeofis 
stationed at the gate that we had a complaint to prefer, when one of their tDembers Mving 
gone upstairs, and obtained permission, returned and conveyed us upstairs, where we saw the 
^tt’s karbaree, and about SO or 22 other persons seated, to whom 1 amd that a kollee of 
our village, l^ggoonath’s son, through Kollee Phoollee, bad been purchased for the 
daughter of Bannabhaee Jooeetasettannee, and a leek passed by them to the said koUee,. 
promising to allow him annually the sum of 200 rupees tot life, and that they had paid him 
at the time 100 rupees, and promised after a certain space of time to pay him a furitier ium 
of lOp rupees,, but tbaVufter the lapse of the stipulated time, upon the said kollee making 
bis demand, that they refused payment, and consequently I requested that the karbaree 
would cause this balance to be paid, or the boy returned, otherwise that I would complain* 
When 1 thus said, the karbarree replied, ** Make no noise in this affair, and I will, after 
inquiry, if 1 ascertain your statement to be true, bring about an adjustment, and in the 
maaotiiiie go away, and come to me again after 20 or 22 days.” Thus be expliumd and 
said to mth whereupon we aU fatumed to Meetapoor and about 20 or 25 days aftapfmdi» 
my brother AmersiOgyee, TuUaiee Rongjee, Jeetsi^ee, and KoUee EugfMMtbi 
came again to Baroda, and had an interview wHli the said JkiMrbhareet at. 
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Bucttee’fi^and lie informed me that the boywas dead^consequentl^ the annuel stipend promised 
would tiot be paid, but desired me to receive the 100 rupees which remained due, and return 
the lOckh ; and having taken the above into our consiaeration, caused the 100 rupees to be 
given to kollee Ru|;gooDath, and got the said kollee lo return the leckh for the sf^nd of 
SOO rupees, and pass an acquittajise bond. This acquittance bond was written out by Tullatee 
Rungjee, and which myself, my brother. Ameersing and Jeetsing, Signed as attesting 
witnesses, and afterwards we returned to our respective homes ; tmis did the particulars 
tranaptre which I have deposed to. There is no difference in what i have above aeposed to, 

(signed) Thakoor Jeibhaee Hurreebhaee, 

Question. At the time you and others went to the house of Bannabhaee, situated in 
Kursingjee’s Pole, for the purpose of demanding the money for the boy, how maiiy persons 
were there assembled, and who were they ?—-dnwer. About 12 or 15 individuals, both 
males and females were there congregated, but I know not who they were. 

Yourself, Ruggoonath, and others had gone to Hurree Bbucttee’s and mentioned all the 
particulars about this boy ; on this occasion were the Mhajuns people sent for ? — ^When 1 
first mentioned the subj^t, 10 or 15 Banias were present, seated, who made Ruggoonath 
repeat to them the particr^s about the giving away of the boy ; and when we went a 
second time about the boy’s affairs, the setUcy, as of the Mhajuns, were sent for, and caused 
the story about the boy to be repeated in their presence, and after hearing which, the 
setteeyas commenced saying, ** In our Barfian’s caste has a koUee’s son b^n admitted, 
which is a very improper act thus were they saying when we were dismissed. 

You state above that from Sett Hurreebhucttee’s you caused 100 rupees lo be paid to Kollee 
Ruggoonath, and that the said kollee passed an acquittance bond, and returned the leckh 
which he had tor 200 rupees annually ; thus you have stated ; therefore you are shown this 
leckh and acquittance bond, and desired to inspect and inform us whether these be the 
same documents adverted to by you, or otherwise ?— Having seen the acquittance bond, I 
declare it lo be the self-same one which Kollee Ruggoonath got written out by Tullattee 
Run^ee ; and further, the second attesting witness is my signature, and in my handwriting ; 
and the stipend leckh for 200 rupees, which has been submitted for my inspection, I declare 
to be the same which Kollee Ruggoonath showed me at Meetapoor, and which he subse- 
quently delivered at Hurreebucttee’s. 

There is no difference in what I have above deposed to. 

Dated Kartick Sood 5 , St. 1904 (13 November 1847 ). 

Witnesses. (signed) Thakoor Jilbhaee Hurreebhaee. 

(signed) Seepoy Daviesuig Bucktawarsing. 

VuKeel Kandass Eshwurdass. 

Ootum Hurkjee. 

Question. Ruggoonath, in his deposition, states, that be gave up his son at Bannabhaee’s 
at Baroda ; therefore you are asked whether this Ruggoonath *s wife, being encAnte^ and 
subsequently delivered of a son, ever came to your knowledge? — Answer. The wife of 
Ruggoonath, named Rulleeath, 1 have seen pass to and fro for the purpose of transacting 
her domestic aftairs, upon occasions in which I used to go and sit in the Mettapoar village 
chowra^ and she appeared to be enceinte^ and it was also brought to my knowleoge that she 
had been delivered of a son ; and also 1 learnt that this dlild had died five or seven days 
after being brought forth. 

Vou state Uiat Ruggoonath’s wife being delivered of a son, and of the subsegment death 
of the boy had been communicated to you at the time, and at present you state tnat Koolee 
Ruggoonalh informed you that he had given bis son at Baroda, and oi the sum promised 
to him for this business 100 rupees still remained due, for the recovery of which be ai^&ed 
you to accompany him. Therefore, how is it that you placed faith upon whaV Ruggoonath 
had said, and aOcompanied him to Baroda ?— ^Ruggoonath Kollee showed me the stipend 
l^ckb obtained for having given up the boy ; then it is true that I entertained doubts ^ bnt 
upon the said Kollee Ruggoonath having taken his oatb, and got Kollee (Summon to bei^ 
witness, it occurred to me that the said kollee stated a falsehood abo^ the death of his 
eon, and from love o^ain gave the boy away ; therefore 1 placed faith in what Im said, and 
accompanied him to &Todsu 

There is no difference in what I have above deposed to. 

Dated us above. 

Icinesses. (signed) Thakoor 

(signed) Vukeei Kandlass JEshwurdass* 

Vukeei Ootum Burlffse. 
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No, 9. 

TEANSiiATioK of the Deposition of Rimgjee Bheckaboy; Religion, Hindoo; Caste, Dueei^ 
Kuddayita Banian; Occupation, Karbarree ; aged about 36 years; Inhabitant of Mahome* 
dabad, and at present residing in the village of Meet^or, of the Nerriad Purgunnah ; 
taken upon oath at the Guikwar Durbar, on the Kartick Sood 6, St. 1004 (13 November 
1847). 

Question, The particulars of the transaction regarding the giving away of his son at B^bdft^ 
the M eetapoor Kolie Ruggoonath would appear to have communicated to you, the thakoor,and 
others ; and further, it would appear that yourself, the ihakore, &c., accompanied the said 
kolie to Baroda ; therefore, if such be the case, you are called upon to state all that occurred 
truly? — Ansu'er. About the month cf Assoo, or Kartick, ot last year, myself, Thakore 
Amersing, and Jubhaee, were seated in the Meetapoor village chowra, at which place 
Kolie Rugnath Nuthoo came, and having called me aside, commenced saying, that his son, 
through the Ranneya Kolun Phoolee, he gave away at Baroda for Joiteebaee Settanee, the 
daughter of Bhanabhoy, residing at Shree Narsingjee’s Pole, and received a stipend leek 
for 200 ruf>ees annually to be paid to him, and that the time be gave his son up at 
Bhanabhoy, he received 100 rupees, and was promised another imndred at some future 
time; and that having called at the stipulated time for the recovery of this balance, they 
refused payment, and further, would give nim no direct answer, asserting that the child had 
O. deeds, &c.; thus did he give me the particulars of this transaction, and revested that I 
should intercede with the thakore, and induce him (Kolie Rugoonath) to go to karoda for the 
recovery of this amount ; and the kolee having spoken so very pitifully, I mentioned the 
whole particulars to Thakoor Amersing, when the thakore said, Come, let us go to 
Jussapoor, and acquaint my elder brother Jutsing of the same, and agreeable to the decision 
we may, after consulting him, come to, so shall we act;'* and after so saying. Ameersing, 
Jubhoy, myself, and Kolie Rugnath, went together to the village of Jessapoor, and informra 
the Thakore Jutsing of all the particulars regarding the affair of the said Rugoonath's 8on| 
whereupon Jeetsing replied, ** We will go to Baroda, and exeit ourselves in this business; 
afterwards, it depends with your luck and about three or four months afterwards, Thakoor 
Jiitsing, Amersing, Jubhoy, myself, Kolie Rugoonath, and Kolie Gummun all came to Baroda, 
and Kolie Rugoonath took us to Bhanabhoy's house situated inNursingjee’s Pole, and we called 
to Bhanabhoy, but he did not come out to us, but two females came out, to whom we said, 
** This Ruggoonath’s son has been delivered to you, and the money remaining due on this 
account, why do you not pay? liquidate the same, otherwise return to him his son;’^ 
but these females made no reply, but went inside and shut the door upon us, when we said, 
Since you gave us no answer, but secrete yourselves in the house, we will now go to the 
Shef s house and prefer our complaint and upon this saying also they made no reply, 
upon which the whole of us went to the house of Hurry Bhugtee, and s^^nt word by the 
peons at the gate that we had a complaint to make, upon which the peons went up gtaii*8, 
and, having ontained permission, returned and conducted us up stairs, where we saw the 
Sett's karbaree and about 10 or 16 other persons, seated ; they asked the thakore what 
did he wish to complain about, when the thakoor said that Kolie Rugoonath *s son, through 
Kollun Phoolee, had been given for Joitubaee Settanee at Bhanabhoy’s house, and had 
received in return a leek, promising to allow the said kolie for life a stipend of 200 rupees 
per annum, and that they gave the said Rugonath the sura of 100 rupees, and had promised 
after a time to give him Rugoonath another 100 rupees, and that at the appointed time, 
when the said Rugoonath had come for the purpose of this amount, Bhanabhoy spoko 
hastily to him, and said that the boy had died, therefore for what reason should he give 
him any money ? and that Kolie Rugoonath had acquainted him (the thakoor) with the 
above particulars, therefore he had accompanied the said kolie to Bhanabhoy's house, and 
that failing to get any direct reply, that he had come to him (the karbaree) and desired 
that the karbaree would get the amount remaining due paid or the child returned ; and 
that having thus spoken, the karbaree requested to be shown the leek passed by Bhanabhoy^ 
which the thakoor made over to him, and after the karbarry bad inspected the saine,vfae 
said, At present, go away, and make no noise about this affair ; I shall inquire mto 
this matter, and if found to be true, I will bring about an adjustment, therefore come 
to me again after 16 and 20 days;” and having thus satisfied and spoken to us, we 
returned to Mutapoor at this time at the Sett's house ; the said Kolie Knggoonatfa was 
called upon to depose to all the particulars regarding the affair about his son, and which 
was taken down in writing. We returned from our homes at the time appointed with 
Rugoonath and the thakoor, and went to Hurry Bhugtee's, when the karbaree informed 
us that the boy having died, the stipend annually would not be paid, but that the 100 
rupees which remained he would give, and that the leek held by Rugoonath should be 
returned. Upon this the thakoor having reflected, agreed to receive the 100 mpeesj upon 
which, from tne Sett's, 100 rupees was given to the said Rugoonath and received back fram 
Rugoonath the laid leek, as also an acquittance bond in the name of the said Rugoonath, 
which 1 wrote out, and Thakoore Amursing Jetsingjee, and Jubhoy, all these signed an 
S. 0. attesting witness, and this acquittance bond was given at the softer wniidi the 

thakoore and the whole of us returned to my village of MetapOor, and up to the present 
time thfie are the particulars winch 1 am acquainted with. ^ ' 

You 4ta when you first Vent with the thakore and others to the houee ef 

Rhaiuibboy, two females were there, therefore you are aslqBd whether vm saw 
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males also ? — At one of the up-stairs windows a man was standings to whom we commenced 
telling the transaction about Rugoonath’s son, and also inquired of him where Bhanabhoy 
was, to which he replied, ** What business have you with Bha^bhoy ?*’ and after saying so, 
he wetit away from the window. 

When yourself and others came t<| Bhanabhoy, were there any other persons present?— 
Outside of the house, including males and females, there were 10 or 15 persons congregated, 
but who they were I know not. » 

Wheiryourself and others had gone the first time to Hurry Bhugtee’s, and revealed the 
particulars about the affair about the boy, were the Mahjuns Settanies sent for and made 
acquainted with the above particulars ? — On the first occasion when we came to reveal this 
affair, 14 or 15 persons were present, to whom the afiair about the boy we were made to 
communicate; and upon the second occasion, the Mahjuns Settanees were sent for, to whom 
also Kolie Rugoonath was directed to relate the story, upon which the said Rugoonath 
repeated the whole of the particulars before the Mahajuns and Sitteeyas regarding me boy, 
upon which they commenced saying, In the caste of us Banians that a kolie’s son had 
been received is a very improper act,^’ &c., and we were dismissed. 

You state almve that '*at raruk Hurree Bhugtee's house, Rugoonath caused me to write 
an acquittance bond in his name, and returned the stipend leek for 200 rupees thus you 
have stated, therefore you are shown this leek and acquittance bond, and asked whether 
they be the same? — 1'he leek for 200 rupees which Kolie Rugoonath had returned, and the 
acquittance bond in Rugoonath’s name which I had written out with my own hands, these 
two original documents have been shown to me, which I have inspected, and recognise the 
leek as the very same, and the acquittance bond in my handwriting also as such. 

No difference exists in the above deposition. 


(signed) 


(signed) 

Hootum Hurhjee, 

Vakeel Khandass Eshwurdass. 


Sha Rungjee Bheekee, 


No. 10. 

Translate of the Deposition of Guinmon Mhowsing; Religion, Hindoo; Caste, Tulpdar 
Kollee; Occupation, Cultivator; aged about 35 years; Inhabitant of the village of Jasa- 
poor, Purgh. Nudeead ; taken upon oath at the Guicowar Durbar on the Kartick Sood 
3d, Sumvut 1904 (11 November 1847). 

Question. It should appear that you carried a basket, containing a boy, and accompanied 
Kollee Kuggoonath to Baroda; if this be the case you are required to state truly all the 

f articulars of the affair? — Answer. About a year and a half or two ago, the day and date 
do not recollect, but about the time of the year when the bajree crops are being gathered, 
one day I called at the house of Kollee Rugoonath, at Metupoor, when this Ruggoonath 
said to me, “ I have to take my son to Baroda, and if you will come with me you will get 
a couple of rupees; aifd having said so, he got me to take an oath, upon the river Mahee, 
that 1 would not discover tlie affair to any one ; and after he had got me to take the oath, 
about after midnight, the said Rugoonath put his son, who had been born about two or three 
days before, into a basket, which he made over to me, to carry, and which basket I carried, 
and both of us left; and about (a pore) nine o'clock the next night, we reached Baroda, 
and went to the house of a koolee of Bugoonath acquaintance, situated outside of the Cham- 
paneer Gate. The kollun requested us to be seated until her return from the city, which 
she {proceeded, and after being about two or three gurrees she returned, and desired that 
we should take the child and accompany her; upon which myself and Rugoonath, having 
the child with us, followed her through the Champaneer Gate to the house of a Banian, 
situated in Nursingjee’s Pole.” She made us sit in the outer room of the house, and she 
went into the house^ and when she returned to us she was accompanied with another 
female, who toc^ the basket with the boy, and returned into the house; and when ffiis 
female came ou^ a cnscond time she was accompanied with a male and another female, to 
Rugoonath. She gave a lekh and 100 rupees in cash, when Rugoonath remarked, Whiit 
is written in this lekh ? " when they answered, that the lekh contained a promise to pay to 
him annually the sum of 200 rupees, and for the faithful observance of which Shree Run- 
eborjee was placed between the parties, and after saying so, we were dismissed ; upon 
which my sell and Rugoonath left the same night, and went to Meetapoor ; and after ohr 
Arrival, the said Rugoonath gave me five rupees for my trouble in the matter, which having 
^receiv^, I returned to my own home ; after which, about two months, Rugoonath met, ana 
informed me that he had gone to Baroda for the purpose of getting the remaining rupees, 
hut that they did not give it him, but that they frightened and turned him out, and that 
they said that tlie boy bad died. Thus he "said to me ; after the lapfe of psai^days, 
Rugoonath might have informed the village thacoor of these particulars, rxpidn which Jfeetsing 
Jalhimbhaee^Xsieftmg Hurreebhaee, Jaetabhaee, Hurreebboy, Kugoonadi and myself came 
to Baroda, and the whole of us proceeded to the house of a Banian in Shree Nuratngjee's 
Pole, and the Banian was called tu, but he made np jsnswer whatever, but two females 
*Ame imt 4o,u% to tbecQor and utbtits tpoke, bdl^they al^ gave no direct answer, 

ml went inside, and closed the dfoor upon us ; upon which the thacoor said that 

going to oomplain, and having said so, the tbakoor and the wholO of us went to the 
560 . ^ 4 B 3 house 


S.O. 


S. O. 



S. 0. 


s. o. 


566 PAPERP ON THE-HEMOVAL OF COLONEE @U 3 :ilAM 

iioiiBe of Sett Hurreebugtee, and sent word by lbe peons and the gate that we bad a com 
plaint to prefer, upon which the peons went upstairs, and, having obtained rarmission 
returned, and conducted us upstairs, when the thacoor showed the lekh ” to nabasahib 
and informed him of all the particulars of this affair, upon which Babasahib said, ^^Mak< 
no noise about this affair, 1 shall inquire about it, and^f I find it to be true will bring about 
an adjustment of your demand ; go away to your houses for the present, and about 16 01 
20 days hence come to me again ; and having heard this, the thacoor and the ^]W||a of m 
returned to Metapoor; and about 15 or 20 days afterwards the whole of us comyfeain tc 
Baroda, and went to the house of Sett Hurree Bhugtee, where we were told tha£ the boj 
was dead, consequently, as promised in the “ lekh,’' the yearly stipend would not be giver 
to the kollee, and advised to return the ** lekh,” and receive the 100 rupees, which was due 
to the kollee; upon this the thacoor and others having consulted caused the iOO rupees tc 
be given to Rugoonath, and made the said kollee return the lekh,” and an acquittance 
bond written out in the name of Kugoonath by Mehta Rungjee, and attested by the thacoor, 
and was also given at Hurree Bhugtee’s, and after doing so the whole of us, including the 
thacoor, returned to Meetapoor. This is all that I know about the afiair. 

Are you in any ways related to Rugoonath ? — We are not related, but belonging to the 
same caste, and our helds are near to each other, therefore we are friends. 

You state that the child was put in a basket, which you carried, and accompanied 
Rugoonath to Baroda, and put up at the kollun’s, therefore you are called upon to state 
whether you asked the said Rugoonath for what purpose the boy was being conveyed tc 
Baroda? — The day on which Rugoonath spoke to me about the boy, he informed me that 
he had an acquaintance with one PJioolee, a kollun, and that this kollun had informed hinp 
that a boy being required for a great family that he should procure one, and that as , his 
wife had been delivered of a son, that he intended taking him to Baroda ; this did he say tc 
me, but he disclosed no names. 

What is the name of the kollun at whose place, through the friendship of Rugoonath, you 
had put up, when you accompanied Rugoonath to Baroda ? — Rugoonath was saying that 
this house was Phoolee’s, and that the female who requested us to be seated was Phoolee; 
from this I conclude that this kollun’s name is Phoolie. 

How far is Meetapoor from Baroda? — About 16 koss. 

A journey of 16 koss, how did you manage to bring the boy in a basket with his 
mother? — The mother of the boy did not accompany us, but on the road we fed the boy 
with goor water and brought him to Baroda. 

You state that when you had come to Baroda you went through the Champaneer Gate to 

Narsingjee’s Pole,” therefore, you are asked whether you were not interrogated by the 
guard at this gate? — Thousands of individuals were passing in and out of the gate; in the 
same manner we also passed, and no one questioned us. 

When you were corning with Ruggoonath with the boy in the basket, did anybody meet 
and question? — Many persons were going to and fro on the road, but nobody questioned 
us. 

Yourself, Ruggoonath, and Phoolie delivered the boy at a Banian’s house, situated at 

Nursingjee’s Pole what is the name of this Banian, and for what purpose was the boy 
delivered there? — Phoolie Kollum was saying that the wife of Bfchurbhaee, and daughter 
of Bannabhaee Joitabaee Settanee required the boy, therefore that the house was Bhanna- 
bhaee’s where we should deliver the boy, therefore was the boy then delivered. There is no 
difierence in the above deposition. 

(signed) Koolee Gummon Mhownng, by Moobjee 
Phoonjasha his x mark. 

Witness. 

(signed) Daveenng Bhuchtuwasing. 

Jhasoos Anajee Kodajee, by Daveesing. 


Question. On the occasi<m when the said Ruggoonath informed the thacoor of the 
village about the affair about bis son, did he take you to the thakoor to testify to nnyr 
thing?— -A usurer. Yes, upon the thakoor questioning Ruggoonath lie^took me to the 
thacoor, and the thacoor asked me about Rnggoonath’s son, when I informed him that I 
had assisted Ruggoonath in placing his son in a basket, which I carried and aocompanied 
Ri^goonath to Baroda, this much did I say. 

You state above, that before taking the boy to Baroda, Ruggoonath had caused you to 
take an oath, and Ruggoonath in his deposition states, that ^^after deUvering the boy at 
Baroda, when we had returned home, I, Gummon, swear by the Mahee River,” thiBPefore 

J ou are asked, which of you two have spoken the truth ?— Before the boy was taken, 
^wggoonath informed me and spoke to me about the oath, and after dekveriug the boy 
on pur return he administered the oath to me ; therefore, 1 i^y spoke about the oa& on 
one occasion. 


Dated Karticksood 6, Sumvut 1904 (13 November 1847). 

(signed) Kollee Oummon Mhoumng, by 


Witness. 

(signed) 


Vakeel Kandaes Eehomrdem* 
Vakeel Hootum Hnrlgee. 
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No. 11. 

TfiANStATE of the Deposition of Thacoor Atnersing Hurreebbaee; Religion, Hindoo; Castey 
Bharrayeea Kollee; Occupation, Chiefship ; aged abbut 50 years; Inhabitant of the 
Meetapoor village, Pur^nnah Nuddeeyad ; taken upon oath at the Guicowar Dorbar on 
the 4tn Kartick Sood, Sumvut 1904 (12 November 1847). 

It would appear that the Metapoor Kollee, Ruggoonath, had informed you oi 
tlii^terticulars relating to the going away of his son at Baroda, and that you had accom- 
panied the said Ruggoonath to Baroda, therefore you are required, if you had so accom- 
panied him, to state all the particulars of the Answer, In the month of Assoo on 

Kartick last year, one day Kollee Ruggoonath Nuttoo, when myself, my brother Jeebhaee 
Hurreebhaee and Tullattee Rungjee were seated, came to us and commenced saying, that 
lie had given for the daughter of one Bannabhaee, who resides at Nursingjee’s Pole at 
Baroda, his son, and that they had given him a leckh, promising to pay him for life the sum 
of 200 rupees annually, and that it had been agreed upon that he should recover 200 rupees 
in cash at the time of the delivery of the boy ; but that of this amount they had only given 
him 100 rupees, and had promised at some future time to pay him the remaining 100 rupees ; 
that he had at the stipulated time called for this amount; but they did not give it him, but 
that they said that the boy was dead, and further, that the boy was given by him through a 
Ranneeya Kolluii Phoolee, at present residing at Baroda, and that the whole of the above 
transaction was managed by the said Phoollee, and he requested me to accompany him to 
Baroda and get this matter adjusted, and having spoken to me in a very pitiful manner, the 
whole of us, together with the said kollee, proceeded to my elder brother Jeetsingjee 
Jallumsingjee at Jessapoora, and made acquainted with all the particulars of this affair, upon 
which he said, ‘‘ It is well, we will go to Baroda and exert ourselves on your behslf;” and 
about two or three months after saying so, myself, Jeetsing, Rungjee, Tullattee, Jeebhaee, 
Kollee Ruggoonath, and Kollee Gumnian proceeded to Baroda, and Kollee Ruggoonath 
pointed out to us the house of Bannabhaee situated in Nursingjee’s Pole,^' where we went and 
called to Bhannabhaee, when a person came to one of the windows situated on the upper 
story, and inquired what business we had with Bannabhaee, when we replied, that we had 
come to demand the money due for the purpose of Kollee Ruggoonath ’s son, which had 
better be paid, otherwise the boy should be returned ; to this the man made no reply, but 
left the window and went away, and the females who were on the ground floor, without 
giving us any direct answer went inside and closed the door upon us ; at this time we said, 
that since they gave us no answer we could go and complain at the Sett’s ; to this too they 
made no answer ; upon which the whole of us went to the house of Hurreebhugtee’s, and sent 
word by the sepoys at the gate, that we had a complaint to prefer ; the sepoys went upstairs, 
and having obtained permission, returned, and conducted us upstairs, where we saw the Sett’s 
karbarree and 15 or 20 other persons seated ; they inquired what we had come to complain 
about, when we said that, “ From one village the son of a kollee, through Kollum Phollee, had 
been given away to the daughter of Bannabhaee Joita Settanee; a leckh, promising to allow 
aimuully for life to the father of the boy 200 rupees, had been given to the said koUee, and a 
balance of 100 rupees which is due to the kollee they refuse giving him, therefore, either this 
amount for the boy hfe sliould cause to be given to the kollee, otherwise we will go and 
complain to the Sirkar,” Tims did we say, when the karbaree said, Make no noise about 
this afliiir, I shall make inquiries, and if I should find it to be true, 1 will bring about an 
adjustment; therefore, at present go away, and about 10 or 20 days hence come again.” 
Thus he explained, and said to us; upon which the whole of us returned to Meetapoor; and 
afterwards, within a month’s time, myself, Thacoor Jeetsing, Kollee Ruggoonath, and 
Tullattee Rangjee, and others come again to Baroda, and called at Sett Hurreebuck tee’s, 
and had an interview with the karbaree, who informed us that the child had died, therefore 
the stipend, according to the leckh, would not be paid to the kollee, but he was willing to 
pay the 100 rupees remaining due, provided the leckh be returned to him ; and upon his 
saying so, we consulted and caus^ the Kollee Ruggoonath to receive the 100 rupees, and 
the supend leckh which the said kollee possessed, we advised him to give to the karlmree, 
which he did,, and further, from the said Ruggoonath an acquittance bond was taken by 
the karbaree.^ This bond was written out by Rungjee, and attested by myself, Jeetsing 
and Jeebhaee, as attesting witnesses, and after this we returned home. Thus ihe above 
having transpired I have deposed to. 

When yourself and others called at the house of Bannabhaee to recover the balanoe, 
100 rupees, on account of the boy, who ware all there? — Including males and females col- 
leoled about the door, there was about 10 or 15 persons, but 1 know them not 
W^hen yourself and others had gone to the house of Hurree Bhugtee and revealed the 
particulars of afiair about the boy, were the Mahjuns Setteeyas sent for on that occa- 
sion?-— On the first occasion when we went there to reveal this aflair, there were 15 or 20 
Banians there seated, to whom the particulars of this af&ir we were called upon to relate, 
and when we had gone there a second time the Maheejuns Setteeyas were aent for there, 
and to them also were we made to relate the occurrence, and after heariiig which the 
Seti^yiis comtnei^ saying that to admit the son of a kollee into we Banian’s 
caste was a viry improper act, &c. ; and we were dismissed. 

Upon the occasion of your coming to Baroda, where did yon put up at, and at what 
place did you do so on the second occasion ? — We put tp at the C^nnee dhurhiinsuUa on 
the occasion, and used from thence to come into Baroda ; and oti the second occasion 

the bridge, and the next day we returned to Meetapoor. 

' 4 B 4 
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Oi) the two occasions when you had come to Baroda^ did you obtain your supplies frUui 
any particular Banian’s shop? — When we left our houses we brought our food with w#* 
therefore no necessity existed for purchasinf supplies here* , 

When Kollee Ruggoonath had disclosed to you the particulars about his son, did yoit 
report the circumstance to the mahmutdan of your purgunah? — ^The boy being given for a 
maintenance and not sold, I did not consider it necessary to report the affair. 

On the first occasion of your coming to Baroda about this affair, were your, and qthers 
of your numbers, depositions taken down in writing at Hurree Bhugtee’s ? — ^The deposnion 
alone of Koolee Ruggoonath, regarding his son, was taken down in writing on that 
occasion. 

You state above that from Sett Hurree Bhugtee’s lOO rupees had been given to Kollee 
Ruggoonath, and he in return got an acquittance bond written out, which he gave, together 
with the stipend leckh for 200 rupees annually ; thus have you stated ; therefore you are 
shown this leckh and acquittance bond, and required after having inspected them to declare 
whether they be the same documents adverted to by you above ? — The leckh for 200 rupees 
annually having inspected I declare to be the same one adverted to by me above, and the 

a uittance bond also having inspected I declare to be the same which Kollee Ruggoonath 
caused to be written out and which he delivered, and that the signature of the first 
attesting witness which bears is mine. 

There is no difference in what I have above deposed to. 

Dated Kartick Sood 4th (Friday), St. 1904 (12 November 1847). 

(signed) Thacoor Amersingee Huneebhaee. 

Witness* 

(signed) Vakeel Kandass Eshwardass^ 

Vukeel Hootum Hurkjee. 

Question, Kollee Ruggoonath states in his deposition that he gave his son at Banabhaee’8,at 
Baroda, therefore you are required to state whether it had come to your knowledge that Rug- 
goonath’s wife was enceinte^ and had been delivered of a son 'I— Answer. The wife of Kollee 
Ruggoonath, named Kullvat, was in the constant habit of passing and repassing the village 
chowra, for the purpose of fetching water and other domestic purposes, and upon such 
occasions 1 used to see her, and she appeared to me to be advanced in pregnancy, and that 
she had been delivered subsequently of a son I was told of, and seven or eight days after- 
wards I learnt that the boy brought forth by her had died. 

You state that the boy delivered of by Kuggoonath’s vrife having died, you at the time 
was informed of, and at present you state that Ruggoonath had told you that he had given 
his son away at Baroda, and that a sum was due to him on this account, and that he re- 
auested you to accompany him for the purpose of causing the same to be paid to him ; 
therefore upon what grounds did you accompany him to Baroda? — When this Ruggoonath 
related to me the affair of his son, and showed me the stipend leckh, 1 had my doubts, but 
upon his taking an oath and getting Kollee Goommon to bear testimony, these doubts were 
removed, and my impression was that Ruggoonath had, from love of gain, circulated a false 
report ateut the death of his son, and had given him away, and under this impression 1 
believed the koolee’s statement, and accompanied him to Baroda. 

There is no difference in what I have above deposed to. 

Dated Kartick Sood 6, St, 1904 (13 November 1847). 

Signed and witnessed as above. 


No. 12. 


Translatb of the Deposition of Lulloo Bhugwan ; Religion. Hindoo; CasteVayadaBannian ; 
aged about 50 years; Occupation, Servitude ; Inhabitant of Baroda, living in Ouddeeyalee 
Pole, and lately Goomastato Hurree Bucktee, formerly a Goomasta to Hurree Bucktee, 
and at present engaged as a Vakeel to Jorrajee Row Tankra ; taken at the Gaekwar 
Durbar on the doth Kartick Vud, Sumvut 1904 (7 December 1847). 


Question. Were you advanced money, and sent to the Sowlee Purgunnah upon some 
business by somebody, and if you were, state by whom, how long ago, and in what business 
you were sent, and what sum of money was advanced to you for going Bachur 

Samurs widow, Maha Luxameebaee, informed me that she had learnt that the younger 
Settannee’s son, Moteelall, had been procured fro A Meetapoor, and she desired me to go 
there and make inquiries, but in such a manner that the respectability of the family migni 
not be compromised or made public. I consented, and tue next day I left Baroda and 
went to Sowlee; my reason for going tq Sowlee is, that Meetapoor being under the British 
Sirkar’s jurisdiction I did not go there but remained at the Sowlee Nerigmoodar Laeebh^’s 
hmse^ and commenced making inquiries; ahd the Sowlee Barrote Purtant joeing my muiA 
I inijuired for him, but he having gone to some other village t did not meet hup tm tlp^ 
day in the Sowlee bazar, when informed the bhee that I had some businesB at thu 
Dpakoor, and asked him to accompat^ me there; he consented* 1 returned to 
boi^ after tvhich, the barrote and myself got into ^ cart , 

whilst in the road 1 informed the barrote of the story about the boy, knd tlesilw^ * ^ 
go to llaetapoor^ and make searching inquiries respiting the affair, and bhmedt|E 
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I di^spatched the Barrote to Meetapoor and proceeded alone to Bbakore^ where the Barrote, 
after naving remamed at Meetapoor for a day and a half, he joined me, and he informed me*, 
that whilst at Meetapoor he made inquiries, and hkd found that the boy belonged to a kollec 
of Meetapoor, named Ruggoonath. This he said, and the next day I returned to Sowlee, 
and having put up for the night at the mujmoodar’s Lallbhaee’s house, the next day arrived 
at Baroda, and acquainted Maha Luxameebaee with the above information* 

^ * (signed) Lulloo Bhuffwan. 

Witnesses. 

(signed) Pvrdcuee Daveesing Buckawursing. 

Thakoor Buzzasing Bullsittg, by Daveesing. 


Further Examination. 

Question. When you bad gone to Sowlee who were all with you, and what money had 
you advanced to you? — Amwer. My private sepahee Mahomed, I do not recollect his 
father’s name, but at present he is residing near the Thope Kanna ; the driver of my cart, 
named Kursun Patel, and myself, either persons, and for my expenses neither did the Baba 
or the Settannee advance any money to me ; I expended my own private money and supplies 
in the journey. 

You having put up at the house of Lallbhaee at Sowlee, did you inform him of the nature 
of the business which had brought you there ? — The Settannee had cautioned me against 
disclosing this affair to anybody, therefore I did not acquaint Lallbhaee of it. 

You state that you have been cautioned against disclosing this affair to anybody, then 
how was it that you spoke to Barrote Purtaub about it ? — Purtaub Barrote and myself were 
intimate friends, besides Purtaub was well acquainted with the people of that zillah, there- 
fore, without his assistance how was I to obtain information ? 

For what length of time had you been intimate with Bharrote Purtaub to induce you to 
have confidence in him and disclose this affair to him? — Purtaub Barrote is an inhabitant 
of Sowlee, and a constant visitor at the Nuvab Saheb, and I was employed formerly at Meer 
Mahsum Saheb’s, consequently we used to meet constantly, and thus became very intimate. 

Bhannabhaee in his deposition states, that Nafra expended his private funds, and under 
the plea of sending offerings to the ‘‘ Hootoddeya Mhadoe” he had sent you to Sowlee, &c., 
therefore you are required to explain this? — Baba never under the plea of Hooluddeeya 
Mhodoe gave me money and sent me to Sowlee, but the elder Settannee, and may have 
despatched me to Sowlee by the advice of Baba; this is known to them, but I went in con- 
sequence of the elder Settannee having sent me. 

When you dispatched Barrote Purtaub to Meetapoor, did you promise him any remune- 
ration i — I hud promised him no recompence, but owing to our friendship alone he had gone 
to make inquiries. 

(Signed and witnessed as above.) 


No. 13. 


Translation of a Deposition of Barrote Purtaub Diajee; Caste Hindoo; Religion, Bhat; 
Profession, Security ; aged about 35 years ; Inhabitant of the village of Sowlee, Pur- 
gannah Baroda; made at the Durbar on Maghsur Sood 1st, of St. 1904 (a. d. 26 
Sfovember 1848). 


Question. As you live in Baroda do you know Lulloo Bhugwan, and if so, have you any 
friendship with him ? — Answer. Yes ; 1 know him, and I have friendship with him. 

Did Lulloo Bhugwan meet you in Sowlee, and if so, when|; what did he tell you, and what 
had then happened ? — One day, about nine or ten months ago, the exact date is not recol- 
lected, Lulloo Bhugwan met me in the Sowlee Bazar, and said that be was inquiring for me 
for two or three days, and asked me where I was, to which I replied that I had been to some 
village ; be then invited me to his lodging, saying, that he had some business with me ; thus 
he took me to Mujmoodar Lallbhaee, where he had put up, and asked me to go with him to 
Dakore; I said I was ready and that he should send for me at (he lime of his departure ; after 
saying so, I returned home ; next morning, on being called, 1 prepared myself, went and stood 
on the road. As Lulloo came there in a garree, I sat in it, and then it was driven towards 
Dako]*e. After crossing the Urbye River, Lulloo said he would tell me one thing, provided 
I would not speak to anybody ; 10 which j replied, that he might say, I would not speak it 
to any one. He then said, that Mabluxmeebaee had sent him to inquire into the circum- 
stances of the boy who was said to have been procured by the younger Settanee of 
Bechurbaee from Meetapoor, and he was therefore going to Daicore, where he would put up 
at Hurree Bhugtee huvelee ” mansion, and desired me to go and make similar inquiry at 
Meetapoor, and at its neighbouring villages. Upon this I aiigh^d from the ^rt, and went 
to one of my acquaintances named Ratore Bhugwanjee Dolajec, in the village Oomba, 
Pergunnah Shosra, and as that man was of good character, and of Meetapoor experience, 
I tbfd him that a good man of my acquaintance came from Baroda to inquire into the 
part^ulars of the ^ boy whom the younger wife of Bechur»Samul of Bbugtee’s had 

procured frotn Meetapoor, and that he should therefore go to Meetapoor and ascertain the 
^ 1 Md no acquaintances at Meetapoor, as he had. Oti that night I remained 

At went towards Meetapoor on the following morning, and returned the 
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same evening, and said. that on inquiry he learnt from the peoj^e of the village that the boy 
was taken from Coolee Ruggoonath ; but as the amount speed to be paid on that accowt 
was not given, Ruggoonath represented^ the matter to tne thakore of the village. On 
obtaining the information, I went to Dakore, and communicated the same to Lmloo, in 
Hurree Shugtee’s huvalee. I and Lulloo afterwards left Dakore, and came to Sowlee in 
the evening ; on the following day Lulloo went to Baroda, and I remained in my house ; 
so much I know. 

Where did you become so much acquainted with Lullo, as he spoke to you on such a 
delicate matter ? — Lulloo Bhugwan was in Meer Mosum^s service ; the latter and the 
Nowab Sahib lived together in one house ; and as it was frequented by me in consequence of 
my purgunnah being under the Nowab Sahib’s tabeh, I very often met Lulloo there, and 
became acquainted with him. 

Bid you tell Lulloo that you had been to Meetapoor and instituted the inquiries there ?— 
I did not tell him that I had been to Meetapoor, but I informed him of my going to 
Oomba, and of my deputing Ratore Bhugwanjee, as an experienced man at Meetapoor, 
for the inquiry, and of all what the latter had communicated to me on his return from 
Meetapoor. 

Did Lulloo promise to pay you anything for the deputation? — No, he did not make 
any such promise; I went only in consequence of the great friendship existing between us; 
there is no difference in this, 

(Date and signature.) 

Witnesses, (signed) Vukeel Vulluhdass Nurseedass. 

Ummurchand Eshwardass, 

In addition to w'hat is above deposed, I represent that the Nawab Sahib, on hearing this, 
sent Jaburdust Khan to Sowlee, and imprisoned me there. On being asked the reason of 
his imprisoning me, he demanded the amount of remission which was granted to the patells 
of the villages of Vurrusda and Okullioo. As I was their security, to this I repliea, that 
how could I ask the patels for the money after the lapse of two or three years, and how 
would they hear me ? Juburdust Khan then asked me whether I knew any thing about 
Lulloo Bhugwan’s coming for the purpose of making inquiries regarding the boy of the 
younger wife of Bechurbhoye of Sett Hurry Bhugtee ; but as I was sworn and forbidden by 
Lulloo from exposing this fact, I did not tell the truth at the Nowab Sahib’s, who got ray 
statement written in Murratta, and forcibly took my signature to it without making it read 
over to me. To*day, as I am desired to state every thing on oath at the Durbar, I have 
asserted the whole truth ; there is no difference in it. 

(Date and signature.) 

Note. — Nos. 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, and 21, will be found in Appendix (F.) 


No. 22. 

Translate of the Deposition of Rulleyat, Woman, Wife of Kolic Ruggoonath Puthoo, 
dated Shravun Sood 10 and 14, St. 1906 (a, d. 17 and 20 August 1850); taken at the 
Durbar. 

Question. — Your deposition, which was taken on the 15th August 1850, before the 
residency, is read and explained to you ; and you are required to state whether it be the 
same as given in by you, and if so, whether it contains a true and faithful statement of the 
facts as they might have transpired ? — Attswer. I recognise the deposition read and ex- 
plained just now to me as the one given in by me at the residency. 

In the above deposition you have stated that My son grew up, and died when he had 
attained his 20th year, and besides, ray other two sons died immediately after being brought 
forth therefore you are required to state when your grown-up son died, and when you 
were accouched ot the other two, and the number of days they survived after being brought 
forth ? — ^The grown-up boy of 20 years of age died about seven years ago, two years afier 
which I was confined and gave birth to another son, who lived for three years, and after- 
wards died of small-pox ; and about 18 months or two years I was accouched of another 
son, who lived for a year, and afterwards was taken ill, and he also died. 

After the birth of your son, who died after attaining the age of 20 years, were you 
delivered of any other children during his lifetime, and if you were, state the time of their 
birth, and that of their deaih ? — During the lifetime of my grown-up son, who died after 
attaining the age of 20, I gave birth to and buried two daughters. 

Have you any sons alive at present ? — At present I have no sons alive, but have two 
daughters living, one aged about eight, and the other seven years. 

After the death of your grown-up son, you state that you were delivered of two sons, one 
of whom had died of small-pox, and the other of some disease of the neck ; therefore you 
are desired to state at what place they were born, and when they died ? — Both of them died 
at Meetapoor. 

From your deposition it would appear that you bad had seven children, therefore you are 
r^uired lb name them? — The first son, who died, was named Juggow^the others Ameer- 
sing and Bajee, and my daughters were named Amrut and Kun l^o; &ese arf thb 
of my children who have died, and the names of those who are alive are Lttckee^Mdl Jeeree^ 
What usage obtains amongst your caste regarding the ceremonies to ^ 
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the death of a child ? — Parties of otdr caate» ^ho have the means after the death of a child, 
feast the caste^ and observe other ceremonies, but such as do not possess the means^ omit 
doing so ,* but it is usual in either cases to perform public lamentations, Ac. 

You state that you lost five children, therefore you are asAed whether you ei^pended 
any money on account of any of their funeral ceremonies ?— -When Juggoo died, son died ; 
I expended money and feaet^ the caste with food prepared of mug ” and rice ; when 
howeyer the others died, I expended nothing. 

When an accouchement takes place amongst your people are you put to any extra 
expense ?~Tho6e who have the means expend money in procuring certain condiments and 
inmsions to use upon the occasion ; but those who have not the means do not even get 
dhodee badjee to eat. 

When you were confined of the above children, did you use the condiments and infusions 
adverted to by you? — When delivered of my first-born, I eat three-fourths of a seer of 

f bee, on the second occasion one-half a seer, and on the third occasion a quarter seer; 
ut on the subsequent occasions I eat nothing else but my usual food. 

Being concerned in acting the part of Joitabaee Settanee's son’s spurious mother, were 
you rewarded for doing so ? — I was at the time sick, therefore I know not, but my hus- 
band must be cognizant of it ; but he never mentioned it to me. 

In your deposition before the Resident you have stated that you had accompanied your 
husband and others to Baroda for the purpose of testifying that this boy was spurious, and 
had put up at Hurree Bhugtee’s garden, out at present you state being sick at the time, 
know not, &c., therefore you are requiied to explain this discrepancy between your present 
and former statements? — When my husband and others had come to Baroda to .receive the 
spurious child, 1 also accompanied them to Baroda; after which, however, I became sick, 
and remained so for three months. 

After you had returned from Baroda, where yourself and husband had personified the 
spurious parents of the child, did you not question your husband as to the amount of 
remuneration he received for this business; and did your husband inform you that he had 
received or was promised such an amount for personifying the spurious parents to the 
boy ?— I did not question my husband as to the amount of remuneration, neither did he 
inmrm me. 

(signed) Haleea, the Wife of Ruggoonath, in the handwriting. 
Shrawur Sood 10, St. 1906 (17 August 1860). 

Examination resumed. 

Question* In your recent deposition before the residency you state, that yourself and 
others who had come to personify the spurious parents of the son of Joitabaee Settannee’s 
had come and put up in the garden at Baroda, and where the last day of your stay there, 
Lulloo and Baba had come, and in the presence of yourself and Thukoor Ambursing and 
others, who are there seated, said that they had brought with them a false leek,’’ 
which they had made out, certifying that the boy had been purchased from Kolie Rugger- 
nath for 200 rupees, which they said should the next day be taken, and the amount therein 
mentioned collected, and the parties scandalized, &c., and that they left this leek and w^ent 
away ; but Baba Nafra being examined on ‘the subject, he declares that he never came to 
the garden with any such leek, and that he never met your husband and the other parties 
before he saw them at the firm, where they had called to present the leek ; therefore you 
are called upon to explain this difference ? — Answer. Two days belore we had gone to 
recover the amount mentioned in the leek at Joiteebaee Settanee’s father s house. Baba 
Nafra had come to us in the garden sown with sugar-cane, where we had put up, and 
remained with us in the garden for about two ghurrees (three-quarters of an hour), and I saw 
him engaged in conversation with one Thakoor Daveesing ; at this time I was seated at a 
distance, from whence 1 saw them, but did not hear what conversation transpired between 
them. 

Did you witness with your own eyes the Baba deliver the leek ? — No ; but if it were 
given to my husband, who knows? 

Formerly in St. 1904 (1847-48), did you in this matter give in a deposition before the 
residency ? — No ; excepting the deposition recently given by us before the Resident, we had 
given no deposition previously. 

Signed as above. 

Bated Shrawur Sood 14lh, St 1906 
(a X). 20 August 1850). 


No. 23. 

TaAKSLATiON of a Deposition made by Baria Umeersing Hurree Bhaee Potel, l%akore 
of the village of Meetapoor, Purgunna Neriad, on Shrawun Sood 9th, Sumvut 1906 
<Fiiiday^ 16 August 1850), at the Durbar. 

Question. St atx which of your two statements, one made atthe £iurbar on Kartick Sood 
519^ 1^^ 1904 (13 November 1847), and the other at the residency on the 14th 

I860, in case bf ihe son of Joite Setannee, widow of the late Betchur Samul, now 
ybu, is coitect?---Jl>mwrf. In the deposition made at the Durbar I stated every- 
560, 4c 2 thing 
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thing as I was persuaded by Baba Nafi a and Liilloo Bhugwan ; but at the residency I have 
asserted the whole truth. 

In answer to the first question at the residency, you admit that Lulloo Bhugwan and 
Joojuf Jemadar, desired you in the first instancfe to find out the parents of Joite Settannee'g 
boy, state whether you had any previous acquaintance with these persons, and if so, how 
did you become acquainted with them ? — I have been acquainted with Joojuf Jemedar, 

Did the Jemedar speak to you anything regarding the boy before, or only when he came 
with Lulloo ? — Jemedar Joojuf first came to my village, and told me, that it I could procure 
fictitious parents for a Banian boy, he would bring me a Bania ; to which I answered, thUt 
I might do it if there was any advantage to me. fie afterwards came with Lulloo, and as the 
latter promised to pay me something, and assured me that no blame would come on me, I 
got up llugnath. 

Did the Jemedar and Lulloo tell you in the first instance, at your village, that they would 
give you so many rupees? — No, not at my village, but at Baroda. ^ 

After your coming to Baroda, who did enter into the agreement, and what was the amount 
agreed on ? — Baba Nafra came to me personally, and promised to give the following sums if 
we told the lie : 

To Rugnath ------- - 200 

„ Me 100 

„ Jitbhaee- ------- loo 

Was there anybody present when Baba made this agreement? — No ; Baba was alone. 

In the deposition you made at the residency, you stated that Baba and Lulloo came to 
you, and said that Banabhaee passed an agreement to Rugnath, promising to pay him 200 
rupees every year on account of the boy Rugnath gave to Joiti Settanee, state wliether the 
agreement in question was drawn up by Baba prior to the presentation, or was it written in 
your presence / — It was not given in iny presence, nor have I seen ii; I was sitting down- 
stairs, and heard it said that a writing was passed. 

Who did say that the writing was passed ? — My people said so when they came down- 
stairs. 

Did Rugnath or anybody else show you that writing after it was given ? — Nobody showed 
it to me, nor have I seen it. 

Shrawun Sood 13th, Sumvut 1900 (20 August, 1850, Tuesday). 

You state that Baba desired you to procure false parents of Joiti Settanee’s boy ; whereas 
Baba states in your presence, that you and others w^ent to Hurreebhugtee’s shop, gave the 
written document regarding the boy, and spoke there before many people, that Bhannabheee 
took your boy, but did not pay you the money according to the agreement ; that he took the 
writing from you, paid some money for it to you, and that he never met you before, nor did 
he tell you to procure the false parents : state how is tliis? — Lulloo told me at my village to 
procure false parents, and after my coming to Barcda, he was always coming and speaking 
to me on the subject, and supplied me with provisions, &c. Baba only once came to me in a 
garden, in which I had put uf) at Baroda, and said that I should go to the Howellee when- 
ever Lulloo might desire ; since everything was thus spoken with Lulloo, what is good of 
asking Baba about it again? 

In what garden did you put up at Baroda? — In a garden outside the town, hut I do not 
know to whom does it belong, and on what direction is it, it being a story of many days ; I 
do not even recollect the way lo it. 

State whether the building situated in the garden in which you had put up has an upper 
story or not ? — I do not recollect that. 

You state that you were down stairs when the writing was given, and that Baba came to 
you and promised to give the money, but since you do not recollect whether the building of 
the garden has upper story or not, how could you remember that you were down stairs when 
the writing was given ? — Send for Rungildass and he will give the answer. 

Since you desire to call upon Rungildass to answer this question, state whether the above 
answers have been made of your own knowledge, or as tutored by Runjee ? — I have stated all 
what I recollected ; and I refer to Runjee only for those informations which I do not remem- 
her, being in a distracted state of mind since the demise of my eldest son. 

By Baba Nafra. 

Quettion, Did you make any statements at the residency prior to those made at the 
Durbar, in Sumvut 1904 ? — Ansice?', About three years ago, when I made the deposition at 
the Durbar, my statement was also taken at the residency. 

In the deposition you made about three years ago at the residency, before the Sahib 
Bahdoor, did you state the ‘truth? — No I then alleged everything false, as I did at the 
Durbar. 

You say that in your subsequent statement at the residency, you, being a Company 
Sirkar's subject, stated nothing but truth, whereas you admit that the statement you pre- 
viously made at the same place was false ; state what was the object of your giving such an 
untrue statement on the first occasion, after being a British subject ?— The first statement 
was not made before the Sahib Bahdoor, but before a carcoon in toe office, so everything was 
then said as Lulloo desired me. 

(signed) Bateea Amtvrmg iSTarry^^. 

:f ' 

Nds 24. 
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No. 24. 

TKANStiLTfi of the Deposition of Runcjee Bheeka/ Inhabitant of Meetapoora, of the 

Nudde^d Pergunnah, dated Shrawun Sood Idth^ Summt 1900 (20 August 1850); taken 

at the Durbar. 

Question. The widow of Parick Bechurbhaee Sammul, Joitabaee Settanee having com- 
plained about the abduction of her son, in that case your deposition was taken formerly 
on Kartick Sood 5th, Sumvut 1904 (13 November 1847), at the Durbar, and in the same 
<*a8e a further deposition was taken from you at the Residency recently on the 14th August 
1850. These two depositions are read and explained to you, and you are requested to 
state which of the two contains a true statement of the facts which transpired ? — Answer. 
In the first instance, when I deposed at the Durbar, you are well aware that terror prevailed, 
but the deposition recently given by me at the residency contains the truth. 

You state that considerable terror prevailed, when formerly you had given your depo- 
sition before this Durbar, therefore you are r^uested to state whether such terror emanated 
from the Sirkars, Kamdars, or how ?-~The Grovernment Kamdars held out no terrors, but 
Baba Nafra and Lulloo Bhugwan had directed me to depose according to what they 
tutored me to do, and fear not the Sircar ; therefore I deposed as I had been tutored to do by 
those parties. 

In your deposition before the Resident, you state that* the leek in the name of Bhanabhaee, 
Baba wrote out and brought and gave, which Ruggoonath received, therefore you are 
required to name the parties who were present when this leek was given and received ? — 
My Thakoor Amersing Jheetbaee, Jheebbaee, Rugoonath, his wifeGooraan, and a Goosuin, 
who is now dead were present when the leek was given ; I was at the time asleep, Ruggoo- 
nath and the others came to me and said Baba and Lulloo Bhugwan had come and given 
the ^Meck.” 

Did you see this same leek only at that time, or for 10 or 15 days before wdth Ruggoo- 
nath ? — The leek was at that time shown to me. 

How many years have you been living with Amersing Thakoor? — From Assad or Jaist, 
•Sumvut 1902 (June or May 1846). 

Did any acquaintance previously obtain’*^ between either yourself or your thakoor and 
Lulloo Bhugwan? — No, Sir. 

How and from what time did you become acquainted with Lulloo Bhugwan? — I had 
come to Baroda, and put up at Veneram’s wadda, and which time I became acquainted 
with Lulloo Bhugwan. 

Who had brought you to Veneram’s wadda, and what was the cause of your coming? — 
Lulloo Bhugwan had come for us at my village of Meethapora, and when my thakoor and 
Amersing, ic., were coming to Baroda, they asked me to accompany them as I was their 
karbaree, consequently I came. 

When Lulloo Bhugwan had come to Meetapoor, and commenced arranging about getting 
up false evidence, were their arningements conducted through you, or were you in any way 
acquainted with the affairs ? — When these arrangements were being made at Meetapoor, 
I was sick, consequently ignorant of what had then transpired. 

In your deposition at the residency you have stated that you had come with certain 
sepahees in Lulloo Bhugwan’s cart from Meetapoor, and in your present deposition you 
state that you became acquainted with Lulloo Bhugwan at Veneeram’s wadda, tlierefore how 
do you explain the above discrepancy? — When 1 had accompanied him from Meetapoor, I 
was not acquainted with his name, but after our arrival at Baroda, he informed me that his 
name was Lulloo Bhugwan, and that he was goomasta to Hurree Bhugtee ; from this I 
mentioned his name in my deposition. 

How far is Meetapoor from Baroda ? — Sixteen koss. 

Since you accompanied Lulloo Bhugwan in the same cart from Meetapoor, by what 
name did you address him whilst conversing with him en route 1 — I addressed him by the 
appellation of Settjee. 

You state above that Ruggoonath had shown to you the leek at the time, therefore you 
are required to state what the leek contained? — It was mentioned in the note that the 
child was given for a maintenance, which was fixed in it at 200 rupees, to be paid to 
Ruggoonath annually. 

Will you be able at present to recognise the handwriting of the leek which was then 
shown to you ? — After inspecting the leek, I will declare the truth. 

Dated Shrawun Sood, Sumwut 1906 (16 August 1850). 

. (signed) Shaw Rungjee Bheekabhaee. 

(In his own handwriting.) 

\^Que$tion. You have stated above, that when in Sumwut 1903 (or a.d. 1846-47), whilst 
putting up in the garden, Babadelivered a leek on account of this child for 200 rupees, and 
which leek Ruggoonath submitted for your perusal, and at present Baba being confronted 
with you, denies having ever come to you in the gaixlen, or given any leek; therefore, how 
do you explain this? — Answer. When I was at the garden, Baba came there once and 
Jfemaiwd for twq gurrees, and I saw him with my own eyes. 

4 C 3 Ex&inod 


^ S. a 
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Examined by Baba Nafra. 

QuesHun. Regarding this boy, when in Sum wnt 1904 (a.d. 1847-48), you gave in your 
deposition before the Durbar, were you also examined and made to depose before the 
Residency also Answer. Excepting the deposition recently given by me before the Resident, 
neither myself or any of my companions were ever before examined, or made to depose 
before the Resident. 

Dated Shrawun Sood 18th, Sumwut 1906 (20 August 1850), 

I furtlier beg to declare that I had come to Baroda, formerly about three years ago, and 
I petitioned the Resident for permission to return to my home, but on that occasion no 
deposition^ taken from any of us. 

(Dated and signed as above.)] 


No. 25. 

Translate of a Deposition of Gooman Mhowsing, inhabitant of Jussapoora, Pergunnah 

Nuddeyad ; taken at the Durbar, on Shrawun Sood lOth and 18th, Sumwut 1906 (a.d. 

17 and 20 August 1860). 

Question. The widow of Parrick Bechur Samui, Joitabaee Settanee, having preferred a 
complaint regarding the abduction of her son, in that case your deposition was formerly on 
Kartuck Sood 6th, Sumwut 1904 (a.d. 13 November 1847), taken at the Durbar; and 
recently in the same case a further deposition was taken from you before the Resident, on 
the 14tn August 1850. The above depositions are read and explained to you at present, 
and you are required to certify which of them contains a true and faithful statement of 
the facts? — Answer. The one recently given in by me before the residency contains the 
truth. 

In the deposition given by you, before the Resident, you depose that a sum of money 
was given to Rug^onath, therefore you are required to certify by whom this money 
had been given to Ruggoonath, who were all present at the time, what amount and when 
was it given to him ? — No money was given to Ruggoonath. I was left down stairs and 
Ruggoonath was taken up stairs, at Hurree Bucktee^s shop, where the money might have 
been given to him. 

By whom and at what place was money given to you? — My Thakoor Amersing, of 
Meetapoor, gave me the money at Baroda. 

(signed) Puggjee Goomen Mhowsing. 

(In the handwriting of Rungjee Bheeka.) 

Dated Shrawun Sood, 10 Sumwut 1906 (17 August 1850), 

Examination resumed. 

Question. Having procured spurious parents for this boy, you accompanied Ruggoonath 
and others, in Sumwut 1903 (1846-47), to Baroda, and had put up at the garden, at 
which place Baba came and delivered the leek you mention in your deposition before the 
Resident, but at present when Baba was confronted wit!) you, be states that he had never 
come to the garden, nor had an interview, or delivered the leek to your party, therefore you 
are required to explain this discrepancy? — Answer. When Baba had come to the garden 
I did not see him. 


Cross-examined by Baba Nafra. 

Question. At the time when you gave in your deposition in Sumwut 1904 (a.b. 1848), at 
the Durbar, regarding this boy, did you not also give in a deposition before the Resident, 
and if you did what was the nature of such deposition? — Answer. No ; I did not give in % 
deposition at that time before the Resident. 

Dated Shrawun Sood 13th, Sumwut 1906 (a.d. 20 August 1850). 

Examination resumed. 

Question. Upon the occasion when Baba had come to the garden, had you any conversa- 
tion with him, or did you hear him conversing with any of your colleagues, and did you 
with your own eyes see him deliver the leek, and if you did see him deliver the leek, name 
the party to whom it had been delivered ? — Answer. When Baba had come to the garden, 
I saw him with my own eyes, he did not however converse with me, but the conversation 
which he had with the rest was not in my hearing, and I did not witness to whom the Baba 
delivered the leek in the garden. 

Dated as above. 


Having recalled to my recollection the circumstances, I beg to state that the leek 
residing the boy Baba had been delivered in the gardem 
Qups^n. You state that Baba had delivered the leek in the garden, therefore yini are 
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required to state to whom was the leek delivered ? — Amwer* Baba delivered the leek in the 
garden to Ruggoonath^ and the next day Ruggoonath returned the same leek to Baba at 
the bavilee. 

(Bated and signed as above*) 

lidte , — The two signatures of the deponent appear to be forged. 


No. 26. 

Tbaksiatb of the Deposition of Bbarreeya Jheetsing Shallum jee; Inhabitant of the village 

of Jussapoora, Purgunnah Nuddeyad ; dated Shrawun Sood 10 and 13, Sumvut 1906 

(17 and 20 August 1850), before the Durbar. 

Question, The widow of Bachurbhaee Sammuldass, Joitabaee Settanee having preferred 
a complaint about the abduction of her son, your deposition had been taken before the 
Guicowar Sirkar on the 5th Kartug Sood, Sumvut 1904 (13 November 1847), and sub- 
sequently, before the Resident in the same case, your deposition was taken on the 14lh August 
1860. These depositions are read and explained to you, and you are required to state in 
which of them you have made a true and faithful statement of the facts as they transpired ? 

— Answer, In the first instance, agreeably to the tutoring of Baba and Lulloo Bhugwan, 

I gave in my first d^osition before the Guicowar Sirkar, but the deposition recently given 
in by me before the Resident contains a true and faithful statement of the facts as they 
transpired. 

In the deposition given in by you recently before the Resident, you state that the kek 
given in by Baba you took and went to Bhanabhaee's house, therefore you are requested to 
state who showed you the house of Joiteebaee's father, Bhanabhaee ? — Lulloo Bhaee's son, 
whose name I do not recollect, was seated at the Guddeyalee^s Pole, from whichiplace be 
accompanied, and from a distance pointed out to me the house of Bhanabhaee, where 
1 went. 

From what place did you come to Guddeeyalee Pole, and who informed you that the 
person seated at the Guddeeyalee Pole was the son of Lulloo Bhugwan ? — ^At the time the 
leek was given to me Baba, Lulloo Bhugwan, and Lulloo Bhugwan’s son, had come 
together, and Baba and Lulloo directed me to come to the place in Guddeeyalee Pole, 
where 1 saw the boy seated, and that from thence the boy would accompany, and from 
a distance point out the house to me ; thus was it arranged ; and 1 am m the habit of 
constantly frequenting Baroda, consequently I knew very well where Guddeeyalee Pole is 
situated, and Lulloo’s son use'*^ to accompany his father to where I had put up in the * 8, 0. 
garden, and I was well acquainted with him. 

You have stated in your deposition before the Resident that Lulloo Bhugwan had come 
to Meetapoor to procure spurious parents for the son of Joiteebaee Settanee ; therefore you 
are required to state whether this Lulloo Bhugwan was an old acquaintance of yours, or if 
any other person had made you acquainted with him on that occasion, and how was your 
introduction with Lulloo efi’ected ? — I had no acquaintance before with Lulloo Bhugwan, 
but with the Sowlee Jemedar Joosupt 1 was upou visiting terms, and this Joosupt Jemedar 
and Lulloo Bhugwan had come to my village, and made arrangements with my brother 
Amersing, and his Karbaree Rungjee, and in consequence of Amersing and Rungjee 
having called me, I went there and participated with Lulloo Bhugwan and the rest in 
concocting a scheme to make the boy out as superious.t f S, 0 . 

How far from your house is that of the spurious father decided upon for the boy, Rug- 
goonath, situated, and were you aware that this Ruggoonath had a son oorn to him, and had 
died ? — I live at a different village from that of Ruggoonath, and between our respective 
villages three or four fields intervene. I was not aware of Ruggoonath having had a son 
born to him ; but in the event of my of Ruggoonath's children dying I would have to go 
and mourn with him, consequently I am sure wat one of his children had died. 

Dated Shrawun Sood 10 th St. 1906 (Saturday, 17 August 1850). 

The above deposition was taken down word for word as deposed to by Jheetsing, aixl 
afterwards twice read over and explained to him, and on both occasions he declared that 
it contained the truth, but at the time of its being signed he heard aj read a third time j l S. 0. 

and when he again admitted it'| accuracy, Run^ec said to Jheetsing, “ At the time when ^ O. 

these engagements were being made I was sent for; this you have deposed, therefore state 
when I had sent for you Joosupt Jemedar had come to call you;’’ to this Jeetsing replied, 

“ Joosupt Jemadar had come to my house to call me, and I accompanied him to the house 
of Amersing at Meetapoor therefore this correction has been introduced. 

(signed) Blianeeya Jheetsing Sallumbhaee. 

(In the handwriting of Rungjee Bhica.) 

Examination resumed. 

Question, FormarW in the year (1846Hi7), wbeii had come regarding 

this to Lulloo Bhugwan, smd Lulloo Bhugwane son, had come to you 

to you the leclL^ and it had been arranged that LuBoo^s son 

§66. 404 would 
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would be seated at Guddeeyalee Pole for tba purpose of pointing out the house of Bhana-* 
bhaee, where you were to proceed to and cause an exposure; thug you have stated^ but 
Baba^ upon being confronted with you, declares that he did not go to the garden, neither 
was the leek given to you by these pereons ; thjg you are required to explain ? — Answer^ 
Lulloobhaee and Baba both came to me in the garden and delivered to me the leek, [but 
if they now deny having done so, what is it^ Id be done ? 

Cross-examined by Baba Nafra. " 

Question. Formerly in Sumvut 1904 (1847-48), you gave in your deposition before the 
Durbar, therefore you are asked whether at that time you also had given in a deposition at 
the residency, and if you did so, what was the nature of it ? — Answer. About tnree yeara 
ago I gave in a deposition regarding this boy before the Durbar, but I gave in no deposition 
at the residency, and neither myself or any of my colleagues were called upon to do so at 
that time at the residency. 

Dated Shrawun Sood 13th, Sumvut 1906 (20 August 1850). 

(signed) Jheetbhaee Shallumbhaee. 

In the handwriting of Rungjee.] 


No. 27. 


Translate of the Deposition of Barrieya Jheebhaee Hurreebhaee; Inhabitant qf Meeta- 
poor, Pergunnah Nuriiad ; taken at the Durbar on the 10th Shrawun Sood, Sumvut 1906 
(A.n. 17 August 1860). 


mg pre- 
case was 
Durbar, 

and recently in the same case a further deposition was taken from you before the Resident 
on the I4th August 1850. Both these depositions are read and explained to you at present, 
and you are required to certify which of them contains a true and faithful statement of the 
facts? — Answer. The deposition given by me recently before the residency contains the 
truth. 

You had come with Ruggoonath when he had come to personify the spurious parents 
of this boy, and on that occasion you received some money, this you have stated in your 
deposition at the residency, therefore you are required to state whether this money was^ 
given to you all at one and the same, or at different times, and as Ruggoonath’s wife was 
present did she witness when the money was given to you all? — I received my share of 
tlie money from my I'hakoor Amersing, after I had returned to Meetapoor, but 1 do not 
know whether the thakoor took Ruggoonath’s share also with him, or whether Ruggoonath 
received his share separately. 

Dated Shrawun Sood 10th, St. 1906 (17 August 1850). 


Question. The widow of Paruck Bechurbhaee Samul, Joitabaee Settanee, hav 
ferred a complaint regarding the abduction of her son, your deposition in the above 
formerly on Kartick Sood 5th, Sumvut 1904 (13th November 1847), taken at the 


(signed) Barrieya Jherhhaee Hurreebhaee. 

(In his own handwriting.) 


Examination resumed. 

Question. State when you had formerly, in Sumvut 1903, accompanied Ruggoonath and 
others, regarding this boy’s affair, to Baroda, where you had put up, and whether Baba had 
come 10 where you had put up, and if he did so, state all that then transpired? — Answer. 
Three years ago, having got up spurious parents for the boy, we had come to Baroda, and 
put up in the garden [where Baba came once with Lulloo Bhugwan, I saw the Baba ou, 
this occasion, but bad no conversation with him. 


Cross-examined by Baba Nafra. 

Question. In Sumwut 1904, you deposed at the Durbar, regarding this boy, and you are 
required to state whether at that time you had not likewise given in a deposition in the same 
case before the residency ? — Answer. No, I did not on that occasion give any deposition 
at the residency, but in consequence of having been detained here in this case for a length of 
time, 1 lately petitioned the Resident for permission to return to Metapoor. 

Dated Shrawun Sood 13th, St. 1906 (a. d. 20 August 1850), 

(Signed as above).] 


No. 28. 

TjtAffSLAXS of the Deposition of Lulloo Bbugwundaas, Inhabitant of Baroda, taken at the 
dated Shrawun Sood 11 and 13, Sumwut 190| (IS and 20 August 1850). ^ 

ChmilfoM. Ok Kartig Vud 30, 1964 (7 December 1847), you bad Ibrmerlf 

your deposition at the Durbar, in the case of the abduction of the soUxtf 

the* 



577 


THtl J5FFICE OF AT BARdljA. 

the widow of Paruk Bechefbhaec Samiddaei, attd i^cen at the Residency, in the same 
case on the 5th July 1860, you gave in a further deposition, both of which depositions are 
read and explained to you, and you am^required to declare which of these two depositions 
contain a true and faithful statement of the facts?— The deposition given at the 
Durbar by me was in accordance with the tutoring^of Baba Nafra, and did not contain the 
truth; the deposition, however, given recently by me at the Residency contains the truth. 

Did you receive and expend any money from the firm of Hurree Bugtee, for the purpose 
of procuring spurious parents for Joitabaee Settanee’s son. and what was the end in view 
foi; procuring these supposititious parents /—Joitabaee Settanee, in Sumvut 1903 (1846-7), 
had it in contemplation to incarcerate and cause Baba Nafra to render in the accounts of 
the firm, and for this purpose she arranged with Koondabaee Bhya Sahib, belonging to the 
Sirkar, to bring it about This the late Maharaj had communicated to Baba, therefore in 
the M aha month of the above year, the day and date I do not recollect, but one night 
Baba sent for me to his house, and secretly commenced saying to me, ‘‘ the benevolence of 
Hurree Bugtee is at an end f * and after saying so, he appeared to be much agitated, when 
1 consoled "him, and hid him not to be troubled, but to intimate to me the cause of his 
distress. Upon this he informed me that Joitabaee had consulted with the Sirkar for the 
purpose of causing him to render in the account of the firm, and that the Sirkar had just 
communicated the above to him, therefore that it would be necessary, to obviate the above 
calamity, to procure from a distant village under the British Company’s jurisdiction spurious 
parents lor the son of Joitabaee Settanee, and that if this could be effected, the Settanee’s 
power would be considerably weakened, and that if I would do this much for him, he would 
never forget the obligation. I consented to his proposition, and asked him what remu- 
neration I was to expect for my services; Baba answered, that if I would accomplish the 
above business he would give me 26,000 rupees in rash, and further settle upon me for life 
a stipend of 1,600 rupees annually, and consequent upon the above promise I proceeded to 
Meetapoor and procured supposititious parents for the boy; and amongst tlie Kollies in this 
affair on that occasion the sum of 2, OOa rupees was expended, and besides this sum I neither 
disbursed nor received any more money in this case. After the delivery of a son by the 
Settanee, in Phogaon, I received in the next month, Chytur, the sum of 1,500 rupees on 
the occasion of my wife’s uggurnee,” and eight afterwards, on the occasion of my son’s 
wedding, 1,600 rupees, and in last year, for the purpose of laying in a stock of grain, a further 
sum of 200 rupees was given me, and during Bechurbhaee’s lifetime I had received the 
sum of 460 rupees, and excepting the above sums 1 have received nothing further. 

You state that excepting the above sums you have nothing further, but if it be proved 
from the entries in the books of the firm that you have received further sums on account of 
this f.ffair of this boy, then how? — Besides the sum above admitted by me I have received 
no further sums, but the money paid to the kollies might have been entered in my name in 
these books ; who knows ? 

The leek passed to the Meetapoor Walla Ruggoonath, securing to him a stipend of 200 
rupeesfor life, annually, by whom was it passed, and in whose handwriting was itwriilen, 
and name the parties who were present when it was being written, and by whom, and at 
what place was it given to the Meetapoor koUie, and further, by whom was it dictated, and 
in whose presence ? — 1 brought the Meetapoor Wallas and located them in the garden ; 
when they were there one morning, at nine, myself, Baba Nafra, we both were seated at the 
Baba’s Ram M undeer; there Baba read over to me the draft of the leek, drawn up in his 
own handwriting ; he desired me to get a fair leek made out, to be given to the Meetapoor 
Walla, but that the writer should be a person to be depended upon, therefore that it would 
be as well if I would send for my younger son, Munsook, and upon my doing so, Baba got 
him to make a fair copy from the* draft of the leek in Baba’s own handwriting, and after- 
wards Mohunlal was sent for and made to imitate the signature of Bhanabhaee on other 
paper, but he did not succeed in his endeavours; thereupon the account books of the villages 
of Amleeyara aud Plasswaddo, at which villages Bhanabhaee had been employed from the 
firm, and in these books we looked up the signature of Bhanabhaee, and this was given to 
Mohunlal to imitate upon separate paper, until the imitation was perfect; and about four 
o’clock the same evening, myself and the Baba metagain at the Bamjee Mundeer; wheie 
Mohunlal being sent for, he was made to forge the name of Bbanabhitee to the leek which 
had been prepared in the morning ; afterwards, either ihe next or ihird day, myself and 
Baba went together, carrying the leek along with us to the Meetapoor people, who were 
located in the Baba’s garden, and Baba with his own hands delivered ii over to Kollie 
Ruggoonath, the party fixed upon to enact the part of ihe boy’s father at this time. Excepting 
myself, Baba, and the Meetapoor people, no other person was present. 

How many. sons have you? — I have four sons. 

How far have your sons been educated ?— The whole four have been educated in 
Gooxeerattee, and, excepting Goozeerattee, they know no other language. 

Would you be able to recognise the writing of each of your four sons? — Yes, I would, 
from their respective style of writing. 

You are at present shown two papers, and you are required to declare, after inspecting 
them, whether you recognise in whose band they are? — Without being perfectly satisfied, I 
4mnpt in ivh<)se handvi^fiting tliese documents are. 

The lecit p^sed tq Jlu|gtK>nath iKql^ rupees anntially is s^wn to you, and you 

are required lb whcH^i is ?--^is IWdt shown to ine by the Sirkar 1 

of mf indr muns^ of the signatufa is in 

■■ .M; ^ . . . , ■ , . ^ , :■ ‘.vi 
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of ^itombhaee ; buttbift toek 
Mow IB this ? — The nam 
bis iMcknsiine. 

the naoies of Jeetbheee and 
to the partiesi there were any 
participating in this affair 1 have 
tnere were others concerned in this 


You have stated that the leek was ; 
bears the signature of Bhogtee Kanda 
of Bheuiabhaee is Bhugtee Kabdass, ;i 

In the case of Joitabaee’s son^s 
eight others, and you are required to 
other concerned m it ? — The parties wB 
named ; but as I do not recollect, I cannot Sy whether 
affair or not 

You state that consequent upon the Baba having requested you to procure spurious 
parents for the boy, you brought the Meetapoor people ; therefore you are reauired to state 
whether you had gone to Meetapoor by desire of Baba, or of your own accora ? — Baba had 
desired me to procure spurious parents for the boy from some of the villages under the 
British Governments jurisdiction ; but I reflected that any person of respectability would 
not be willing to be mixed up in such an atrocious afi'air, but that from amongst the inhabt* 
tants of the Mbye Caunta^’ I was more likely to get parties for such business ; therefore 
having had some previous acquaintance with Joozuf Jemadar, by my frequenting the Nawab 
Sahib s Wadda, I went to Joozuf Jemadar of Sowlee, and got him to accompany me to 
Meetapoor. 

Dated Shrawun Sood 11th, Sumvut 1906 (18 August 1850). 

(signed) Lulloo Bhugwan, 

(In his own handwriting.) 


Examination resumed. 

Question. You have stated that the Baba had deputed you to procure supposiiiiious 
parents for Joitabaee Settanee’s son, but Baba, upon being confronted with you, declares, 
that you having informed him that you had procured information regarding the existence 
and whereabouts of the true parents of the boy w^ith Joitabaee Settanee, and that conse- 
quently he had desired you to procure them, and that upon this you [proceeded to 
Meetapoor and returned with these Meetapoor people ; and further, that a sum of 15,000 
rupees had been agreed upon to be given to you, upon it being satisfactorily proved that 
the boy really was the son of the parties to be produced by you, and that tliis sum had 
been given to you upon the depositions of the supposititious parents of the boy being taken 
by him, therefore you are required to explain these discrepancies between your respective 
statements I— Answer, I never informed the Baba of my having been in possession of in- 
formation regarding the existence of the real parents of this boy; but as I have above 
deposed, Baba had deputed me to procure spurious parents for the boy, and I went and 
brought the Meetapoor people, and I neither received nor know anything about this 15,000 
rupees. 

You state above, that consequent upon acquaintance with Joozuf Jemadar, tliat you had 
gone to Meetapoor; but from the deposition of tliis Joozuf Jemadar it would appear that, 
under the plea of going to Dhakore, you had got him to accompany you, and that en route 
you informed him that you had information that the real parents of the boy with Joitabaee 
^eitanee were at Meetapoor, and requested him to inform the Meetapoor thakoor of the 
same ; and if the parents of the boy were there, the business could be there investigated ; 
and that thereupon Joozuf accompanied you to Meetapoor, and requested the thakore of 
Meetapoor,] Amersing, to find out the parents of the boy if they were in his village ; and 
and that after having taken Kussuma ’’ together the same day, the Jemadar and yourself 
returned; therefore you are required to state what transpired when Joozuf Jemadar had 
accompanied yon on this occasion ? — At first, for the purpose of being introduced, I got 
Joozuf Jemadar to accompany me, and Joozuf there introduced me to the Meetapoor chief* 
Afterwards, a long time having since elapsed, I do not recollect whether Joozaf Jemadar 
remained or went away ; but the whole of the Meetapoor business from first to last was 
conducted and conclucled by me. 

Dated Shrawun Sood 13, Sumvut 1906 (20 August 1850). 

(signed) Lulloo Bhugwan. 

(In his own handwriting,) 


No. 29. 

Tkanslation of the Deposition of Joozaf Vuldey Mutun; Religion, Scinde Mussulman: 
Inhabitant of Sowlee ; aged 40 years ; Profession, Service as Jemadar, in the employ of 
Husamoodin Hossein Kuan, Nawab of Baroda, on Shrawun Sood lltb, St. 1906 (a.i>. 
18 August 1850) ; taken at the Durbar. 

Do you know Lulloo Bhui^ttn, if so, how did ybtt become acquainted 
/innoer. Lulloo Bhugwan is a servant of Meer Mosura^ who usetLto frequent the place, wad 
1 beiag employed at the Nawab’s, I became acquainted with him. 

In ^ case of the son of Joitabaee Settanee,* widow- of Bedliur Samuldass, djd yos 
accomMnyiLaUoo Bhngwan to any plaee, and -if so, what ptnposef — I knbw mbtlHtllgi 
regard^ the case of the son of Joitabaee Settanee, nor did t ' y with 

anyw^rO'' 



wtoffilme for parp^. 
liulloo Bhaewan 4me day catOMlt!^ 
to see me, f asked him adiere Ite 
and asked me to accoippkny him, so 
dulpoor Lulloo went towards Meeti p i p i^j 
ana where was he going? He replied ‘ 
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yean ago, the date not known, 
the dhnrrumsalla ; when be came 
1 , thal he was going to Dakore, 
ted on my mare, ai^ from Ban* 
Kiattbis is not the road to Dakore, 
„ „ ^ , the parents of the son of Joitabaee 

Settanee are in Meetapoor, and that he was aware of her having taken the boy from that 

P lace ; that as I was acquainted with the Meetapoor thakore, he wished me to accompany 



Sowkar^ Hurry Bhugtee, and that he has heard that his Settanee had taken a boy from his 
village, and requested him to afford him assistance in the matter, and if the parents of the 
boy be found in his village, to hand them over to him. On this the thakore replied, Very 
good, and offered his assistance in the matter. After this the thakore prepared kusoomba,^' 
and having drunk it and taken my meal I returned to Sowlee ; Lulloo remained there ; what 
bimpened afterwards I do not know ; on his return I did not meet again. There is no 
difference. 

(signed) Joozaf Vd. Mutun, 


No. 30. 

Tbakslation of the Deposition of Lulloo Bhugwan Wania Wayra, dated Bhadurwa 
Vud Ist, St. 1907 (A.n. 22 September 1850), taken at the Durbar. 

Queztion, Persons from Meetapoor were brought here to become feigned parents of the 
son of Joitabaee Settanee, that 1,700 rupees was settled to be paid to them on this account, 
but in trying to effect a settlement 2,000 rupees were expended ; thus you state ; whereas 
from the depositions of the Meetapoor people it appears 860 rupees only were paid to them, 
therefore state to whom the remainder of tne money has been paid ? — Answer. The particu* 
lars of the payment of this money are entered in a chopra, which is in the Baba’s house. 
It was first with Bhi^wan, but when Bhugwan’s business was taken from him and made 
over to Vurzboakun Bhagut, the ^^chopree” was taken by Tatiaba Karkoon, and perhaps 
it is now in Baba’s possession ; by sending for it, everything will be known. 

You went, you say, to Meetapoor to procure feiened parents for the child, and brought 
these persons to Baroda, and expended money on them. Had you no consideration, in con- 
cocting this fraud on the son of a great person, that by doing such a thing you would bring 
disgrace on the house of a great person ; without weighing the matter you consented to do 
this, and have done it ; how is this ? — I did not in any way weigh the matter before ; I did 
it at the desire of Baba Nafra. 

(signed) Wamun Lulloohhoy Bhugwandass, 


No. 31. 

Transi-ation of Deposition made by Havildar Dadabhoy Meerzaan, Talgoon Vud 6th, 

St. 1903 (1 March 1847). 

Question. State on oath all the true facts regarding the boy the younger Settanee Joita, 
had brought? — Anstoer. When the first boy became too ill and insensible of small-pox, 
Bhanabhay and Lulloobhay told me that they, having despaired of his life, I should pro- 
cure another boy from somebody, upon which I went to Tullaveea Dulliah at Amleeyara, 
saw his boy and returned ; went again and asked Tullaveea Dulliah and hia wife for their 
sucking boy, on condition that I would take care of them, and give them 100 rupees, to 
which they after consideration replied, that there was not any objection to them in giving 
the boy, but if the fact became public, their caste people might say that they sold the boy, 
and eject them from the caste ; upon this I said, that if they gave out that the boy was 
dead, and performed the usual death ceremony, no sort of blame would be attached to them. 
They afterwards agreed to this all. I went to Baroda after desiring the village bhungee to 
send village guides for my escort, as I was to return back the same evening, and communi- 
cated the whole story to Bhanabhay and Larbaee, who desired me to bring the boy, for 
which purpose Bhanabhay gave me 100 rupees ; I went to Amleeyara with the sum on 
horseback. As Joria and Dulliah met me near the village, I alightea there, gave the horse 
to the former, took the latter aside and paid him the money ; it was then about 5 p. m. ; 
Dulliah went to his house with the amount ; I and Joria went to the barn. On the following 
evening, when Joria came to the chowra, I said that 1 had to tell him something. He asked 
wh^ was it. I told him that 1 would not tell it unless he took oath ; he then took some 
^raiu in his hanydB and swore by it and the ** Sikaroo peer (Mabomedan saint held in venera- 
tion also by the natives of this olasa)i after which I told him that 1 wanted to take Dulliah’s 
^y,^ and ftve Ttip^ trouble, if he would cany the boy. Joria 

mviag agioed ^ lihie,^w of Dulliah^ house with a basket 

entrance in the thorn hedge, and tell Dulliah that 
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I wts waiting for him and his sucking boy; -hig wife and Joria came out through the gau 
with the boy ; we all went and sat together near a wood^apple tree at the end of a fiel^ 
where I made Dulliah’s wife put the l^y in the basketi after which she returned home with 
her husband; I placed the basket oh Joria's head and proceeded on with him ; whenever the 
boy cried on the road I lulled him by putting in hig mouth a bit of cotton, some Jagree 
water which Larbaee had made me keep by in a small eartbern pot; on arriving at Bbana* 
bhay’s house in Nursingjee pole at Baroda/ tlie boy was made over to Larbaee, after which 
I went home and Joria returned to Amleeyara, He was paid for his trouble as was agreed* 
On the following day I went to Amleeyara. 


No. 32. 

Translation of a Deposition made on Oath by Dullia Bhana, of Amliara; Falgoon 
Vud 7th, Sumvut 1903 (9 March 1847). 

Question. Dadabhoy, havildar of Amliara, sjtates, that the boy whom Joitie Settannee 
professes to be her own is your son ; state whether such is the case ? — Answer. One day the 
havildar came to me and my wife and asked us to give him our sucking boy, promising to 
take care of us, and to pay 100 rupees ; to which we replied, that there could be no harm 
in our giving the boy, but if it became known to our caste people, tliey would say that we 
sold the boy, and turn us out of the caste ; upon which the havildar said, that if we gave out 
that the boy was dead, and perform the usual death ceremony, no blame would come on us ; 
we approved of this advice, and as we have to remain always under the havildar’s control, 
he offered 100 rupees, and promised to take care of us, we agreed to give the boy; after 
which the havildar went to Baroda, bidding the bhungee to send puggies for his escort, as 
he was to come back that very evening. I and Joria were accordingly sent to escort him. 
The havildar, who was coming alone on horseback, met us near the village, made over 
the horse to Joria, took me aside and gave me secretly 100 rupees, which I took home; 
Joria and the havildar went to the barn, and on the following night came near the com- 
pound of my house ; Joria made an entrance in the thorn hedge, entered in, and said that 
the havildar was standing out of the compound, and wanted my sucking boy; upon which 
I and my wife took the boy and we all went at the end of a field, near a wood-apple tree, 
where the havildar caused the boy to be put in a basket by my wife, after which we returned 
home; on the following morning at gun-fire we went out crying and lamenting, dug a small 
hole, covered it with earth and thorn, washed our body and returned home. 

How old was the boy when he was given ? —He w^as then of about two months. 


No. 33. 

Translation of a Deposition made by Doodhlee, Wife of Tullaveea Dulleea, of Amlyara 
Village, on Oath ; Falgoon Vud 7th, St. i903 (a. D. 9 March 1847). 

Question. Dadabhoy, havildar, avers that the boy Joita Settanee had is your son ; state 
whether it is so ? — Answer. One day Dadabhoy, havildar of Amlyara village, came to my 
house, saw the boy and went away ; the next day he came again, told me and my husband 
to give him our sucking boy, promising to take care of us, and to pay us 100 rupees, to 
which we replied, that there would be no harm in our giving the boy, but if it become 
known to our caste people they might say that we sold the boy, and turn us out of the 
caste; upon which the havildar said, that if we gave out that the boy was dead, and perform 
the usual death ceremony, no blame would come on us; we approved of this stratagem, 
and considered it advisable, because we i)ave to remain always under the havildar’s control ; 
he offered 100 rupees, and promised to take care of us; under these circumstances we 
agreed to give the boy. The havildar afterwards gave the money to my husband, which he 
brought home and informed me of; I said, All right. On the following night the havildar 
and Joria came near the compound of our house ; the latter entered in by making an entrance 
in the thorn hedge, told my husband that the havildar, who was standing outside the com- 
pound, wanted him with our sucking boy, upon which my husband desired me to carry the 
boy. We all then went through the entrance to the end of a field, near a wood-apple tree, 
where Dadabhoy made me put the boy in a basket; I and my husband returned home; early 
ill the following morning we went out crying and lamenting ; I, after washing body, returned 
home, and my husband followed me. 


No. 34. 

T’ranslation of a Deposition made by Tullavia Joria Jusla, of Amliara, on Oath; 
Falgoon Vud 7th, Sumvut 1903 (9 March 1847). 

Question. State all you know regarding the boy^tUe younger Settanee Joite had pro- 
cured 7^Amw€r. Dadahhaee, havildar, while going to Baroda, desired the bhungee to send 
village guides for him ; I and Dullia were accordingly sent to escort him ; he met us itear 
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th« viBAga, mounted on a mare; when saw nai alighted from the mare, gave her to me 
and took Dullia aside; Dullia afterwards went home; I and the havildar went to the 
barn. On the following evening when I went to the ehowra the havildar said he had to 
tell me something; I asked him what ? He than said he would not tell it unless he took 
oath; I then made oaths of ‘‘ Seekaroopeer’* and of Undave, by taking some grain into 
my hands. The havildar afterwards desired me to accompany him to Dullia Tullavia for the 
purpose of taking his son, promising to give me five rupees for the trouble ; I accordingly 
went with him with a basket; the havildar stood outside the compound of Dullia's house 
and bade me to go in by making an entrance in the thorn hedge, and to tell Dullia to bring 
his sucking boy ; I went in accordingly and told the message to Dullia, who desired his 
wife to carry the boy, and we all went out of the compound and thence w ith the havildar to 
the end of a field near a w’ood-apple tree ; there Dullia’s wife placed the boy in a basket 
and went home with Dullia; I preceded with the havildar with the basket, which was 
placed over my bead ; when the noy was crying we lulled him by dropping in his mouth 
with a bit of cotton some kind of fluid which the havildar had brought in a small earthen 
pot; we went with the basket to Bhanabhaee's house in Nursingjee’s Maharai's Pole at 
Baroda ; when the basket was put down on the ground, Dadabhaee took out of it the boy 
and gave him to Ladbaee ; Dadabaee paid me afterwards five rupees for trouble, after 
which I returned to Amliara, and the havildar went to his house. 


No. 35. 

Translatiok of an Acquittance passed by Joiteebaee Settanee, Widow of the late 
Beehurbhoy, before his Highness the Guikwar, dated Chytur Sood 5th, Sumvut 1903 
(21 March 1847). 

I, WITH free will and sound mind, declare that the story of the boy being born to me on 
Ijie night of Mnrgsur Vud 8th, of St. 1902 (a. d. 22 December 1845), is false, and I do not 
know whence he was brought by my parents ; I know only this much, that he was brought 
through the medium of Dada Meeah, havildar of Aralyara ; I will not keep the boy any 
longer, and the Sirkar should, therefore, be so merciful as to give him back to his parents. 
You being our ma-bap’' (protectors), I trust to be pardoned lor this crime in consideration 
of the late Sett and Hurry Bhugtee. 


No, 36. 

Translation of a Deposition made on Oath by Eshwur Wunarsee Ryjee Betchur and 
Nurrotum Narran, Patels of the Village of Amlyara, 2d Jest Sood 3d, oi Sumvut 1903 (15 
June 1847). 

Question. State the whole particular connected with the death of the son of Tullavia 
Dullia Bhana, of your village. — Answer, On 2d Jest Sood 2d, at about 1 p. m., we, having 
heard ,the boy died of cholera, went to the chora and ordered not to bury his corpse till 
the person whom we were sending to Baroda was returned ; a uiehta come from Baroda 
permitted, after inquiries, the remains to be buried, which was accordingly done. We know 
only this much, and nothing more. 

Signed as above. 


No. 37. 

Translation of a Deposition made by Arab Syud bin Mimsoor, on Oath, 2d Jest Sood 

8d, of St. 1903 (16 June 1847). 

Question. The son of Tullavia Dullia Bhana of Aralyam, who was given back to Dullia 
by Joite Setanee of Baroda, died on 2d Jett Sood. State of what did this boy die, was 
his corpse buried or burnt, and who were then present About 1 J month after the boy’s 
arrival in the village the cholera prevailed, to which many people fell victims ; this boy 
was also attacked by it one day, and died the following noon at 1 p. m. ; when allowed by 
a mehta, who was sent from Baroda, the boy’s remains were buried by the Tullavias, whom 
I accompanied burying the corpse ; we all went to our respective houses, and on the follow- 
ing day I went to Baroda. 1 know only this much. 
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No. 88, , 

Teanslation of a Memorandum of Deaths resulting from Cholera in the Village of 

Amlyara. 


1. ITie wife of Patell Nursing Bechur* 

1. Patell Bcchur Bhuggut. 

1. Tullaveevia Ghumto. 

1, Kollee Ooka Moonee. 

1, The wife of Patell Jayram Raiiyee, 

1 . Thukur Ghirdhur Ruttonjee. 

1, Patell Jeebhaee Wusta. 

1. Patell LallaOoka. 

1. Patell Jeebhaee, Raggoonalh’s son. 

1, Patell Poonja Ravaaass. 

1. Patell Dhajee Ravadass’ wife. 

1. Gossaen Dhowlut pooree Moteepooree. 
1. The mother of a blacksmith. 

1. Arab belonging to the Sirkar. 

1. H a vildar Luckmonsing. 


1. Patell Bheeka Dhunjee's wife. 

1. Patell Vullab Vunarsee’a wife. 

1. Patell Sammul Narrain. 

1. Patell Ryejee Bhugwan. 

1. Patell Rama Dhuujee. 

1. Patell Satnmul, Bhoodeir’s son. 

1. Mochee Hurjee. 

1, Tullaveeya Sewlo. 

1. Tullaveeya Sewlo’s da\ighter. 

1. Patell Rugga Bhajee’s mother. 

1. Vusta Deojee. 

1. Vallund Husla’s mother. 

1. Desaye Dowlutrams Nurbaram*6 cart 

driver, Rameeya. 

2 . Kalpanee'* females, and 3 Bhungeeyas. 


Besides the above, those who had died I do not at present recollect. 


No. 39. 

Teanslation of a Def)Osition made on Oath by Hurjeewun Mehta, of Amliara Village, 
2d Jest Sood dd, of St. 1903 (15 June 1847). 

Question, On the receipt of the information of the boy’s death, you were sent to Amleara; 
state what happened after your arrival there? — Answer, After making inquiries, and seeing 
the dead body of the boy, I ordered it to be buried, which was done ; I know only this 
much. 

(signed) Hurjeewun Mehta, 


* S. O, 


s. o. 


No. 40. 

Translate of the Deposition of Dada Meya Vulluddeh Chotoo ; Religion, Mahomedan; 

Caste, Meerja; aged about 25 years; Occupation, Service ; Inhabitant of Baroda, residing 

near the Peeplee iree, at Buldavejee’s (Mundeer) Temple; taken upon oath before the 

Guicowar Sirkar, on Bhadurwa Shood 12th, Sumvut No. 1904 (10 September 1848). 

Question, The deposition given by you at the house of Hurree Bhugtee, on Fagun Vud 
6th, St. 1908 (9 March 1847), is read and explained to you, from first to last, and you are 
called upon to declare upon oath whether this deposition contains the truth or otherwise, 
and to rectify any inaccuracies which may obtain* therein? — Answer. Last year, in the 
month of Fagun (March), Baba Nafra and others having sent for me at Hurree Bugtee’s, 
desired me to state all the particulars regarding the manner in which I had procured for 
the younger Settanee Joiteebaee the child, upon oath ; and agreeably to their desire, 
I recounted faithfully all the particulars, whicn was taken down in writing, and which 
I recognize as the same as the deposition at present read and explained to me, and which 
I upon oath now certify contains the truth, and nothing else but the truth. 

(signed) Meerja JDadabhaee Vulluddeh Chotoo. 

Examination continued. 

Question. What remuneration had you been promised for procuring this boy, and you 
should explain how yourself and Banabhaee became such great friends ? — Answer, fianabhaee 
for a period of five or six years was mehta of the Amleeyara village, during which time 
I was also employed there as a havildar; from this we became intimate friends, for which 
reason he asked me to procure the child for Joiteebaee, and, further, he promised to remu- 
nerate me by bearing ray wedding expenses ; forjhese reasons I procured the child. 

You have stated that the child which was with the Settanee at first took the small -pox, 
and a few days afterwards became very ill and senseless ; with reference to the above, you 
are required to state from whom this child had been procured, and his present whereabouts? 
—Thai child was said to be the son of the younger Settanee, and where he is at present 
I am ignorant of. 

When you conveyed from Amleyara the diild in a basket, which was carried Joma 
Tullavery to Nursungjee's Pole at Baroda, how far had the night advanced, and who all+ 
met you on the road, and were you at the entrance to Baroda, or at the gate, interrogated 
as to whAt you had contained in the basket? — When the child was brought to Nursingjee's 
Pole it might have been about seven o^clock, and a^r ive entered the city, many pepple 
met ;^ one interrogated me, neither were any questions put to me at the pijtraA^e ^ 

to Bir^i or the city gates, as to what was containea in the basket. 
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WliCB you delivered the child to Landbaee/ of * her hueband Bhanabbaee’B hooee, who * S. 0. 
were all present ; was Tullawya Joorra with yo% or did yoa leave him outside; and the 
hire, five rupees, which was paid to Jooria, wnere did you procure ; and did you give this 
sum to Jooria yourself, or did you conseltf to be given to him by some other body? — At f «S. 0. 

the time of my delivering the child to Landbaee, herself, husband and I were present ; 

Jooria was left outside, and five rupees was given me by Bhanabhaee, and which I handed 
Qver with my own hands to Jooria. Dated and signed as above. 

Examination again resumed on the 12th Bhadurwa Sood, Suinvut 1904 (10 Sept. 1848). 

Question* You are called upon to state all the particulars which transpired regarding the 
boy whom you procured for 100 rupees from Dulleeya, and subsequently made over to 
Landbaee ?~.4n«icer. The son of Dulleeya I procured from Amlee 3 rara, and delivered over 
to Landbaee; and about a year afterwards, consequent upon being unwell, I returned to 
my home at Baroda ; and during last Fagoon (March), one day, the date I do not recollect, 

Baha Sahib sent forme to Hurree Bhugtee’s house, and kept me prisoner, and having done 
so, he inquired of me the particulars regarding this boy, when I informed him of all the 
particulars as above deposed by me ; and upon my doing so, Baba took down my state- 
ment in writine:; and after having kept me 10 or 12 days in confinement, one night, about 
nine o’clock, Woman Punnee came and said to me that Settanee Joiteebaee had sent her 
to inauire of me from whence and whom 1 had procured the boy whom I had given to her, 
and tnat she had been duelid to ask me to state all the particulars connected with this % S. O. 
boy, and Baba Nafra also pressed me to declare all the above particulars; upon which, 
having sworn upon the Koran, I (fisclosed all the particulars faithfully which transpired, 
is that I had procured the son of Tullaveeya Dulleeya from Amleeyara, when a men§ $ S* 0. 

sucking babe of about two months’ old, and that I had given for the boy 100 rupees to his 
father, Dulleeya, which had been advanced me by Bannabhaee; this 1 discovered in the 
presence of Baba and others, and which Punnee might have communicated to Joiteebaee 
Settanee ; and after having done so, she returned to me, and said that Joiteebaee Settanee 
desired that I should return the boy from whom 1 had procured him ; this message Punnee 
delivered to me from Joiteebaee’s Settanee, when I infonned her that I bad procured the 
boy from Tullaveeya Dulleeya, and if it was her wish, that I would restore the child to his 
parents ; and when I had said so, Punnee returned to the Settanee, and a little while after- 
wards, Mujmooddar Bhugwan and an Arab accompanied and proceeded with me to the 
garden of Sett Hurree Bhugtee ; before, however, doing so, the child was stript of all his 
gold and other ornaments, and Punnee and a servant brought the child with us to the 
garden, and in the meantime Baba Sahib Nafra also came there, and then tlie child was 
made over to Tullaveeya Dulleeya and his wife, in the presence of Tullaveeya Jooria, and 
I was placed as a watch at the garden gate, but afterwards I was called; on being confronted 
with the Tullaveeyas, was desired to ask the Tullaveeya whether he had received his son 
back ; this question I put to Tullaveeya Dulleeya, and he and his wife replied that they 
had recognized the child returned to them as their own son ; when I was asked to put this 
question, the child was in the lap of Tullaveeya Dulleeya, and weeping very much ; and 
after the above, I was conveyed back to the Shet’s shop, and continued under confinement, 
and the next day I was taken with violent vomiting and purging, and became very unwell 
indeed, whereupon a sepoy was despatched to my house for my brother, and upon my 
becoming insensible, they placed me in a cart, ancl had me conveyed to my home ; after 
which I continued unwell for about five or six months, and have only since a month or a 
month and a half ago become restored to health ; and after the child had been delivered 
to Dulleeya in the garden, at what time Dulleeya returned with him to Amleeyara I have 
no recollection of whatever. 

Do you know how it became known to the people at Sett Hurree Bhugtee’s about the 
child haring been procured by you ? — I know nothing about the people, but the Sett’s 
pe^le might. 

Do you know what transpired regarding this boy after he had been returned to Dulleeya 
in the garden, or about the boy’s present whereabouts ? — After I had returned to nay home 
from Sett Hurree Bhugtee’s, I continued sick for about five or six months, therefore I did 
not visit Amleeyara ; but after my recovery, on going about, I heard it rumoured that the 
boy bad died at Amleeyara, when or in what month I do not know ; there is no difference 
in what I have above deposed to. Dated and signed as above. 


Mo. 41. 

Translation of the Deposition of Dullya.Bhana ; Religion, Hindoo ; tJaste,TuUaveer; aged 
about 85 years ; Occupation Vurhennoo ; Inhabitant of Amleeyara of the Baroda Pur- 
gunnah, taken at the Gaekwar Durbar upon oath, on Bhadurwa Sood 12th, St. 1904 
(10 September 1848). 

Qmition* Tnm deposition given by you on Pbalgoon Vud 7th, St 1908 (a. b. 9th March 
1847) at the house of Parruck Hurry Bugiee, is read and explained to you this day, and 
you are required to ^te upon oath whether it be a true depemition or^plherwise, and if any 
maceutacies obtain in it, you shottlt| make known the same? — Baba Nafm and 
oliie^ of the house of {Wuek Hurry Bucktee, hist year sent for and dfestred me to declare 
alt the Jpaitibiilm regftid^ of my son through the advice of 

Dk^jMeeah Havitaar, for the consideration of 190 rupees, whereupon I made a true aiwt 
^ lib!; 404 
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fkithfal statement of all the particulars connected with the affair, and which is ih^ danie as 
contained in the deposition at present read and explained to and I now upon oath 
decluire the same to true. 

(signed) TuUaveeah Dullee, his x mark. 

Further Examination. 

Question, In your former deposition you have stated that through the advice of Dada 
Meeah Havildar, having deliberated about givine my son for the consideration of 100 rupees 
I consented, after which when Dada Meeah Havildar was going to Baroda he cautioned 
the bungees, &c. You are tlierefore i-equired to give the names of this bhunaeea. And 
further on you state that having circulated a false story about the death of my child, 
myself and my wife the next mornin^Commenced lamenting the names of your caste peo- 
ple who had upon this occasion come to condole with you, and of those who had accompanied 
you when you had gone under the plea of burying your child, you should also name? — 
Answer. At the break of day, under the plea of burying my son, I went out of the village ; 
at this time I was not accompanied by any one, and the child being but an infant, parties 
belonging to my caste bad not come to condole with me, but upon such parties, as it were 
incumbent to do so, bathed upon the occasion, and the names of such of them as I recollect 
are as follows: Tullaveea IBheeka Hurry bhoy and Bhoodur Bhana, these two persons 
I recollect having seen ; the others might have bathed and returned, but I have no recol- 
lection of having seen them do so. 

At the time that Dada Havildar was conveying away your son, he must have informed 
you of the party to whom the child was about being conveyed to ; such party's name you 
are required to mention ? — Dada Meeah did not mention to me the name of the party for 
whom he was conveying the boy; he merely suid that the b^oy w(mld be well cared for, 
therefore what necessity was there for my knowing the party's name ? There is no difference 
in the above deposition, marked and dated as above. 

Regarding the above case, on the 12th Bhaderwa Sood, St. 1904, 10th September 1848, you 
are again examined, and you are cautioned to declare, upon oath, nothing else but thatwnich 
is the truth. For the considemtion of 100 rupees, through the instrumentality of Dada Meeah 
Havildar, you having given up your son, you are required to declare, upon oath, all the par- 
ticulars which transpired regarding this boy, and also his present whereabouts? — After I had 
given up my son to Dada Meeah Havildar for the sum of 100 rupees, about a lapse of a year,. 
Dada Meeah Havildar went to Baroda, and who knows what liad been said to him upon this 
subject; but one night whilst asleep in the village grain-yard I was pounced upon by three 
Arabs and made prisoner ; my wife, who was at home, was brought, and then, together with 
Tullaveea Joria Jusla, who was also sleeping in the grain-yard, were also made prisoners, 
and about midnight brought to Baroda and taken direct to the garden of Hurry Bhugtee 
and placed under confinement. At this time a rumour ivas current in the city to the eilect 
that the infant taken into the family of Hurry Bhugtee was spurious and my son, and 
having heard of tliis, I concluded that my being brought to Baroda was connected with 
this rumour. We remained in confinement the whole of the next day, and at night Dada 
Meeah Havildar came to me and said, “Take back your son whom I got from you,” 

I answered, “ If i receive back this boy at present, how was I to provide for him, because 
the 100 rupees which I had received I had already expended ; thus did I oppose the 
measure, but he remained deaf, and continued the whole of us under confinement for 10 or 
12 days; after widen, one night, about 9 or 10 o’clock, Havildar Dadabhoy, accompanied 
with a female bearing this boy, came to me, and Dadabhoy desired me to receive back my 
son whom I had given to him, and at this time I saw the child, but in consequence of 
having grown much from the time when 1 had given him, when he was but two months old, 

I did not recognize him until I inspected the boy’s nose, eyes and ears, and the boy, myself, 
my wife and Joria, under an escort of Arabs, were sent back to my village of Amlyara the 
same night, and after escorting us to Amlyara I know not where the Arabs went to. Joria 
went to Ills home, and the boy was kept at my house for three or four days, after which, 
from Sett Hurry Bhagtees,at Baroda, four Arabs arrived in the village, and they caused my 
wife to bear ihe child, who with myself and wife, the Arabs located in the vacant house of 
Patell Khandass, and the Arabs guarded us there; myself and my wife, however, %vere 
permitted occasionally fo visit our own house, and my wife’s milk having failed her, the boy 
was fed upon goat’s milk, scons, &c., and for about two or three months the child continued 
at this house, and 1 also used to visit and stay there ; and during the last hot season the 
cholera broke out in the village, and the child was attacked with it, and commenced 
vomiting and purging# from which he on the following day, about 3 o’clock P.M., died, when 
one of ihe Arabs went and informed the mehta of the same at the grain-yard, whereupon 
Mehta Hurjeevun went to Baroda to inform the Sett about it, and as some delay took 
place before his return, a Dharasurmeeya, named Runchore, was also despatched to Baroda, 
and about 7 o’clock the same evening, the Arab Jemedar, sepoys and Mehta Huneevun 
came to the house, and having seen tne corpse, gave me permission to dispose of the boy 
fgreeablv to the usage of our caste; and after obtaining this permission I sent for my 
bf^tber Bhooden Bhana, who carried the cor|ise; this was about 9 or 10 o’clock, Ana- 
having w torch with us, we, together with the Arabs, conveyed the corpse to thebufiii!^ 
place ittoirted upon fhe river bank, and having buried it, we returned; and on ourjn^ 

wife bathed ourselves; and the fourth day, for the prposeof obsel^A^ 
the necessary ceremonies, four maunds of paddy” was given to nm from 
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Rjrej^e, who had been instructed to do so from Baroda ; and this paddy was converted by 
tne mto rice, with which I fed the whole of my caste people, great and small. The above 
are all the particulairs which transpired, and which, upon oath, 1 have faithfully de- 
posed to. 

Dated and signed as above. 

Further Examination. 

Question, On this day, Bhadurwa Sood 16lh, 13 September 1848, in the Amlyara 
Chowra, you are in the above case required to point out the spot in which the corpse of 
your son, who had died in Patel KandaSs’ house, and upon which occasion, Jemedar Syed 
bin Munsoon having come there from Baroda with permission for its disposal, your brother 
Bhordur Banna carried the corpse, and yourself and the Jemedar and Arabs accompanied, 
and had it buried on the river bank ? — Answer, spot pointed out this day by nle to 

Trimbuck Shastree Munorc and Bappoo Myral SHastree, on the river bank, is the same in 
which the corpse of my son had been buried in. Dated Bhadurwa Sood 16th, 13th Sep- 
tember 1848. 

(signed) Tullaveea Dulleeah Bhana, 
(In the handwriting of 
Patel Narrain Bhandrawun.) 


No. 41. 

Translation of the Deposition of Tullaveea Dullueea Bhana ; Religion, Hindoo ; Caste, 
Tullaveea ; aged about 35 years ; Occupation, Vurtunneea f ' Inhabitant of Amlyara, of 
the Baroda Purgunnah ; taken upon oath at the Guikwar Sirkar onthe 10th Assoo Sood, 
St. 1904 (7tli October 1848.) 

Question, You are required to state, with reference to what has been advanced by 
Hurjeewun Ghoutumram Mehta, of the Amlyara village, what answer was made by you 
to the Sookalupura Patel Poonja Hurreebhaee, when he interrogated you about your son ; 
the nature of the questions put to you by this individual you should also state? — Answer, 
About 10 or 12 days ago 1 had gone to the Sooklupoora Seem,*’ where I met Poonpi 
Hurreebhaee Patel ; he informed me that the Patel of Hurne, named Kalleedas, wanted 
to see me. I inquired why did he want to see me, when he informed me that if i would give 
information regarding my son I would be recompensed and protected, informins: me at the 
same time that he (Poonja) had been instructed by Kaleedass to intimate the above to me, 
and strongly advised me to go to Hurnee ; upon this I informed him that my son had died, 
consequently of what use would any information regarding him be; and after the above 
conversation Poonja Hurreebhaee left me and went towards Amlyara, and I having finished 
the business which took me then returned home, and three or four days afterwards 
intimated the whole of the above conversation to Mehta Hurjeewun. 

You state that Poonja Hurreebhoy promised you protection if you gave information 
regarding your son ; did he at this time also promise you any pecuniary reward ? — He pro- 
mised me protection, and also a reward of 10 or 12 rupees, but the boy having died, what 
information could I give ? 

Dated as above. (signed) TuUaveea DuUeea Bhana, his x mark. 

Note , — A piece of the last bund had been cut, and the date and signature entered on the 
back of it. 


No. 42. 

Translation of a Deposition made on oath by Joroa Juslia ; Caste, Hindoo Tullaveea ; 
aged about 35 yeai-s; Profession, Puggy; Inhabitant of the Village of Amlyara, Per- 
gunnah Baroda; Bhadurwa Sood 10, St. 1904 (Sunday, 8 February 1848). 

Question, State whether the statement read over to you to-day is the same which was 
made by you at Hurree Bhugtee’s house on Falgaon Vud 7th, St. i903 (9th March 1847) ; 
if not, point out the difference ? — Answer. In the past summer, the month is not known, 
Baba Nafra, kc,, called me at Hurree Bhugtee’s, and desired me to state the whole parti- 
cular connected with the boy whom they said 1 had brought to Bhanabhoy from Coolie 
Dulleea Tullaveea at the desire of Dadabboy Havildar; the statement now read over U> 
loe is the same which I made on that occasion on oath. 

In that statement you said, that according to the orders the havildar might have given 
to the bhunjee on his going to Baroda, the latter desired you and village guides to go and 
escort the havildar, who was to come from Baroda; state what was the name of the 
bhunjee As the message was told by the bhunjee to my wife, who communicated it to 
me when 1 returned home, I do not khow what bhuniee it was. 

While you were bringing the boy to Baroda in a basket, did anybody meet you on the 
road^ or at the jainpa or gate, and did any one ask you anything about it ? — It was a 
dark uightf and at about 8 p.m. 1 took the boy, so nobody asked me anything 

ahontik 

become aequainted with BhanaUioy and Ladbaea?-^! know Bhanabhoy, 
mi im was mabia of my viHaiie i gnd^ 1^^ know, because I was taking to her bolide 

vasw^ahle and^ m 

00 . E After 
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After the boy was given, Dulleea gave out that the boy was dead, and went to bring the 
corpse ; did you or any other person go there with him ? — He went alone ; I, being fatigued^ 
in conseqtlence of having then returned from Baroda, fell asleep ; Ddileea said that he had 
pretended the boy’s death. 


No. 43. 

Translation of the Deposition of Rhyejee Bachur; Religion, Hindoo; Caste, Koonbee 

Laiva; aged about 40 years ; Occupation, Patel; Inhabitant of the Amleeara Village, 

Pergunnah Baroda; Bhadurwa Sood 13th, St. 1904 (11 September 1848). 

Question. The depositions of yourself, Eshwur Wunnarsee and Nurrotura Narrain were 
conjointly taken at the house of Hurree^ugtee, on the Second Jest Sood 2d, Suinvut 1903 
(14th June 1947) ; this deposition is reaa and explained to you, and you are requested to 
testify wliether it be the same ; and if any inaccuracies obtain therein, you are required to 
testify and correct them? — Answer. I recognize the deposition just now read and explained 
to me as the one we three persons above mentioned deposed to in Jest (June) last, and fur- 
ther, I declare that it contains nothing but the truth. 

(signed) Patel Bhyejce Bachtir, 

by Nurrotum Narrain. 

QueMioiL This day you are required, in the investigation of this case, to detail all par- 
ticulars which may have come to your knowledge regarding the giving away at Baroda of 
the son of 1’ullaveeaya Dulleeaya, of Amleeyara ? — Answer. About the boy being given I 
know nothing, but when the boy was about being returned to Tullaya Bhanna, three Arabs 
belonging to Hurree Bugtee came from Baroda to call this Tullaveeya, and they sent for me 
to the village grain-yard, after which they seized Tullaveeya Dulleiya and Jooria, and having 
sent for Dulleeya’s wife from his house, the whole three they conveyed, about 2 A. m., from 
the village to Baroda; and about 10 or 12 days afterwards, having the child with them, 
Dulleeya, his wife Doodhee, and Jooria were escorted back to the village by a guard of 
Arabs, and after leaving them at the village the Arabs returned to Baroda. About three or 
four days after this I came to Baroda, and having called at the Sett’s house, I intimated 
to Bhugwun Moojniudar that the boy was at the Tullaveeya Dulleeya’s, but which, being 
small, he was constantly crying, and appeared to be uncomfortable. This Bhugwun inti- 
mated to Baba Nafra, and after having done so, he returned to and directed me to locate 
the child in the house of Khandass Patel, who had left the village, as it was more com- 
modious ; and he also promised to send four Arabs with me. They arrived the next day 
at Amleeyara, when 1 took them with me to Tullaveeya Dulleeaya’s. Dulleeya was not at 
home, but his wife Dhoodee was, and I informed her that as her child appeared to be un- 
comfortable in her house, and constantly crying, she should take him with her and occupy 
the house of Patel Khandas, and having said so, I got Dhoodee to carry the child, and 
accompany us to the house of Patel Khandass, where, up stairs, I located them, under the 
charge of the four Arabs who had come from Baroda ; and an old cradle, which was lying 
at Patell Khandass’ house, having procured, some cloth from Baroda I got repaired for 
the child’s use. The child remained at this house for about a couple or three months, when, 
in the month of Jest (June), the cholera broke out in this village, and about 80 or 36 per- 
sons fell victims to its ravages, and I learnt that this child was also attacked with it, and 
died ; and subsequently I also learnt that the boy was one day attacked with fever, and 
the next day with vomiting and purging, which continued the whole of that day, night, 
and till about two o’clock r. m. the next day, when he died. This I learned from certain 
parties at the village grain-yard. At this time Mehta Hurjeewun was with me at the 
kullee,” and I directed him to send word of the child’s death to Baroda. Upon which 
the village dharrasunneyas was dispatched to Baroda, and as some time elapsed before he 
returned, Mehta Hurjeewun mounted his horse and followed him to Baroda, from whence, 
having: obtained permission, he returned to the village about dusk in the evening ; after 
which I heard that a jemedar had come from Baroda, who, after viewing the corpse, gave 
permission for its burial ; but who had given permission, or by vvhpse suggestion, I know 
not. The above, having deposed to upon oath, contains the truth. 

When the boy was taken and located at the house of Patel Khandass, do you know for 
what purpose the guard of Arabs was placed over the boy ? — Yes ; when I had gone to the 
house of tl»e Sett and informed Bhugwun Mujmoodar, the Sett’s goo masta, that the boy was 
constantly crying, and appeared to be uncomfortable, then Bhugwandass desired me to 
locate the child at the l^se of Patel Kandass, and fear tJbat he might be kidnapped 
therefrom, a guard of iffabs should be placed over him ; thus he said to me ; and further, 
he directed me to provide the Arabs, Dulleeya, his wife and the ehild with supplies, and 
that he would remunerate me for the same. There is no difference in the above deposition. 

When the son of Tullaveeya Dulleeaya died, did you give the Tullaveeya anything to 
tPible him lo observe the boy’s funeral ceremonies ? — Being instructed to do so by Mehta 
Uurjfewun from the Sirkar’s barn, I gave this Tullaveeya four maunds of paddy ” and a 
rupee’s worth of ghee, for the purpose of enabling him to observe the boy’s funeral cere-^ 
monies; aiid Dulleeya having taken the above, he with it fed his caste people. There is no 
difference in Jtbe above deposition. ,, 

Date4 and. signed as above. 
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No. 44 . - 

TeaksIjATB of the Depfsition, on oath, of Dhoodee, Wife of Tullaveeya iDulieeya, aged 
about 30 yeara ; Occupation, Domestic Duties; taken at the Durbar on the 10th and 
3d Bhadurwa Sood,'Sumvut 1904 (8 and 11 September 1848). 

Quesiiofh The deposition given bv you at the hous^ of Hurree Bhugtee, on the 7th 
Phalgoon Wud, Sumvut 1903 (9th March 1847), is read and explained to you from first to 
last, and you are required to declare on oath, whether this deposition contains the truth or 
otherwise ; and if any inaccuracies exist therein, you upon, at the present time, correct the 5. 0, 

same. — Answer. Last year Baba Nafra and others sent for and desired me, at the house of 
Sett Hurree Bhugtee’s, to recount all the particulars relating to the giving away of my son 
through Dada Meeya Havildar at Baroda, and thereupon I made a true and faithful state- 
ment of all 1 knew regarding the affair. The deposi^bn now read and explained to me is 
the same, and I declare on oath that it contains nothing else but the truth. 

(signed) Dhoodee^ the wife of Dulheyay 
Dated as above. her x mark. 

Examination continued. 

Question. When you gave birth to the boy whom you subsequently gave to Dada Meeya 
Havildar, the females who came to assist you on the occasion you are required to name ? — 

Answer, Bhye Baniee, the wife of Ooka Tulleeaya, assisted me upon that occasion. 

After having given away the child to Dada Meeya, yourself and husband, under the plea 
of the child having died, commenced lamenting and weeping, therefore you are required to 
declare the names of the parties who may have come and joined you both in your lamenta- 
tions, &c. ? — Nobody had co^e to Join us in our lamentations, but those upon whom it was 
incumbent bathed themselves at their own homes ; the child being but an infant, it was 
not necessary that parlies should come and lament with us. There is no difference in what 
I have deposed to. 

Dated and signed as above. 

On the 13th day of Bhadurwa Sood, Sumvut 1904 (11 September 1848), the Witness is 
again cautioned, and examined upon oath. 

Question. Through Havildar Dada Meeya, you received and gave away your son for 
100 rupees; therefore you are required to particularly state what occurred after you had so 
disposed of your son, and his present whereabout? — Answer. My sucking infant, about five 
or six months old, is alive at present; the son I gave birth to before him, when about two 
months old, Havildar Dada Meeya gave 100 rupees for and took away, and about a year 
subsequently to his doing so, from the house of Sett Hurree Bhugtee, about three or four 
Arabs came to our village at Amleeara, and at midnight conveyed myself and my husband 
and kept us there in confinement under a guard of seepahees for about 10 or 13 days; and 
during our confinement there, I learnt that my son, whom I had given to Dada Meeya 
Havildar, would be returned to me, but from whom I learnt that I do not recollect ; but 
one night, about 9 or 10 o’clock, a female, whose name I never learnt, and a male brought 
my son to me, and said, ‘‘ T^^ke back your son whom you had given to Dada Meeya ; ” and 
having said so, they placed the boy m my husband’s, Dullia Tullaveea’s, lap, upon which 
myself and husband faintly recognized the boy as our child. The child v^as weeping, 
and Havildar Dada Meeya came to and informed us that the boy was our son whom he 
had taken from us, and inquired wlietlier we recognized him as such, and further asked us 
to certify that we had received him back, and my husband assured him of his having 
recognized the boy as our son, and of having received him back ; but he, at the same time, 
intimated to the havildar, that the 100 rupees which had been given him for the child he had 
expended, consequently, from where was he to procure this sum to return to him ; and still 
further, my husband inquired how he should provide for the child if he received him back ; 
to this the havildar replied, that he would not be required to refund the amount, and upon 
this assurance being given, I carried the boy, and under an escort of three Arabs we 
returned to our village at Amleeyara ; and on the road, myself and husband carried the boy 
alternately ; and Joria also accompanied us ; and thus having escorted us to our home, the 
Arabs left us there and returned ; three or four days the child remained with us at our 
house when four Arabs came from B^oda, and having along with them our village Patell, 

Ryejee, they desired that 1 should the child with me and the house of Patell 

Khandass; whereupon I took the child and went with the Arabs ipo lived at the house of 
Patell Khandass, and I ufed to cook the child’s and my own meals there, and feed the child; 

I used, likewise, to buy it goat’s milk from my own house and give to the cliild ; and my 
husband also used, once or twice int the day, to come and visit myself and child there ; 
thus myself and the child remained at Patell Khandass’ house for about three or four 
months, and a guard of Arabs used to keep watch over us; afterwttrds, during the hot 
weather, the cholera broke out in'tlie village, and many of the vil^^prs fell victims to its 
virulence; this child was also attacked wiUi it, and commenced vomiting and purging the 
whole of one night and till the afSflrnoon of the next day, about three o’clock, when he 
died ; at this time myselfiuid my hust^and were present and we both commenced weeping, 
and the corpse remamed in the same place till about half-past seven o’clock in the eveiung, 

^0. 4 K 2 when 
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when it was said, that permission having been obtained from the Sirkar at Baroda, orders 
were given for its removal, whereupon my husband and brotb|l'-in4aw (Jeyt) Bhooder, 
carried the corpse and took it to the burial place for intermenlT after which I proceeded 
weeping to the tank, and having bathed, returned to my home. The above is all that I am 
aware of. 

After the death of this boy, lias the Khandeeya ceremonies performed ? — For the 
purpose of observing this child’s funeral ceremonies, we were presented with four maunds 
of paddy from the Sirkar, i.e. Settjee ; this was converted into rice by us, and with it we fed 
all the little and big children of our caste on the fourth day after the child’s death. 

There is no difference in what 1 have deposed to above. 

Dated and signed as above. 

The signature of the deponeft I have traced with my hand by her request. 

(signed) Patell Nurrotum Narrain. 


No. 46 . 

Transla^tion of the Deposition of Nurrotum Narrayen; Religion, Hindoo; Caste, Sewa 
Koombee; aged about 40 years; Occupation, Patelship; Inhabitant of Amleara, Pur- 
gunnati Baroda; taken before the Guik war’s Durbar, on BhadirwaSood 13 , St. 1904 
(11 September 1848 .) 

Question. The depositions of yourself, Eshwar Vunarsee and Byjee Bechur were taken 
togetherat the house of Sett Hurry Bhugtee’s, on 2d Jest Sood 2d, St. 1903 , 14 June 1847 , 
which being read and explained to you, you are called upon to testify whether (hey conjUtin 
the tmth or otherwise? — Answer. We three were sent for hbout Jest last (June), to the 
Setjee’s shop, and our depositions taken together, which are the same as those read and 
explained to me just now, and they contain the whole and nothing else but the truth. 

(signed) JPatel Nurrotum Narrayen. 

Question. In the investigation of this case, you are this day asked, whether you have any 
knowledge of the son of Tullaveea Dulleea being given away at Baroda, and if you have, 
yon are requested upon oath to declare all the particulars you may be aware of ? — Answer, 
I know nothing about the boy being given away at Bai-oda, further than that three Arabs 
bad come from the house of Hurry Bhugtee, at Baroda, to call Tullavee Dulleea, his wife, 
Dhoodee and Tullaveea Joria, about nine o’clock on Phalgoon Vud 1st or 2d (March 3d or 
4th); they came to me in the village grain-yard, and informed me that they were come for, 
upon which I pointed them out to them, and the Arabs the same night returned with them 
to Baroda. About eight or ten days afterwards, Tullaveea Dulleea, his wife Dhoodee, 
Tullavee Joria, and a child, under an escort of Arabs, were brougl^t back to the village, and 
left at my house; when I learnt that Tullaveea Dulleea had given away his son at Baroda, 
through Dada Meeah Havildar, to the family of Hurree Bhugtee, and that this boy had 
been returned to him. The boy remained at Tullaveea Dulleea’s house for about three or 
four days, when he was conveyed to and located in the house of Patell Khandass Wusta, 
under a guard of Arabs ; in this house the boy might have remained for about two and a half 
or three months, when in Jait last (June), the cholera broke cfbt in the village, and many of 
the villagers fell Victims to its ravages ; this boy was also attacked, and having purged and 
vomited all night, and till noon the next day, he died ; I became aware of the news of his 
death from the villagers at the grain-yard. Dharrasunneea Runchor and Metha Hurgeevaii 
went to Baroda to report the boy’s death, and they returned the same evening at dark ; the 
child s corpse was buried about seven or half-past seven o’clock the same evening; Tullaveea 
Dulleea and Bhoodur conveyed the corpse to the burial place, and the five Arabs accompanied 
them. 

This is all that I know about this affair. 

Dated and signed as above. 


No. 46 . 

RANSLATioN of a Deposition made on oath by Bheeka Hurreebhaee; Caste, Hindoo; 
Religion, Tullaveea; aged about 40 years; Oq||^tion, Pnggy ; Resident of the village 
of Amleara, Purgunnah Baroda; dated IBhaderwa Sood 13 , St. 1904 (Wednesday, 
11 September 1848 ). ^ 

Question. As you live near Tullaveea Dulleea of Amleara village, state whether you know 
that a boy was born to Dulleea’s wife, prior to the sucking one she has now got j if so, when 
wm]oe born, and where is he now ? — Answer. About one or one and a half years before the 
birtb of the present sucking boy, a boy was brought fortli by Dulleea’s wife, but about one 
or one half month after which, one day, on my return from the barn, I heard that the boy 
wks dead and buned by Dulleea; tne child was but too young, and not related to me. 

4 Dulleea 


♦ This ceremony consrsis in feeding the parties helping to carry tiie coriise. 
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Dulken » my P^etnaee SalIa(8on of my wife’s paternal uncle); I therefore did not go to 
wash my body, but <||ly sprinkled some water over my clothes. On th# fourth day of the 
boy’s d#ath, Dulleea gave a dinner to the street people, at which my children were gone with 
^tl^r children of the street. About six months, or one year after, it was rumoured in the 
village that the boy who was falsely proclaimed dead, and given by Dulleea to somebody in 
Baroda, was brought back at home ; this I heard on my return from Kanun village. The 
boy was kept in the mansion of Kandass Patell of my village, and died of cholera, which 

K vailed at my village in Jest last (June) 1848, and by which many people were carried off. 

en Dulleea and Bhoodurreeatook the boy to bury, I went and washed my body in a pond, 
and afterwards come and slept in the barn. 

Did Dulleea perform all the ceremonies of the boy’s death, and did you go to dine at 
him, with others of the street? — My house people went to dine at him, with others of the 
-street, on the fourth day of the boy’s death, but 1 Aid not, for we are not on terms, and do 
4iot speak with one another. 

He states (here is no difference in this deposition. 

(signed) Bhuha Hurreebhoy. 


No. 47. 

Translation of the Deposition of Bhoodur Pannah ; Religion, Hindoo ; Caste, Tullaveeya ; 
aged about 40 years; Occupation, Vertunneeya; Inhabitant Moja Amleeyara, Pergunna 
Baroda; taken before the Guicowar Sirkar, upon oath, on the%3th and 15ih Bhaduvva 
Sood, Sumunt 1904(11 and 13 September 1848). 

* Question. Tullaveeya Dulleeya Bannah at present has a sucking infant, therefore you are 
asked whether his wife Had a son before the present one, and if she had, you are called 
upon to state where at present he is ? — Answer. At present my brother Dulleeya’s wife has 
a sucking infant, she, however, about 18 months ago, had a son born to her, but he only 
lived for about a month or a month and a half, and died ; and having buried the corpse, my 
brother was returning to his house weeping, from which, becoming aware of the fact, I bathed ; 
and four days after the infant’s death, the chowleeya” ceremonies were performed, and the 
caste feasted, upon which occasion my children also went, together with the children of the 
neighbourhood, to partake of the dinner; after which, about a year or 15 months, my brother 
Dulleeya, and his wife Dhoodee, both of them at night returned lo their houses from Baroda, 
with a child ; on the following day I became acquainted with their having done so, and that 
the child of Dulleeya, who was said to have died, and on whose account the ‘^chowteeya” 
ceremonies were performed, was alive, and had been given aw'ay at Baroda ; and when the 
child was brought back, I saw this child playing together with the children in iny neigh- 
bourhood, and about three or four days afterwards this child was located in the house of 
Patel Khandass, who had decamped from the village, and a guard of Arabs were placed to 
watch over the child ; subsequently, when the rice plants were being sow n, the cholera broke 
out in our village; tliis child was also attacked with it, and of which he died, when Mohta 
Hurjeewan sentDharunsanneya Runchoreeya to Baroda, to report the child’s death, upon 
which a jemadar and three Arabs from Baroda came to our village, and having viewed the 
child’s corpse, gave permission for its burial ; whereupon, myself, my brother, together with 
three or four of the Arab% with a torch, proceeded to the burial place on the bank of the 
river, and buried the body, and returned home. This is all I know about this affair. 

At what hour did this boy die ; and w-as permission given you for the burial of the corpse 
the same or the following day ? — The child died about one o’clock p. m., after w hich the 
Mehta Huijeewun sent a dharsunneeya to Baroda to obtain leave, and permission w'as 
received by us about seven o’clock p. m., after which we took and buried the corpse. 

Formerly certain ceremonies were performed, under the plea of this child’s death ; when, 
however, the child actually had died, were the usual ceremonies observed ? — After the child’s 
death, the mehta and patell gave us four maunds of paddy,” and having converted it into 
rice, it was cooked, and the great and small children of our neighbourhood fed with it. 

When permission was given by the mehta for the burial of the child’s corpse, who bore 
the coipse to the burial place ? — I carried the corpse upon my shoulders to the burial place, 
and buried it. There is no difference in this dejmsition. 

(signed) Tullaveeya Blwodur Banna, his x mark. 

Further Examination, this 15tl|^ay of Bhadurwa Sood, Suimint 1904 (15 September 

1848). 

Question. In this cale at the Amleeyara village chowra, you are requii*ed to point out 
the place on the river side in which yourself, your brother, the jemadar and the Arabs, 
conveyed and buried the corpse of your brother s son who had died in the house of Patell 
Khandass The place I had pointed out on the river’s bank this day toTrimbuck 

Sliastree Munnoi e and Bappoo Myral Shastree, is the identical spot in which the corpse of 
the boy had been buried. 15th Bhadurwa Sood, Summit 1904 (13 September 

'A 848)* ' 

" - • Signed as above. 
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No. 48. ^ 

Translate of the Deposition of Punnee Woman; Religion, Hindoo ; Caste, Dussadree 
Malla Banian; a^ed about 50 yaars ; Inhabitant of Mharwar, residing for the last 
35 years at the house of Sett Hurree Bhugtee ; taken at the Guicowar, on oath, bn 
Bhadurwa Vud 0th, St 1904 (18 September 1848). 

Question, Where are you at present employed, and what is the nature of the work you 
do ? — Answer, 1 am at present in the employ of Setanee Joitubaee, and have been so from 
the date of the Setjee’s death up to the present date. 

Since you have been constantly with the Settanee, do you know anything about the 
Settanee becoming pregnant and having given birth to a son ; and if you do, you should state 
all particulars regarding it ? — Six or seven days before the Setjee's death, the Setanee 
Joitebaee had her periodicals upon her, consequently how could she have been enceinte; and 
as 1 used to be constantly in attendance upon her, I am well aware that she was not enceinte 
before the Sett’s death, and the day after the Sett’s death I was exclusively made over to 
attend upon the Settanee ; and four or five days after being so, Settanee Joitebaee weeping 
declared that she was pregnant, and lamented that there remained no one tofill her lap, and that 
her hopes were blasted ; and from her doing so tlie people were impressed with the belief 
that she was really enceinte. Both the Settanees after the Set’s death used to occupy the 
same room, and continued doing so for about 15 days, and during this time the elder 
Setanee’s brother visited them twice or thrice, but the younger Settanee’s mother used 
to come daily; afterwards, consequent upon the elder Settanee being attacked with sore eyes, 
she left, and went and resided in the new house, where Purshotum Shet lived, and the 
younger Settanee went and lived in a room in the old house, and accompanied and 
remained in attendance upon her there ; and about three ttnd a half months after the Sett’lljf 
death, one night about 10 o’clock, Lardbaee visited and went away, and soon after the 
Setanee Joitubaee sent for a palkee, got into it, and went to her parents’ liouse, and I also 
followed her there; when I arrived, the Settanee was seated in a room upon the upper floor, 
and Ladbaee was with her ; Lardbaee askt d me to go down stairs, and sift and bring some 
ashes ; w’hereupon I went down stairs for the purpose, and not being able to get any, I 
remained down stairs, and Lardbaee having called me, I returned up stairs and saw upon 
the floor of the room an infant lying, and the Settanee seated upon a stool, and Ladbaee 
near her; and at this time Ladbaee s sister’s daughter, who was sick, got up and drummed 
upon a thallee,” whereupon Banabhoy and the rest of the family congregated, and the 
news was given out that the Settanee was delivered of a son. This is all that I know. 

As you were constantly on attendance upon the Setanee, did you observe [the Settanee’s 
stomach enlarged like that of a female in the family way? — She used to be always seated 
covered with shawls, consequently I had no opportunity of seeing her stomach, and further, 
she used not to allow me to touch her person, but parties from her parents’ house and Lad- 
baee used to be permitted to touch her person. 

You Lave stated above that the Settanee went to the house of her parents at night, and I 
also followed her there, and saw the Setanee and Ladbaee seated in a room upon the upper 
floor ; Ladbaee directed me to bring some ashes, and I went down stairs to do so, but as I 
could not find any ashes, some time elapsed, whereupon Ladbaee called to me, and I returned 
up stairs; and upon my doing so, I saw an infant laying upon his back on the floor of the 
room and Setanee Joiteebacc seated upon a stool;” therefore you are asked since you saw 
the infant, whether the umbilical cord was attached, and whether the infant had the appear- 
ance of having been recently brought forth or otherwise ? — I saw the infant lying upon his 
back, but he had not the umbilical cord attached to his abdomen, neither did he appear to 
have been recently brought forth, nor did tlie Settanee appear to have been recently 
accouched. 

Did you at the lime inform the elder Setanee that the infant had not attached the umbilical 
cord, and that the Setanee Joitabaee had not the appearance of having been recently 
accouched? — I, being but a menial, how was I to speak about the affairs of great people? 

I was neither interrogated upon the subject, nor did I make mention of it.] 

When you saw the infant laying upon his back, and having not the umbilical cord attached, 
nor any appearance of his being recently delivered, did you entertain any doubts in your mind 
of Joiteebaee's accouchmeut, and did you suspect that the boy was spurious, and had been 
procured for the occasion? — When I first saw the boy he had his umbilical cord separated, 
and did not exhibit any sign of having been recently brought forth, therefore it is true that 
1 suspected that the Settanee had not given birth to but procured for the occasion ; but 
how was I to mention the suspicions entertained by me regarding a great family to any- 
body? 

Do you know from whom this child had been procured ?— No, I do not know from whom 
the child had been procured. 

For what a length of time did you nurse this child ? — After the birth of this child, I 
remained with the Settanee for about 17 days, and then returned to the Sett’s house, and 
once in five or 10 days I used to go to Bannabhoy’s bouse ; for many days the child was 

nutsed 


* ^Vhell a female is enceinte with her first child, it is usual on the 7th or 9th months of 
nancy to pwl the caste and her husband to fill her lap'’ with fruit, sweets, &c. 
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nursed by the wet^urse and Ameechund, and other servantsj^ but I never nursed him. The 
hof was named Moteelal . 

What was the name o|^e wet-nurse entertained to suckle Moteelal? — I klpw not. 

When Moteelal was suffering from small-pox did you see him? — N out did not, but I 
heard that the boy was suffering from small-pox. 

What message did Settanee Joiteebaee entrust you to deliver to Dada Meya Havildar of 
Arolyara? — When the rumour about the child went about, and everybody began talking 
about it, Joiteebaee Setanee sent for Baba to the upstair of the new house, and she informed 
him that the people said many things about this boy, therefore to send for Dada Meeah 
Havildar, and direct him to return the boy to the parties from whom he had procured him; 
at this time Dada Meeah was at the Sett’s old house, therefore owing to what was said to her 
by Baba, the Settanee directed me to go to Dada Meeah and inform him that it was her 
wish that the boy should be returned to the parties from whom he had been procured, and 
to no other person, because the child was a tender flower, whereupon I went to^ Havildar 
Dada Meeah, and having got him to swear by his Koran, Roza, and by the sins which 
caused the famine of St. 1869 (a, n. 1812--13), 1 delivered him the Setanee Joiteebaee’s 
message, with which I had been charged, and if be delivered the boy to any other body, the 
sin of breaking the above oaths would rest upon him, to which Dada Meeah answered that 
he would restore the boy to his parents, and if he gave the boy away to any other body, the 
above oaths would rest upon him. This I communicated to the Setanee, whereupon Baba 
Nafra said to the Setanee, tliat she was his mother, and what was destined had happened ; 
therefore for the future sl^e should conduct herself with rectitude ; to this the Settanee replied 
that she had no hand in bringing the boy, but that her parents had done so, and consequently 
should be held responsible ; and she confessed, further, that the boy was not her son. After 
the above conversation, Baba wrote and gave the Settanee a ‘‘ leek,” 'and the Settanee also 
passed a leek to the Baba, whereupon Baba said. Your patents, notwithstanding the crime 
tjbey had been guilty of, were still tite Setjee’s father and mother in laws, and consequently 
a ’ifltipend of 200 rupees yearly would be settled upon them for their subsistence, and they 
will be looked upon with favour; and the same night on which the above took place, the 
boy Moteelal was caused to be carried by his nurse, whose name I do not at present 
recollect ; and some men being directed to accompany her as an escort, the boy was taken 
away for the ostensible purpose of being returned to his parents. 

You have stated above that leeks had been interchanged between Baba and Joiteebaee 
Settanee ; therefore you are asked to name the parties wlio were present on this occasion ? 
— Settanee Joiteebaee, Baba, Dessaee Dyashunker, Mujmoodar Bhugwau and myself were 
present on that occasion. 

You have above stated that you had heard that when the child of Joiteebaee Settanee was 
about two or three months old, he was attacked with small-pox, therefore you are asked 
whether the boy, before being returned to Duda Meeya Havildar, was constantly seen by 
you, and whether you observed upon his person any marks which might have been left by the 
pustules? — The boy directed by Setanee Joiteebaee to be returned to his parents, named 
IVJootelal, I was in the constant habit of seeing, but never observed upon his person marks 
of the small-pox. 

The deposition given by you at Hurry Bhugtee’s house on Chytur Sood 7th, St. 1903 (3d 
April 1846), is read and explained to you, and you are requested to state whether it cofttains 
a true statement of the facts or otherwise? — Tlie deposition formerly given in by me at Sett 
Hurry Bhugtee’s has been this day read and explained to me, and I declare that it contains 
a true statement of the fact which transpired. There is no difference in this deposition. 


(signed) Vomon Base Punnee's x mark. 


No. 49. 

Translation of the Deposition on oath of Bhugwan Bheewaneedass ; Religion, Hindoo; 
Caste, Bunnean Dussa Desey wur ; aged about 34 years ; Profession, Service ; Inhabi- 
tant of Korul, and Meejmooddar of that place, now Gcxmiasta iti the shop of Hurree 
Bhugtee, made at the Durbar on Bhadurwa Vud 13tb, Suumnt 1904 (a.i>. 26 September 
1848). 

Question. Did Joiteebaee Settanee, younger widow of the late Bechurbhoy, get a writing 
written by you to be presented to the S^irkar; if so, state the particulars about it? — Anstoer. 
In Fagunmus of Suniunt 1903 (a. d, February and March 1847), a rumour was spread that 
Joiteebaee Settanee got a koolee’s son, and a kolee from Metapoor came to Bhanabhaee’s 
house on account of a writing passed to him for the payment of a certain sum for his 
** Jeevaee,” who not giving any heed to that man, the kolee went to the house of Hurree 
Bhugtee ; this gave rise to the rumour ; on this Settanee Mahaluxmibaee made inquiries 
from Baba and other goomastas, and found that a koolee’s child had been brought The 
Shetsof the Baee’s caste were called at the shop and questioned on the subject; they replied 
that if Joiteebaee had brought a koolee’s child, that child could not be admitted in the 
caiste> if it did they would all lose their caste, On inquiring it appeared that the present 
boy was got by Bhanabbaee and Laurdbaee from Amleeyara, the son of a Tullaveya, tnrough 
the havildar Dadaboy ; the first boy was the son of a koolee of Meetapoora, who died from 
anuill^pox f the second boy was from Amleeyara; this news was spread all over the city ; 
on the elder Settanee Mahaluxmee may have given Joiteebaee some advice on this 

560. 4 E 4 point, 
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point, who sent Punnee woman to call Baba Nafra from the shop. Baba Nafra and myself 
went ill to Setanee Joiteebaee and questioned her about the boy ; she became dullv and said 
that her parents brought a boy through the havildar of Amleeyatjt, Dadabhoy, but whose 
son he was she does not know ; lier parents should know this ; that by bringing this boy away 
great has been the exposure ; the Settanee has no wish to keep this boy any longer, but tO' 
give him up to the person who may own him. Baba then said, Very well, and desired her to 
give him in writing all tliatjiack occurred, so that it may be laid before the Sirkar, and to 
whoever the boy may belong he will be made over to him. This was about seven o’clock at 
night. 1 and Baba then returned to our house. The second day, about five o’clock A. m., 
T went to the shop, when Punnee woman ctame from within and said, “Is Baba not come yet?” 
I replied, No. About half an hour afterwards Baba came, and I told him what Punnee had 
said. Punnee then came again to call Baba; on this Baba and I went to Settanee Joitee* 
baee ; the Settanee then said that she would give in writing all about the boy ; but what 
arrangement will be made for my parents? Baba said what the father-in-laws of Samuibhoy 
and Bechurbaee received, the same they will get Settanee. Joiteebaee then asked fora 
writing granting her parents 200 rupees annually. On this Baba got down and went to the- 
elder Settanee, and after awhile came up again and desired me to make out a writing ; accord-^ 
ingly I wrote out a paper in the name of Purshotumboy, allowing Bhanabhaee 200 rupees 
annually, which Baba signed on the part of Set Purshotumbhoy, and delivered it to the 
Settanee Joiteebaee. Afterwards Joiteebaee desired me to write out a paper about the boy^ 
so I did as desired by the Settanee ; it was addressed to the Sirkar, and stated that her 
parents had got the boy through the havildar of Amleeyara, but he was not born from her ; 
that after inquiring, the boy should be made over to his lawful parents, &c. ; according to 
this 1 wrote. In order that this papers hould be signed, Dessyee Dyasunker was called, who 
was sitting in the shop, and was asked by the Settanee to sign it, who asked me to read the 
paper to him, and afterwards lie would sign it. I accordingly read it, and Settanee Joiteebaee 
then desired Dessyee Dysunkur to sign it, which he did in the name of Joiteebaee Settanee, 
and the Settanee placed her mark on it. [The Dessayee then remarked that it should 
be witnessed ; Joitebaee replied that the name of Shree Runchorjee is written as witness. 
This paper was delivered to the Settanee, who handed it over to Baba Nafra, and desired him 
to give it to the Sirkar ; that she has no wish to keep this boy any longer, but to give him 
up to the person who may order ihein. This paper Baba Nafra took away the same night 
about eight o’clock. Baba Nafra told me that Dulleeya Tullaveeya of Amleeyara and liis 
wife, &c. are in the garden of the Shet’s, to whom the boy is to be given up as desired by the 
elder Settanee, and desired me to take the boy to the garden and give him up to Dulleeya ; 
on this the wet-nurse Khooshallee took the boy Moteelal up, and with havildar Dada Meeyah 
went to the Shet's garden and told Tullaveeya Dulleeya and his wife that “ this son of yours 
is given back to you, therefore take him away.” On this the boy was delivered to him, and 
as a proof got Dadabho^ Havildar to ask the man if he got back his son whom he had 
brought away from him. The 'ruliayea replied, “ I have got back my son, but the 100 rupees 
which was paid to me I have spent it, and if you were to ask for it, from where am 1 to pay 
it, and that unless this matter about the 100 rupees is cleared, I will not take the boy away.” 
On this word was sent to the elder Settanee, who sent Baba Nafra to the garden; he came 
and said, Bhanabhaee has paid you 100 rupees, but he has not, therefore he will not take 
tlie ilioney from him, but for him to take away his son, he was not to hear anything about 
the 100 rupees ; on this Tullaveeya Dulleeya and his wife, &c. went oft’ the same moment to 
their house in Amleeyara; three or four Arabs were given to escort them, and they returned 
the next day, after leaving the Tullaveeya and the boy there. This is all I know. 

(signed) Bhugwan Bhetcaneda&p,^ 


No. 50. 

Translation of a Deposition made on oath by Eshwar Vunarsee ; Caste, Hindoo ; Religion, 
Sewakoonbee, aged about 35 vears; Profession, Patel; Inhabitant of the village of Am- 
leeyara, Purgunna Baroda, fehadurwa Sood 13 St. 1904 (Wednesday, 11 September 
1848). 

[Question, State whether the statement read over to you to-day is the same which was 
made conjointly by you, Nurrotum Naren and Royee Bechur, at Hurry Bhugtee’s house on 
2d Jest Sood 2d, St. 1903 (14 June 1847), or whether there is any difference in it; if so, 
point it out? — Answer, The statement now read over to me is the same which was made 
conjointly by us three above-named in about Jest last (June 1848), at the Settjee’s shopi 
there is no difference in it. 

(signed) Eshwer Vunarsee* 

Question, Do you know anything about the boy of Tulaveea Dulleea Bfaana, who was 
given at Baroda, and if so, stale the particulars? — Answer* I know nothing about the 
oein^ given at Baroda, but one day (the date is not recollected) three or four Arabs eataa 
from wtt Hurree Bhugtee house, of Baroda, to the village b^n, and told me that Ttillairaea 
Dulleea of my 'tillage], his wife Doodhee, and Tullaveea Joria were to be taken to Baroda* 
I calfj^ these three persons and made them over to tbe Arabs, who took them to Bai:odla 
same nigbtf About eight or ten days after they came back to the village with the bojif5ia!a<t 

' ; ' mm 
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some the latter went back, after keeping the boy in Dulleea’s bouge, where he remained 

for thi«e orfour and was afterwards taken to Patel Kandass’ mansion^ where a guard 

of Arabs Iras place he remained there for about two or three months; oh one ni^t he 
was attacked by the cholera, and died of it on the following day at about 2 p. h., which 
1 heard ftoin people in the barn ; the cholera was prevalent at our village in the month of 
Jest (Jane 1847), and many people died of it there ; 1 told HurjeewadfSlehta to make the 
boy*S death known at Baroda ; Hurjeewan Mehta and DaWaSunaea RuOchore went thither; 
the former came back in the evening, and then I heard that the boy was buried by the Tul- 
laveea ; 1 know only this much, 

(Signature and Date.) 

Question. Did you personally see the corpse of the deceased boy l-^Answer. I did not 
see it personally, but heard that the boy was dead of cholera, 

(Date and Signature, as above.)] 


No. 61. 

Translation of a Deposition of Hurjeevun Gotumram ; Caste Hindoo; Religion, Brahmin 
Moor ; ^ed about 50 years ; Profession, Service ; Inhabitant of Baroda, in the service of 
Hurree Bhugtee for the last 10 years, now doing duty since six months as Mehta of 
Amleeara; taken on oath, Bhadurwa Sood 13th, Sum vut 1904 (Wednesday, 11 Sep- 
tember 1848). 

Question, As you are Mehta of Amleeara, state whatever you may know regarding the 
bojK who was kept in the house of Patell Kandass of the village in charge of Kolie Dullea 
Jum and a guard of Arabs? — Answer, On 2d Jest Sood 2d, of Sumvut 1903 (14 June 
1847), at about 2 p.m., Tullaveera Dulleea and his wife began to cry, upon which people 
in the barn said that Dulleea's son who was brought from the Sett's house and kept in 
Kandass' house, died of cholera, after which an ArA of the guard came and told me the 
same; I afterwards went to Baroda on a mare, and informed Baba of this, who desired me 
to go back to the village, make particular inquiries regarding the boy's death, and then allow 
the corpse to be buried. I accordingly returned to Amleeara, saw the dead boy in Kandass’ 
house, and having learnt from the sepoys, &c., that the boy died of cholera, permitted 
Tullavera Dulleea to bury or burn the remains of the boy, according to their caste custom. 
The Arabs of the guard then said, how could they allow the corpse to be carried away 
without their jemadar’s orders, upon which I told them to allow it when their jemadar 
would come and permit; I afterwards went to the barn at about 8 p.m. 

(signed) Hufjeevun Gotumram. 


No. 62. + 

Translation of the Deposition of Sallum Vullud a ; Religion, Mahomedan ; Caste, Arab ; 
aged about 23 years ; Occupation Service, at present employed as a Sepahie at Sett 
Hurree Bucktee’s ; taken at the Guikwar Durbar upon oath, on Bhadurwa Sood 13th, 
Sumvut 1904 (11 September 1848). 

Question, From the house of Sett Hurree Bucktee you were sent to relieve Arab 
Moobarruck, who was placed as a guard upon this boy at the village of Amleeara, therefore 
you are required to state all the particulars on this subject which may have come to your 
knowledge ? — Answer, During the mango season, I was ordered by my jemadar to go to 
Amleeara, where four of our men were, amongst whom one was named Mahomed Doolla; 
from this person I was directed to receive further orders. Agreeably to such orders I pro- 
ceeded to Amleeara, and having met Mahomed Doolla, I informed him that the jemadar 
had sent me to him, when the said Mahomed informed me, that in the Patell's house there 
was a boy to whom his parents only should be permitted to have access, and no stranger 
should be allowed to approach the boy ; this did he say to me, upon which I ioined the 
other sallies and guarded the boy who was at the Patell's house, and the mother of the 
boy, a Tullaveeyan, used to feed and take care of him, and used to send for goat’s iil9k 
from her house, and give the child, thus used she to do; when in the said vUlage the 
cholera was raging, this child also took it and laboured under it from a pore of the day 
(8 o'clock A.M.) tin about four gurrees the next afternoon (2 o'clock p.M.)j when he became 
very bad, upon which the said sepahee Arab Mahomed , Doolla, went to the village grain- 
yard, and reported to the Patels and Mehta of the said village, that the boy was very bad 
and likely in a gur^e or half a guiYee to die, therefore that they should send word to'^the 
Sett at Baroda of the same, ana having done so be returned, at which time the child died ; 
this occurred about 3 o'clock, p. ir« After which the child’s mother commenced weeping, 
and after the mght had progri^sed a gurree, about 7 o’clock p. m., the Mehta came 
and the boyi and told i;|8 , that he hadr received instructions l^om the 

Settle bouse to p to W that we should permit the boy’s 

so t hpon this #e rep^^^^ a^tson came frotp pur jemadar a^d 

the body to be taken away j wherelibcm the 
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MehtA returned to the grain-yard ; in the mean time our jemadar Munsoor froiti 

flaroda, and after looking at the dead body, informed us that permission had been given Ibr 
the body to be taken away; therefore to allow the Tullaveeya, according to the usage ck 
hts caste, to either bum or bury the body; whereupon permission having been given for 
the removal of the body, the father of the boy and his brother came about six or sevbh 
gurrees after nigWP had fallen (about 9 o’clock p. m.), and having from the Banian’s shop 
sent for a seer of oil, they ’twisted cloth round a stick, lighted it — and cloth being wanted 
to wrap up the body in, a piece of unbleached cloth was given by Arab Mahomed l>oola to 
the Tullaveeya for the purpose, in which the boy’s body was wrapped and carried by hk 
unde, and his father having the lighted brand in his hand, they went away, my jemadar, 
Lyad Munsoor, myself, MahomeiT Doolla, Arab Hoosun bin Nosser and Arab Mooharruck, 
in all five persons, accompanied them to the Amleeara field. On the opposite side of the 
river in the bank, there is a burial-ground, where having arrived, the body was placed upon 
• S. O* the ground, and the boy’s father and uncle excavated* hole in which the body was deposited, 

and covered with earth and thorn-bushes ; the whole of us returned to the village, where 
these Tullaveeyas went to bathe, and we came to where we used to put up at, and ^fore 
our return the boy’s mother had left the Patell’s house ; we remained that night at the village, 
and the next day, early in the morning, returned to Baroda, and reported what had passed 
at the Sett’s house. 

After you had, by the orders of your jemadar, to relieve Arab Moobarruck at Amleeyara, 
how many days intervened before the boy was attacked with cholera and died ? — After 
I had gone on relief to Amleeyara, about five or six days intervened, when the boy was 
attacked with cholera; he took it about a pore of the day (8 o’clock a. m.), and the next 
day, about four gurrees afternoon (2 o’clock p. m.) he became very bad, and when about 
a pore of the day (4 o’clock p. m.) remained, he died. This is ail I know on the subject, and 
there is no difference hi what I have deposed to. 

(signed) Sal lam Villnda HasBon, 
his X mark. 

On Bhadurwa Sood 15th, Sumvut 1904. 

The boy upon whom you were placed as a guard had died, and his body was taken by 
the Tullaveeya to be buried at the burial-ground, and you accompanied the body, therefore 
you are asked to point out the spot where the body of this boy had been buried ? — ^The 
spot pointed out by me in the burial-ground to Trimbuck Shastree Munnore and Bappoo 
Mayrall Shastree, is the identical spot where the body of the boy had been buried. No 
difference exists in the above deposition. 

(Signed as above.) 


No. 53. 

Translation of the Deposition of Hoosun Vullida Nassur; Religion, Mahomedan ; 
Caste, Arab; aged about 30 years; Occupation, Sepahee, employed at present as such 
at Hurree Bhugtee’s ; taken upon oath at the Guikwar Sirkar, on Bhadurwa Sood 13th 
and 16th, Sumvut 1904 (11 and 13 September 1848). 

Question. Yourself and other Arabs were sent from Hurree Bhugtee’s house to Amleeara, 
to take charge of and guard a boy, therefore you are required to state all the particulars of 
this transaction? — Answer. It liad been for three or four days before talked of in the city, 
that the younger widow of Beechurbhaee had procured and passed off as her own the son 
of aTullaveeaof Amleeara, and that she had been compelled to restore the lad to his 
parents. When our jemadar Lyad Munsook ordered myself, Leedee Moobarruck, Moo- 
barruck Messur and Mahomed Doolla to proceed to the village of Amleeara, and direct the 
Mehta Huijewiin to deliver the boy over to our charge, and that after having received the 
boy, to locate him in the vacant house of Patell Kandass, and guard him. Upon thus being 
f S. 0. ordered by our jemadar, we proceedf to Amleeyara, and having intimated to Mehta Hur- 

jeevun our instructions in the village grain-yard regarding the boy, the Mehta desired us to 
remain at the grain-yard, and he would, agreeably to the instruction received from Baroda, 
cause this boy to he conveyed to the Patell’s vacant house, where we could go and guard 
him, and having said so, he sent for the Patell, whose name I do not recoUect, and gave 
instruction^ to letch the boy, after which he desired xis to proceed to take charge of the ooy, 
and sent with us a Bungya to show us the house ; this Bungya having showed us the house, 
wc went up-stairs, where we saw an infant about 16 months old, and a female of the Kblie 
caste, both of whom we took charge of and guarded. The female used to cook, both for 
herself and the child, and she use4 to wait upon and feed him ; goat’s milk used to be 
brought from this woman’s house* for the child by her son, and ocG^Lsionally Tullaveeya 
Bulieea and his elder son used to come to see the woman and the child. We reinain^d 
thus upon this duty for about three or four months, when the cholera broke out in the 
^ 5 . 0. and 2$ or 80 Banians and Koonbiej; fell victims to the virulence of this epidemic* 

one pf Mt* men, also Seedee Moobarruck, ;^ied from the same disease; tnuS 
'chpi«wp|‘ A in the village, and the boy under our charge also took it, and khourPd 
it the one night and afternoon; the nejtt day he became quite eidiapir^S^ 
a|5)(<itrit id he dying, whereupon Mahomed DuUa tvettt to the village 
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informed both the Mehta and Patell of the same, but before be could return, the boy died. 
The boy’s liiotber commenced lamenting and wailing, and Tullaveea Dolleea and his 
brother^ whose name I do not recollect, also came and joined her. About six o^clockin the 
evening the Mehta Hurjeevun came, and having seen the corpse of the boy, be said to vs 
tbfit ha had received permission from the Sett at Baroda, to allow the body to be disposed 
pf agreeably to the custom amonpt the Tullaveea, but we said that we could not allow 
the body to be interfered with without permission from oh/ Jemadar, and would decidedly 
not allow the corpse to be removed, and upon hearing this the Mehta went away to the 
grain-yard, and a few minutes after our jemadar Munsook came to us, and having viewed 
toe corpse he informed us that he had been instructed by the Sett at Baroda to mlow the 
corpse to be disposed of agreeably to the usage of the Tullaveea caste ; upon this we 
informed the Tullaveeas that they were at liberty to either burn or bury the body. Dulleea 
having remarked that the night was dark, oil was procured from a Banian’s sbopi and a 
torch being maile, it was dipped in the oil and lighted. Dullea bore the torch, and his 
brother the corpse ; before this, however, new cloth being required, a piece which Mahomed 
Doolla had with him was given, in which the body was wrapped. The whole of us, includ- 
ing the jemadar, accompanied the corpse, and having arrived at the burial-place, situated 
on the opposite bank of the river, the body was placed upon the ground, and the two 
Tullaveeas having excavated a hole, the body was placed into it, and the grave filled up 
with alternate layers of earth and thorn bushes ; after this the whole of us returned to the 
village, at the entrance to which the Tullaveeas proceeded to a tank to bathe, and we to our 
quarters in the village. Before our return, the female, the boy’s mother, had gone away ; 
that night we slept at this village, and the next morning returned to Baroda. All that l am 
acquainted with upon this subject I have faithfully deposed. 

(signed) Arab Hoosein V. Nassur^ 

^Question. The boy upon whom at Amleeara you remained as a guard for three or four 
months, you have above stated died of cholera, therefore you are asked whether you ever at 
any place saw this boy before ? — Answer. I saw this boy before at the house of Hurree Bhugtee 
and the younger Settanee of Bechurbhaee, and he was then known as the son of the said 
Joitabaee Settanee and named Moteelal ; I used to see the boy constantly, he being my sett, 
therefore I knew him well ; this same boy was given to Tullavreea Dulleea at Amleeara ; and 
when I went to Amleeara to guard this boy, immediately on seeing him I recognised Kim, 
and grieved that this boy Moteelal when at Sett Hurree Bhugtee’s used to be loaded with 
jewels, well clothed and go about in carriages and palanquins, and from his want of luck 
was given over to the Tullaveeas, and that I was now called upon to be his guard ; this was 
a source of much grief to me. 

(Signed and dated as above.) 

Question. You have above stated, that you were one of the guards placed upon the boy 
at Amleeara, that this boy died of cholera, that his corpse was taken oy Tullaveea Dulleea 
and his brothers, for the purpose of being buried, that you accompanied the corpse, and that 
it was buried in the burial-place, and therei’ore you are required to state at what place was 
the corpse buried ? — Answer. This day I pointed out, on the opposite bank of the river at 
Aralyara, to Trimbuck Shastree Munhore and Bappoo Myrall Shastree, the spot in which 
the body of the boy had been buried ; the same is the identical spot on which the body was 
buried. 

Dated Bhadurwa Sood 16th, Sumvut 1904 (13 Sept. 1848). 

(Signed as above.) 


No. 54. 

TaANSLATE of the Deposition of Syad Ben Munsoor; Religion, Mabomedan; Caste, Arab; 
aged about 40 years; Occupation, Jemadar at Sett Hurree Bhugtee’s ; dated Bhadurwa 
Sood 13th, Sumvut 1904 (11, 13 and 14 September 1848). 

QtLestion. At the village of Amleeyara, the son of Tullavudya Dulleeya Bbanna, who 
had been returned to his parents of cnolera, and for the purpose of giving permission for 
the burning or burial of the corpse, you had gone to Amleeyara ; state by whose authoUby 
you did so; and further, upon oath you are required to relate truly, all the partichlars 
regarding the placing of your Arabs tp guard this boy ? — Answer. Tullaveeya Il^lleeya bad 
b^u sent for to Baroda, where the boy was returned to him, and four or five days after the 
said Tullaveeya Dulleeya had returned with the boy to Amleeyara, Baba Nafra, the Sett’s 
karbaree ordered me to send four Arabs to Amleeyara, and that they should be instructed 
to locate the boy, who had been returned, and. at the tiffee was with said Tullaveeya at his 
in a bouse belonging to the Amleeyara village Patell, and guard the said boy, to 
pr^yent uv other but his parents having access to him; thus did Baba Nafra say to me, 
despatched four of my Arabs upon this duty, and wheni any of these four 
fell sick, I used to sedd others to relieve them ; and agreeably to tim above were 
rds plao^ ; one of tbeir member^ named Seedee Moobairruck, having bt^n taken 
^ ttp^ a oot and brought toBaroda, where be died ; at to^ time 

victiiiMl tjs the ravages of cliolera at 
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Amteeyara, and in place of the said Moobarruck, Arab SuVIura was sent to Amteoyara, and 
after days Baba Nafra informed me that the boy of Tullareeya Dulleeya under the 

Arab guard had diediof cholera, and that to inform him of this, the Mehta and a Dar03im«i 
neeya of the village had come to him, to whom he had given permission for the boy to;, be 
* S, O. buried or burnt, but that as my nar* would not heed what these people said, requested me 

to go pei^sonally to Amleeyara, Md^after satisfying myself that the boy was actually dead, 
permit the body to be disposed oT agreeably to the usage amongst their caste; upon being 
so instructed, I immediately left Baroda, and about two or three gurrees after night-fall 
arrived at Baroda, and the house in which the boy had been located 1 went to, and saw the 
dead body, and inquired of the guards of what the child had died, when they informed me 
f 5. 0. that the boy had the day before been taken with cholera, and died afternoon+ on the day 

I arrived ; at this time these were present, the boy’s mother, father and uncle, weeping, to 
whom I said, that they were at liberty to either burn or bury the boy, agreeably to the usage 
amongst their caste, because that Baba at Baroda had given his permission ; at this time 
a ** pore” of the night having been advanced, about eight o’clock p.m. a torch was lighted 
and the boy’s uncle having carried the boy, proceeded to the burial-place, and myself and 
my four sepoys accompanied the body ; the names of my four sepoys are as follows 

1. Mahomed Vulluday Doolla; 2, Hussun Vulluday Nassur; 3, Solium VuUuday 
Husson; 4. Moobarruck Vullday Ahoab, 

These four persons, together with myself, went to the burial-place, and on the bank of the 
river he was placed upon the ground, and a hole excavated by Tullaveeyas Bhoodur, Bhanna 
and Dulleeya, and the body was placed in this hole and filled with earth, and some thorn 
bushes strewed upon the grave, after which we all returned to the village ; the two Tulla- 
veeyas went to the village pond to bathe themselves, and myself and my sepoys went to 
where we had put up; this was about midnight, for which reason we remained m the village 
for the remainder of that night, and the following morning returned to Baroda, and reported 
all the particulars which transpired to Baba Nafra. All the particulars regarding this matter 
which I know I have stated truly above. 

The particulars of what transpired when yourself and your Arabs in the first instance had 
escorted Tullaveeyas Dnlleeya, his wife and Joreeya to Amleeyara, you are called upon to 
truly state ? — From the present day about six or seven months ago, one night about eight 
o’clock Baba Nafra, the Sett’s karbarree, ordered me to take two of my men and go to 
Amleeyara, for the purpose of escorting from thence to Baroda Tullaveeyas Dulleeya, his 
wife and Joria, ana he gave me a chit for this purpose upon the village Mehta, and in 
accordance with which, having taken two of my men with me, I reached Amleeyara after 
the night had progressed a pore or a pore and a quarter of the night (about 9 o’clock, p.m.) 
and delivered the chit to Mehta Hurjeemoun and the Patells in the grain-yard, and agree- 
ably to what was written in the chit, the Mehta and the Patells delivered the Tullaveeyas 
Dulleeya and Joria to us ; and also they sent for Dulleeya’s wife, who also they made over 
to us; these three individuals were made over to our care, and we the same night escorted 
them to Baroda, and after locating them in the Sett’s garden and placed a guard of four 
Arabs over them, and I proceeded and reported the same to Baba at the Sett’s house, when 
t S. 0. he declared J me to place four of my men as guard over the Tullaveeyas. Three of the 

four men so placed as a guard have gone to Hydrabad on leave, and the remaining one 
named Mahomed Doollah is present here, and my men remained as guard upon these 
Tullaveeyas about 10 or 12 days in the garden ; and from my men I learnt that the younger 
Settanee having brought the Tullaveeya s son and passed him off for her own, was returned 
to the Tullaveeya, and that they had escorted the whole of them to Amleeyara and had 
returned, thus did they say to me. No difference exists in the deposition. 

j 0 , (signed) Syad Munsoor*s^ hisx 


Question. Through Havildar Dadameya 100 rupees had been given and this boy procured 
from Amleeyara and brought to Baroda; do you know anything regarding the above?-— 
Ansv)er.Vf\^2X had transpired before, I know nothing about; but what had passed under my 
observation, I have deposed to. 

(Dated and signed as aboveO 

Question. Upon this day, Bhadurwa Sood 15th, Siimvut 1904 (Friday), at the Amleeyara 
Cbowra, you are required to point out the spot in which the body of Tullaveeya’s Dulleeya’s 
mn (who had died and whose funeral yourself and Tullaveeya Dulleeya and his brother 
accompanied) had been buried ? — Answer. The spot on the bank of the river pointed out 
by me to Trimbuck Shastree Monoom and Bappa Myral Shastree, is the identical spot 
B 5. 0. when II the body of the boy had been conveyed to a hole excavated by Tullaveeyas Dulleeya 

and Bhoodur Bazmah, and buried. 

Dated 13th September 1848. 

Qmsiiosi. The son of the younger wife of Sett Bechurbhaee, named Moteelal, did you 
ever at any time see at Paruck Hurree Bhugtee’s, or any other place T 

SeltaneA Joitabaee’s son Moteelall tised constantly to be conveyed in a palanquin or cattiage 
to and the Sett’s house, and to be carried about the house by the servants, upon wliicil 
to see and salatn to the child. 
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house of EJiMdaes you saw with your own eyes the dead body, and agreeably to the usage 
amongst them, had g^ven permigmon for its deposal,’*^ and therefore you are reouired to state • S. 0. 
whose corpse you there saw, and whether you recognized it ? — I had prestwsly oeeti informed 
that Joita Settanee had procured and passed off as her own, the son of the Amleeyara 
Tullaveeya, and that she had subsequently returned the boy (to bis parents) ; and further, 

I had sent four of my men to Amleeyara to guard this l) 0 )y and upon the death of the 
boy, Baba Nafra having ordered me to proceed to Amle^t^kra for the purpose of giving 
permission for the deposalf of the corpse ; upon my arrival there, on the floor of the upper t -5. 0. 
story of Patell Khandass' house, 1 saw the body of this boy lying upon his back, and 
recognized it as the corpse of the son of Joitabaee Settanee’s. 

All that I know regarding this affair I have faithfully deposed to above. 

Bhadurwa Vud 1st, Sumvut 1904 (14 September 1848). 

(Signed as above.) 


No. 65. 

Tsanslation of the Deposition of Mahomed bin Doola; Religion, Mahomedan ; Caste, 
Arab; aged about 26 years ; Occupation, a Sepahee, at present employed as such at Uurree 
Bhugtee^s ; taken at the Durbar on oath, on Bhaderwa Sood 15th, St. 1904 (13 Bep* 
tember 1848). 

Question. From the deposition of jemedar Syed Munsook, it would appear, that when the 
eon of Tullavee Dulleea Banna was delivered over at the Sett’s garden to the said Tullaveea, 
yourself and three other sepoys were placed as a guard upon the said Tullavee Dulleea, 
his wife, and Tullaveea Joria ; therefore you are called upon to state, on oath, all the parti- 
culars which transpired from the time of your being so placed as a guard until the death and 
burial of this boy at Amlyara ? — Answer. 1'he day and date I do not recollect, but it was 
the month of the Hindoo Holy, when one day, myself, Seedee Moobaruck, Arab Moo- 
baruck and Hoosein bin Nassur, were by jemedar Syed Munsoor ordered to guard two 
kolies and a female, who were in the Sett’s garden, and prevent them from holding inter- 
course with any one ; and upon being thus ordered, we proceeded to the garden and mounted 
guard daily; and about eight or ten days after, about 10 o'clock at night, from Sett Hurree 
Bhugtee, a female, male, Baba Nafra and others came, and along with them they brought 
tl)e boy and delivered him over to Dulleea, when the boy commenced crying very much; 
Dulleea and his wife upon seeing the boy’s face recognized him ; havildar Dadabhoy too at 
this time was present there, and said to Dulleea, your son, whom 1 had brought, is 
returned to you, receive him back;” upon so saying, Dulleea replied, the 100 rupees 
which you had given me I have expended, therefore from whence am I to procure and 
return it you, and with what am I to provide for the boy should 1 receive him back to 
this Dadabhoy said, “ who demands the return of the money from you ; your son you should 
receive back, and take care of ; ” and after the above conversation, Dulleea, his wife and Jorio, 
we four sepahees, by the Baba’s order, escorted about midnight from Barodato Amlee^ra, 
and en route the boy was alternately carried by Dulleea and his wile, and having arrived 
at the village entrance, we went to the village grain-yard, and having smoked, immediaiely 
returned to Baroda. Three or four days afterwards our jemedar Syed ordered that mysell^ 
Seedee Moobaruck, Hoosein Arab and Arab Moobarruck Nussa should proceed to Amlyara 
and keep guard upon Dulleea’s wife and the boy, and prevent any person having access to 
them ; and he informed me that such were the orders ot Baba Sahib, and further that the 
houfi(b'"of Patel Kandass was vacant at Amlceara, where the woman and her son should be 
located under a guard; having thus been instructed we four sepahees came to Amlyara, and 
in the village grain-yard we saw Patel Ryejie, Mehta Uurjeevun and others seated, to whom 
we delivered our message, when they directed us to proceed to the house of the Patel, and 
that the boy would be brought there, whereupon we four sepahees witli a bungeea entered 
the village, and near the village chowra the house of Patel Kandass is situated ; we saw the 
boy and his mother on the upper story of the house, and we kept watch upon them ; and 
Dulleea and his son were only permitted access to the woman and her cnild ; Dulleea’s 
wife used to cook for herself and also for the child, and milk used to be brought from her 
house which she used to feed the child with ; we remained for about 2J or three moatbs 
guarding this boy, when the cholera broke out at this village, and in 16 or 20 days about 
40 or 50 persons died from this epidemic ; the boy was also taken, and commenced vomitiuR 
and purging from night until noon the next day, at which time he became quite exhausted 
and appetred to be dying ; when I went to the village grain-yard and informed the Patel and 
Mehta that consequent upon the boy taking the cholera he was dying, therefore that tliey 
should send word to Baroda about the same; and upon my so informing them, they wei'e 
coming to see the boy, and when they had reached the village the boy died ; this was ascer- 
tained from the wailings of his parents; the Patel and Mehta upon this returned, and 1 
remained watching the child’s corpse, and about 7 o’clock, p. m., Mehta Hurgeevun 
came and said to me, that permission had been received from the Sett at Bairoda for the 
burial of the boy’s corpse, upon which I answered, that when I received inatructious from 
luy ji^edar 1 would allow the corpse being buried, and not before; in the meau time jenie- 
Syed also arriv^ from l^aroda, and said, that be had been ordered by Baba Nafra, 
the the corpse should be disposed of according to the usage of their 

said ** a4Sowiii^ usag^ amew^st 
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S ur caste, dispose of the corpse upon which this Dulleea^s brother (whose name ! do not 
ow), came and carried the corpse, and Uulleea wrapped cloth round a bamboo, and having 
dipped it in a seer dPbil, which had been obtained from the Banian’s shop, lit it, and us four 
sepahees, the jemedar Syed, and the two Tullavees, about nine o’clock at night, took the 
corpse from the village, and proceeded to the burial-place of the village, situated on the 
opposite side of the river, and having rested the corpse upon the ground, the two bro- 
thers excavated a hole with a fiickaxe, and buried the corpse, and upon the grave thorn 
bushes were strewed ; after which, the whole of us returnea as far as the entrance to the 
village, when these two brothers proceeded to the tank to bathe, and we to our quarters at 
the house in the village ; before our return, however, the Tullaveea’s wife, Dhoodee, had 

f one away ; we remained that night at this village, and early the next morning returned to 
laroda. The above 1 have truly stated, and there is no difference in it. 

(signed) Arab Mahomed DooUe^ 

by Mehta Hurjeevun Gowbunram. 


You state above that the corpse being carried by Dulleea’s brother, yourself, the rest of 
the sepahees, your jemedar and the two Tullaveeas proceeded to the burial-place on the 
opposite bank of the river, and that the corpse being placed upon the ground, the two brothers 
excavated a hole in which the corpse was buried, and thorn bushes were strewn upon the 
grave, after which, that you all returned ; therefore, you are asked to point out the place 
where the hole had been excavated in which the corpse was buried ? — The spot pointed out by 
me upon the bank of the river to Bappoo Myral Shastree and Trumbuck Shastree Munhore, 
who had questioned me at Amlyara upon this point, is the identical spot where the two 
brothers had excavated the hole in which the corpse had been buried and covered over with 
earth and thorn bushes. Dated and signed as above. 

His X mark. 


No. 56. 

Translate of the Deposition of Nurbeyram Dullub ; Religion, Hindoo ; Caste, Bhatteya J 
aged about 66 years ; Occupation, Domestic Concerns ; inhabitant of Baroda, residing in 
Bhatteya Sherree ; taken at the Guicowar Durbar, on oath, on Post Sood 14th, Sumvut 
1904 (19 January 1848). 

Question, When Dadameya, havildar of Amleeyara, had been incarcerated at the shop of 
Hurree Bhugiee, it would appear that Budrun Beebee sent a message by you, and if such 
was the case, you should state what was the motive**^ of this village and all the particulars 
that transpired when you went to deliver the same ? — Answer, In the month of Fagun, and 
of Sumvut 1903, the day and date I do not recollect, but one day Budrun Beebee informed me 
that Dada Meya was confined at the shop of Hurree Bhugtee, and she requested that I should 
go there and tell Dada Meya to state truly all that transpired, and to obtain permission from 
the Sett, and get Dada Meya released ; upon which I went to the house of Sett Hurree 
Bhugtee, and informed the karbarree Baba Nafra that Budrun Beebee had sent me to him 
to inquire the reason why Dada Meya, havildar, had been placed in confinement bV lim ; 
when Baba replied, that if Dada Meya would truly state all tne particulars about the boy, he 
would immediately be released from confinement ; having heard this, I went to Dada Meya 
and advised him to disclose all he knew about the boy, and get released; and Dada Meya, 
after listening to what I said, consented ; whereupon I caused him to be brought to Baba, 
and upon the Baba interrogating him about the boy, Dada Meya answered that he was induced 
to procure the boy from the Amleeyara Tullaveea for Joiteebaee Settanee, in consequence of 
being instructed to do so by Bnanabhaee and his wife, Lundbhaee ; and that the IQp 
rupees which the above parties had given for the boy he had delivered to the Tullaveya, 
from whom the boy had been procured ; this is what Dada Meya said ; and Baba imme- 
diately took down in writing, and I attested the writing with my signature, after which 
Dada Meya was released from confinement, and permitted to return to his home. This is 
all that I know about the affair. 

You state that Budrun Beebee had intrusted you with a message, therefore you dte asked 
for what purpose you had gone to this woman’s house ? — I am in the constant habit of fir^^ 
quenting Budrun Beebee’s house, because when she is in want of funds I procure it 
for her. 

You state that Budrun Beebee had got you to go and get Dada Meya released froin 
confinement, therefore you are asked whether this Budrun Beebee and Dada Meya Rte in 
any way related to each other? — From what I have heard from Budrun Beebee, I kiiow 
tiifti Dada Me}ra is related to her, but how related I do not know. 

deposition tliis day read and explained to you, you are required to listen a^ 
stofe fP^ere and by whom it had been deposed to, and in whose handwriting is the si^da|^^ 
oifth^^l^^ witness?— The deposition read and explained to me thui day^Il|w^ 

Itlftdidllf that it is the same frhicli in Fagoon Sumvut l90| (l84iS^)^^* 
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Meya, havildar of Amleeyara, deposed to at Sett Hurree Bugtee’si and the signature of the 
attesting witness which it bears is in my handwriting. 

(signed) Nurtij/ram Dullvhdau. 

Witness, 

(signed) Turvuddee Runchorejee VycurUjeei * 

Sha Amurchund Moolchund^ 

Aete.-— Nos. 67, 68, 69, 60, 61, 62, 63, 64, 66, 66, 67, 68, 89, 70 and 71, will be found 
in Appendix (F.) 

No. 72. 

Translate of the Deposition of Dada Vulluda Chotoo, Inhabitant of Baroda, residing 
opposite to the Muiidier of Buldavejee ; taken at the Durbar Sirkar, on Shrawn Vud 
10th, Sumvut 1906 (1 September 1850). 

QiLestion, The depositions given by you on the case of the son of Joetabaee Settanee, 
the widow of Paruck Bachurbaee Samuldass, on the 8th September 1848 (10 Bhadurwa 
Sud, Sumvut 1904) before this Siraud, and subsequently on the 31st July 1850 before the 
Residency, are both read and explained to you, and you are called upon to state, of these 
two, which is a true one ? — Answer. Both the depositions having been read and explained 
to me, I beg to submit that both are mine ; but the one taken from me at the Residency 
contains the transactions as they occurred, and is a true deposition, and the deposition 
given by me before this Sirkar is a false one. 

In what year were you havildar at Amliara, and in the year you were so, who was the 
Mehta of the same village? — I was for about two years havildar at Amliara, and for the 
whole space I was havildar, Bachurbaee Samuldass’s father-in-law (Joeetabaee Setlanee’s 
father) was Mehta of the village. 

Did Bhanabhaee come to this village as Mehta before, together with, or after you had 
gone there as havildar ? — For many years before I had gone there as havildar, Bhanabhaee 
was Mehta to the Amliara village. 

During the time you were at Amliara, was the wife of Tulavyea Dulleya, in Sumvut 1903 
(1847-48), was enceinte; state whether she was delivered of a son or daughter, and all the 
particulars which took place on the occasion ? — Whether, in Sumv^ 1900, the wife of 
Tullaveeya Dulleya was pregnant, or whether she had been delivered of a son or daughter, 
or what transpired upon this occasion, I am ignorant of. 

When Dulleeya’s son died, did he observe the necessary ceremonies upon occasions of 
deaths amongst his caste of people ? — In this matter I know nothing. 

Had you ever given this Dulleeya 100 rupees, and if you did, state where, and under 
what circumstances ? — I never gave Dulleeya 100 rupees. ,, 

Is there in the vicinity of Dulleeya’s house a wood-apple tree ? — I have never seen it. ; 

Tullaveeya Dulleeya being confronted with you, he stated that you had settled with him 
about taking his son, and paid him 100 rupees, and subsequently at night, that you had 
gone to his house by the backway, and having brought the boy away, laid him in a basket 
near the wood-apple tree, and took away with you ; and you declare that you had not 
taken the Tullaveeya’s son ; therefore, how do you explain this ? — It is true that Dulleeya, 
upon being confronted with me, states that I hud given him money, and taken away his 
son ,* but ft is false, for I had never taken his son, nor do I know anything about this 
matter. 

Jn your deposition taken at the Residency, you have stated that you had been oppressed 
and tutored by the Baba, and made to depose falsely regarding the boy being brought from 
Amleeara ; therefore you are called upon to state wnat witnesses you have to establish this 
fact, and who were all present on that occasion? — On the upper story of Hurree Bucktee’s 
shop, Baba Nafra was seated, and 1 had been confined m the opposite house, where 
Nuirharam Batteea came and called me; at this time it was about 3 o’clock, p.m., and 
I a&^mpanied Nurbaram to the kutchere, where 3ab%|^as; and at this time myself, Baha 
and Nurbaram were only present, and Baba said to me that 1 had brought a boy for the 
younger Settanee ; when I replied that I bad not done so. Baba rejoined that he had le^t 
that 1 had procured a Tullaveeyas son from Amliara, and inquired what I bad to say to 
this; I answered it might be so, and related all the particulars of the boy being procured, 
which Bsbt with his own hands took down in writings this is all that had transpired, and 
which havihg recollected, I now depose to. 

Did Baba teach you to depose falsely about the bfhKing of the boy, or did you do so 
as you have explained above ?— From where the Babtfhad imprisoned me, I was sent for 
by him, and m ^bove detailed by me in the preceding answer, he said to me, 1 have 
learnt that ibis is the son of a Tullaveeya, and agreeably to it you should depose,’* when 


me 
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apple tree, and from thence, yon having placed your bnndee jacket in the basket and 
the infant, you got him to carry it again ; and having accompanied you with it the same 
night to the village^f“ Gore way/' you there delivered the basket to the care of somebody, 
returned with him before day-break to Amleara, and for his trouble you had given him five 
rupees ; and when you were* bringing the child in the road, your copper drinking vesst^l had 
dropped in the Kotulee fields ;|4his he also declares as a mark ; but you deny having 
brought the child ; therefore hoW is it? — It is true that Joria, upon being confronted with 
me, declares about his having carried the child ; but I know nothing about it. 

You state above, that Baba Nafra said that he had learnt that this boy had been procured 
and brought from aTullaveeya at Amliara, and that having heard him say so, that you were 
intimidated and deposed falsely about the boy ; but upon seeing the deposition you had 
given at first before the Sirkar, therein it appears that from the message delivered to you 
by Punii|ie, to the effect that Settanee Joitabaee had sent word to you to know from whence 
and whom you had procured this boy, and that you should acquaint you with all the par^ 
ticulars, and having stated as above, you took on oath upon the Koran, and declared that 
all the particulars deposed to above by you were the truth ; therefore you are called upon 
to explain your former and present version of tlie occurrence ? — The same or the day berore 
this boy had been delivered to Dulleeya, Baba sent for and made me stand near the bouse 
occupied by the settanee, and from the upper story of the house Punnee spoke to me as 
follows : “ From whence have you brought this boy ? " and Baba directed me to make 
answer that I had procured it from a Tullaveeya ; the above was enacted, and nothing 
further passed between self and Punnee, and what conversation as above stated which 
was passed between myself and Punnee, Baba had directed ; and this time myself, Baba 
and an Arab at a distance, and Punnee upsfairs, were only present together; the name of 
the Arab and his person also I do not recollect ; and besides us four, there were no other 
person present. 

You state that Punnee interrogated you about the bringing of this boy by Baba's tutoring, 
and in the deposition given before the Sirkar you had stated that the Baba had given you 
100 rupees, on which account you had procured and delivered the boy; and that subse- 
quen|(y to your doing so, that Punnee iiad gone inside, and having returned, she said, 
'ITie ^ttanee has directed that the boy be returned to the party from whom he bad been 
procured ;" thus you said that Punnee had said to you. VVluit made you make the above 
statement; and further, you added that Baba Nafra had conversed with you upon this 
subject, in the presence of witnesses; and what makes you at pre ent state that the Baba 
was above? — The day before my deposition was taken before the Sirkar, a peon had been 
sent to fetch me the same night from Goreeyod ; therefore I attended at about 9 o’clock, 
A.M., at Baba's atSaroda; he received me at his* in the kutcherree at his own house, and 
having seated me near him, he directed me, when I should be questioned before the Sirkar, 
to state that I had brought the Tullaveeya’s son, and that Punnee had interrogated me 
upon the subject; and that I should further add that I had informed Punnee that the boy 
belonged to a Tullaveeya, and ibat F^unnee, after having informed Joitabaee Settanee, had 
returned and said to me tliat the Settanee had directed that I should return the boy to the 
parties from whom I had procured him ; thus had I been tutored, and agreeably to which 
I l|ad deposed ; but no conversation really took place about the boy with Punnee. 

The day before you gave your deposition, when Baba was tutoring you, who were all 
present, and besides uhat you have above stated, what else did the Baba instruct you to 
depose to you should unreservedly state ? — When the above transpired, besides myself and 
the Baba no other person was present; and the Baba instructed me as to what I should 
say about the conversation witn Punnee about this boy ; and what further, he tutored me to 
say, as you question me I shall declare to you. > . 

The peon who had conie to call you at Goreeyad, did he accompany you to the house of 
the Baba ? — A peon and dharasunneeya had come to call me, and the same peon is at pre- 
sent in employ ; but both he and the dharasunneeya who had come to call me, remained 
that night at Goreeyad, and I, by their advice, came away at once. 

Are you in the habit of going upon vWage liavildarship for 8 or 12 months ?-*-So long as 
there is grain in the village grain-yard, I generally remain as havildar. 

If you remained upon your duty so long as the kullee obtained, and your deposition was 
taken in Bliadurwa before the Sirkar, then how did you manage to go at the commencement 
of the rains ?— I was sent in the m^th oj! Bhadurwa. 

(signed) Dada, 

’ i . . _ 


No. 73. 

Tuanslation of a Deposition made by Bhotia Nurbheran Doolub, Resident of Baroda, 
on Snravun Vud 10th, St. 1906 (1 September 1860). ,, 

Question, In the deposition you made at the Residency on 21 July 1860, in the 0 ^ of 
Jfoitee Setanee’s boy, you said that Baba forcibly extorted a statement from Dada 
regarding the circumstances of the boy’s being brought ; state, in truth, what force was ased 
by &ba towards Dada Meeah, what did Dacia Meeah say, what was written by Babaf 
. v4|^ wife Aen present As my neighbour Syed told me that Dada Havilda^^ ^® 

' * went to the latter in Huiry BhUgtte’s shop^ and asked him Ibe 

bia id dfe%f tp he replied, that |j^woMld noj; keep Dada in laitrtsr^ 
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the trtttjif whieb I advised Dada to do mther tbati ti> suffer so much, when he consented to 
do BO. I informed of it to Baba, and took Dada to him, who began ts^king Dada’s state- 
ment, and as they both had then made me sit at a distance, I only saw them speaking, but 
I do not know wnat conversation were held between them. No force was usea upon Dada 
at the time; everything was written as he stated; when statement was finished, they 
called me and made me attest it. I do not know the full pi^ticulars written in it, but when 
I advised Dada to tell the truth, he confessed the fact of the boy being brought before I 
took him to Baba ; but I did not ask the whole particulars. 

You now state that Dada confessed the fact, and that as you were not near where the 
statement was made, you do not know the particulars of it, whereas at the Residency you 
deposed that Dada was not acquainted with the circumstances of the boy being brought, 
and his statement was forcibly extorted by Baba ; state how did you make the form^^tate- 
ment ? — ^When I first heard from my neighbour, I went to Dada Havildar, ancll^en he 
admitted the fact of his having promised to procure a boy from Amlyara for 130 rupees, I 
took him to Baba, where he also made the same confession ; but I was not present when 
he stated the whole particulars of the case at the Residency. I stated everything as I now 
do, but I do not know how it was written. 


No. 74. 

Translate of the Deposition of Tullayea Dulleeya Banna, Inhabitant of the Village of 
Amleeara; taken before the Guicowar Sirkar, on Shrawun Vud 2d, Saturday, Sumvut 
1900 (24 August 1850). 

Question. The deposition given by you in the case of Joetee Baee Settanee, the widow 
of Parick Betchurbhaee Samuldass’ son, before the Sirkar, on Bhadurwa Sood 12, Sumvut 
1904 (10 September 1848), and before the Resident on the loth July 1850, are both shown 
to you, and you are called upon to state which of the two contains, the truth ? — 

Both of the above depositions have been read and explained to me, and I beg to subiuit, 
that when the first deposition have been taken from me before tlie Sirkar, the Sirkar’s 
kamdars cautioned me to speak the truth, and after I had sworn by the “ Guddee,” 1 faith- 
fully recounted all the particulars which had transpired, and the deposition I then made is 
a true one ; but subsequently, when my deposition had been taken before the Resident, 
Lulloo Bhugwan intimidated me, and he said, Dada Meya is gone to Bombay; therefore 
if you say that the boy was your son, and that he died, you will be pu^fti irons; and many 
persons have in the same manner been imprisoned/’ Thus did he intimidate me ; and when 
my deposition was being taken, the karkoon only questioned me from the time the child 
had been returned to me by Baba Nafra at Baroda, and I accordingly deposed to the parti- 
culars which had transpired subsequently to that event, and when I attempted to relate 
anything about the boy being my son, &c., the karkoon prevented me by saying that there 
was no necessity for my mentioning anything further than what transpired after the boy 
had been returned to me ; consequently I only replied to the questions put to me ; and %en 
then Lulloo Bhugwan caused a changed version of what I stated to be set down in my 
deposition, and, from former and subsequent threats, I remained from fear silent, whilst 
he caused such changes to be made in my deposition in my presence ; but on the same day 
[in which I had given in my deposition, brought the above circumstances to the knowledge 
of the Sirkar. 

In your former deposition, you have stated that you gave your son to Dada Meya Havil- 
dar ; therefore you are called upon to state when your wife’s accouchement took place, and 
the circumstances under which you delivered the boy to Dada Maya ? — The year in which 
my wife was enceinte^ Dada Meya Havildar was stated at our village, but I do not recol- 
lect what year it was, but it was some four or five years ago; the day after her parturition 
Dada Meya came to my home, and inquired of tMHa whether my wife viras delivered of a 
male or female child ; 1 informed him that she had been delivered of a boy ; upon this he 
vrent away, and the next day he sent for me to him in the village grain-yard, and having 
seated me near him, he said, If you give me your son to rear I shall give you 100 rupees/’ 
I informed him that I would not give him my soif; ujUbi which he commenced persuading 
me in various ways, and said to me, “ If I keep youi^ son he will be well off,] therefore you 
had better give him to me.” Upon this I informed him that I would give him a dectcpi 
snswer after having consulted with my wife ; and I left him, and returned to my hoiili^. 
I informed my wife of the pioposition made me by Dada Meeya, and the same evening, 
gone to the fields, I met Dada Meeya, and informed him that I would let him 
have my son. The next day Dada" Meya mounted his mare and came to Baroda ; he, 
however, before leaving, informed me that he was goij^. to Baroda, and made me pro- 
mise to meet him upon his return at a wood apple-tree which grew on the road to Baroda ; 
wt f t this time he did not inform me for what purpose he wanted to meet me there. In 
the afteraoon I went, and waited for him at the appointed place, and Dada Meya in his 
Tetum met me there, and having dismounted, he counted out and gave to me 100 rupees, 
^d when I had received the money, he informed me that it was aoeohnt of my son. 
higbt, at about lO o’cloex, after the villagers had retired to rest, Dada Meya 
through thf back yard, when I took my son there, about foot 
accomplijm the havildar as &r as tfie wood abple- 
tiee,^Wbich is situated my yard, and Slyond Ae limits of the village, and Dada 

560 * . ^ Q Meya 
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Meya having provided a basket^ I laid the child in it, and Dada Meya having ditmitoed 
me 1 returned to home, and the havildartook ike ehild away to his house; Abont % 
year or a year an<fm half from this time I was sent for to Baroda, where Baba Nafra 
returned my child to me, with whom I returned to my village, and after my arrival, I, 
together with the boy, were seated in Patell Kandass’ house under a sruard, and at this 
place the boy subsequently tooi^ the cholera, and died. This is all that I know about 
the affair. v 

Was the confinement of your wife known generally amongst the villagers, and when the 
boy was returned to you what did they say? — That ray wife was enceinte was well known 
to the villagers, and that she had been subsequently delivered equally as well, but when I 
delivered the boy to Dada Meya Havildar, 1 concocted a story that the boy had died, and 
having gone to the burial-place and come back, I bathed myself, and the next morning the 
story wa|i published all over the village, and for days after this I observed the usual cere- 
monies ibnsequent upon a death occurring amongst the people of our caste. 

How' many children had you by your wife ; what number are at present alive, and how 
many had she before, and how many after the birth of the boy referred to ? — My wife was 
first delivered ol‘ a daughter, who is at present alive, and about 18 or 20 years old ; her next 
was a boy who is dead ; after this she had three sons who are all alive ; after these three 
she was brought to bed of the boy who had been delivered to Dada Meya ; about a month 
and a half or two after this, she became again pregnant ; and in due time delivered of a 
son, who I liad brought witli me on the first occasion of niy appearing before the Sirkar to 
give my deposition; siqOe, she has liad another son; these two, together with the throe 
before, make five sous arid one daughter, who are all at present alive. 

What are the names of your children who are alive at present ? — My daughter is named 
Seevelee; iny eldest son Jeevlo, and the others Maneeys and Kaneeys ; and sons born after 
the one who had been delivered to X)ada Meya Havildar are young; consequently have not 
yet been named. 

The boy returned to you by Baba, was he the same whom you had previously delivered 
to Dada Meya ? — When I delivered my son to Dada Meya he was quite an infant, and 
not npre than four or five days old ; and Baba delivered the boy to me about 13 or 16 
mqnlfhs aftewards; in the meantime, from the care taken of him, his colour only had become 
changed, so that another not could have recognised him, but my son's ears were sevela 
(stitcned), and from this myself and wife recognised him. 

In your former deposition given before the Sirkar, you stated that your son was two 
months old when you gave him Dada Meya Havildar; and in your present deposition you 
depose that he was^nly four or five days old; which of the above two stories should be 
considered as thelR^th? — The infant was four or five days old when delivered to Dada 
Meya; this is the truth; and in the former deposition, either from a clerical error or from a 
mistake on my part, it was stated that the boy was two months old when so delivered, but 
what was the truth I have deposed to, and this is a true deposition. 

(signed) Tullea Dulleea Banna^ 

by Patell Nurrotum Narrandass. 


No. 75. 

Translate of the Deposition of Doodhee, Woman, Wife of Tullaveeya Dulleeya Banna, 
Inhabitant of Amleeara, Pqrgunna Baroda ; taken before the Gaek war Sirkar, on Shrawun 
Vud 9th, Sumvut 1906 (31 August 1860). 

Question. The deposjy^ians given by you in the case of Joiteebaee, the widow of Bechur- 
bhaee Samuldass’ son, formerly, on the Idth Bhadurwa Sood St. 1904, before this Sirkar, and 
subsequently on the same subject, on the 20th July 1860, at the Residency, are both read 
to you, aqd you are requested to state .nkieh of the two contains the truth ? — Answer. Both 
the deposnions having been read over to me, I beg to state that about four years ago, the 
day and date I do not recollect, but I being enceinte gave birth to a son, and when the boy 
was about four or five days old, Dada Havildar of our village took him away to rear him, 
and recompensed myself and ray k|||||?&n4with 100 rupees; after which, about a year and a 
auarter or two. Baba Nafra, hav^^ smit for both myself and my husbana, returned 
^ boy to us ; and we returned with him to our village, and when we arrived, we together 
i&lh the boy were located in the house of Khandass Patel, and there the boy took the 
cholera and died, and the above particulars I faithfully deposed to in my first deposition, 
taken before the Sirkar ; but recently, myself and my hufiband, &c., were called at the Resi- 
dency, and after having taken my husoanas deposition, 1 was called ; there were two Banians, 
or some other caste persons pres^, and they interrogated me about this boy, when I began 
recounting the above particular^' when the above two persons who were there present, 
commenced saying, ‘‘according to what your husband has deposed to, we will cause your 
deposition to be wTitten/' 'lb this I gave my consent, after which they wrote what they 
pleased, and commenced reading and explaining the same to me, and when I 


agiuikst what was therein inserted, they commenced saying:, ‘‘ agreeably to wfiat 
husband bad deposed to, it is in this your deposition recorded;” 


_ , , . , . and being a fefnale, 

SipM was read before the Sahib, l offered no pbiectbn; but what 1 have ilitatW ^ 
paiikm and agreeably to the mxM 1 in tne first instance 
Sirkar. 
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What jtirangdinettU were into with Dada Meeya, and diroagh whmn w€re they 

laade^ tbie boy?-^TIie dayimi which I was deltTered of thi^boy^ Dadaomie to 

fay boase^ and settled with my hnsband about allowtng him to rearffb^ ^y ; thus» after 
arranging^ he weiil away^ and my husband informed me of the eame; and^ eubsequeatly, 
at the wcfad-appie tree^ on the Baroda road, he met hosbauid, and gave mm lOO 
rupees, which my husband brought home and injormed'^iib that Dada had given him lOO 
rupees, and wanted the child to rear, and that he intend^ to make the boy over to him ; 
and the next night Dada Havildar came to my house by the back-yard, and tocdt the child 
away, and my husband carried the boy inside* ; 1 was at this time in tny house. ♦ 5 . 0. 

If this boy was your son, when you were pregnant did the villagers see you in such a 
state, and if so, when the boy was taken away by the Havildar, what did the vittagers say, 
and did any one amongst them inquire what had beqonle of your 8on?-^Wb^ I was 
enceinte with this boy, I used to go about, and the villagers must have witnessed! Wf’ state, 
and at the lime of my parturition it was made known to the \^hole village, but Ine same 
night on which Dada Havildar took the boy away, both myself and husband informed the 
villagers that the boy had died, and being but an infant, my husband had buried him ; and 
agreeably to the usage amongst our caste, the ceremonies of the fourth day were 
observed. 

In the deposition made by you formerly before this Sirkar, you have stated that the 
particulars deposed to by you on that occasion was the truth, and in this deposition you had 
stated, that ‘‘ after the child was two months old he had been given to Dada Meeya,*' and 
in your present deposition you state that ‘‘the child was five days bid when delivered over 
to Dada Meeya Havildar,*^ therefore you are asked to state, of these two statements, which 
is true After rny delivery, when the boy was five days old, he was taken away by Dada 
Meeya Havildar; this is the truth, and was known to the villagers aho ; and how it was 
that in my former deposition I had stated that the boy was two months old I do not 
know. 

From what mark were you enabled to identify the child returned to you by Baba Nafra 
as the same whom you had formerly delivered to Dada Havildar? — I was enabled to 
identify the boy returned to me by Baba Nafra as my son, whom I had formerly dsl^red 
to Dada Havildar, by the boy’s ears being stitched. ^ 

(signed) Doadhee Woman, her x mark. 


No. 76. 




Translation of the Deposition of Ryejee Beechur, Patel, Inhabitant of Amlyara, Purgunna 
Baroda; taken before the Gaekwar Sirkar, on Shrawun Vud 2d, St. 1906 (24 August 
1850). 

[^Question. The depositions given by you in the case of Joitee Baee Setanee, widow of 
Bechur Bhaee Sumulaass, before the Gaekwar Sirkar, on the 13lh Bhadurwa Sood, St. 19^» 
llth September 1848, and before the Resident on the 16th July 1850, are both read jAd 
explained to you, and you are required to state whose child he was, whom, in the above 
depositions, you have stated was given to Dhulleea, and with whom Dhulleea returned to 
Amlyara, and all the particulars regarding this boy that you may be aware of? — When 
Dhulleea came to Amlyara with the boy, who had been returned to him, I inquired, and 
Dullea informed me that his son, whom he had given away at^Baroda, had been returned 
to him ;*this is what he said ; but however to whom the boy was given, and by whom taken 
away, at the time it bad not come to my knowledge, and neithejj*^ do I know anything 
about it ; after the child had been brought to Amleeara the above rumour was circulated, 
when I also learnt of it. 


io 


When Dulleea had brought this child, how^ old j|as it, and did you and the^villagers 
know that the wife of Dulleea was belbre pregnant,^d delivered of a son, or how V — llie 
child brought by Dulleea was about 16 or 18 mouths old, and about 15 or 16 months before 
this it was known in the village that the boy delivered by the wife of Dulleea had died of 
convulsions; but I did not witness with my own e;^s wi ther the wife of Dulleea had been 
enceinte or otherwise, because ray house is situated m alRtance from that of Dulleea’s. 

You state that you knew not whether this woman vVas enceinte or otherwise, but that 
had leumt that the boy had died, therefore how did you believe about the boy’s death 
When the child’s “ chowthea” was observed,, all the Tullaveeas children had gone 
Dnileea’s house to dine, from which circumstance it had ^ome to my knowledge that 
Dulieea’s wife had given birth to a male child who had died of convulsions, and therefore 
the “ chowteeya” ceremonies w^ere being observed; this I^ypirnt from the pai^ties who had 
gone thojpe to dine. * 

In the deposition given before the Sirkar, you stated that “when Dulleea bad returned 
to the Tillage with the boy he resided jin his hut, an^ whilst there he complained of being 
uheditofortable, and was weeping ; whereupon I spoke on hia behalf to Bhugwan 
Mujuiooda^ when it was arranged that the house of Kandass should be made over to him, 
^na a guai4 pf Arabs placed oveV the boyi and at which place the bay died/* &c.; and 
^centiy ^beJResident, you have stated that a few day^ after 

wuueeii had Vlfairned^# vitlagq with the boy, a party of Arabs from Baroda followed 
theA^ that 

500. 4 0 2 


a dii&ct place should be pointed out for the 

residence 



6o4 papers on the removal of COL0NEL^<^ 

residence of the boy, the Patel Kandasg’ house was made over to them, and that in it the 
boy was located, &c., therefore you are asked to deolar^^ ofthe above two siatemedts whidi 
■m the true one]?---!When Dulleea return^ with the boy to the village, he took thebojr^ 
his hut, and as the boy had become used to a large house, the child appeared to be uncom* 
fortable in the hut, and was coiitinuallv weeping ; at the time I had come to Baroda and 
made the above known to Bfiii||wan Myjmoodur, who upon hearing of it inquired of me 
whether any suitable house in $be village was vacant; ana I mentioned to him the house of 
Kandass Patel, and for the purpose of locating.the child in it, he sent Arabs ; this is the truth ; 
but in the deposition given recently before the Kesident, I may not have made the above known 
from want of recollection, as three or four years have elapsed since the occurrence ; but 
what I have above stated is the truth, having, upon being at present questioned by the 
Sirkar, recalled the whole of the fpicts to my recollection before doing so. 

Bqttt the depositions given by you are read and explained to you, and you are requested 
to declare whether the whole of the facts contained in them be true or otherwise ? — Both the 
depositions being read and explained to me, and having at present rectified the errors 
which obtained in the one given before the Resident, declare that both depositions now 
contain nothing else but the trutli. 

(signed) Rt/ejee JBechuTf in the handwriting of 
Nurrotum Marronjee. 


No. 77. 

Translation of a Deposition made by Boreeali Patell Nurrotum Narraeen, Resident of 
Arnlyara Village, Purgunnah Baroda, on Shravun Vud 2d, St. 1906 (Saturday, 24 
August 1850). 

^^nestion. In the statements you made at the Durbar on Bhadwura Sood 13th, St. 1904, 
(l.ptli September 1848), and at the Residency on the 16th July 1860jn the case of the boy 
of Joitee Settanee, widow of the late Bechur Samul, you alleged that a hoy was given to 
Tullaveea Dulleea of your village, from Baroda ; state by whom and for what purpose the 
boy was given ? — Anstcer, I do not know that, when and in what manner the boy was given 
to Dulleea, only when Dulleea returned to the village with the boy from Baroda, every 
thing became known to the people, and I related to the Sirkar all that came to my notice 
afterwards. # 

As Tullaveea Dulleea belongs to the village of which you are a patel, state how many 
children he has got, and do yoti know whether Dulleea’s wife was pregnant, or whether she 
had a sucking boy prior to (he comnienceinent of the proceedings in the case of Joitee 
Setanee’s boy ; if so, liow long before? — Dulleea has got about two or three sons and two 
daughters alive; these I have seen, and about one or two of his children are dead. I and 
all others saw Dulleea’s w ife pregnant IJ or Ij year before the boy was returned to Dulleea 
ffQin Joitee Setanee, but the child of that pregnancy was not however seen after its being 
bSfrn ; it was rumoured by Dulleea and his wife in the village, that the child was dead of 
rutwa (measles), for whicli they performed the usual death ceremony. It was not seen 
deadj by anybody when the boy was brought back by Dulleea; in the village it was heard 
that It was the same child whicli was said to have been dead and given to Joitee Setanee; 
the boy w as then about or year old. 


No. 78. 

Tr^ansi^ation of the Deposition of Woman Panee; Caste, Veesa Seemalee Bannian; Inha- 
bitant of Baroda ; aged about 50 ’jiears ; Occupation, Domestic Affairs ; taken at the 
Guicowar Sirkar on the 2d Bhadurwa Sood, St. 1900 (8 September 1850). 

I WAS employed by Joitabaee &ttanee, and Joitabaee Settanee, for the purpose of being 
delivered, left the Settjees shopfhnd Went to her father’s house, and I accompanied her; 
after the Settanee’s arrival at her father’s, she seated herself in one of the rooms, and sent me 
to fetch some ashes, upon which I went down stairs, when 1 learnt that the Settanee had 
been delivered of a son, and after this I remained with the Settanee for 14 days, andus^ 
to bathe her, and also used to place the infant in the Settanee’s lap, but I never saw the 
Settanee suckling the child ; after this, the Amleeara people came to demand the cJiiJd^ ana 
a deal of disturbance took plw; the boy at the time was at the bouse of the Settanee s 
parents, the Settanee having removed to the Settjee’s house, and in the meantime desired 
me to call the Baba to her, upon which 1 went and brought him to the Settanee, 

Settanee informed the Balia that this boy was not her son, upon which the Bab)| advisw 
her to send for the boy and baye biifi restored to his father; the Settanee to this reph®d 
that she would do so provided lie would pass a papei* settling upon her father a stipend of 
200 rupeestannually, to be paid by the Dasye, wnich the Baba promised to do the fbUowm^ 
day, wnere upon theSettanee sent "Gunga for to bring the boy ; who ail accompanted her I st 
present do not recollect. Gunga returned with theboy, who, however, witbotJ^ tl^Settan^ 
being permitted to see, the Baba sent and located in the outer niom of the M 
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and aCl^r doiiig returned to Kiu home. The next morning Baba came to Joitabaee, and 
Joitallaee informed him that the boy was pot her son, when the Baba replied, “ You 
are my topther; what had been destined has come to pass, and a|ter saying so he went 
away, and in the evening he returned to the Settanee and informed^r that he should find 
out from Dada to whom the boy belonged, and have him restored ; the Settanee answered 
that she would not do so herself, and immediately sen^qie to Dada Havildar. I went and 
said to him, Upon the oath of your roja. Peer and Oro, you, are required to restore the 
boy you procured to his parents.” Upon my saying so,^ada agreed to return the boy to 
bis parents ; this I returned and communicated to the Settanee, which the Settanee having 
heard, remained silent ; afterwards the boy was taken away by ftis nurse Kooshallee; this 
is all that I know. 

Question, Did the Settanee send word to Dada Havildar that he should taKjs away and 
deliver the boy to his parents ? — Answer. I do not recollect whether she had dq0§!so. 

When did the Settanee learn of the boy having been taken away ?— The boy b^ing con- 
veyed away before her face, she at the time became aware of it. 

When tne boy was being taken away before the Settanee’s face, did the Settanee weep, 
app^r sad or say anything ? — Tears started in my eyes, and in those of the Settanee’s also. 

Did you shed tears because you knew that the boy was the Settanee’s child, and about 
to be conveyed away from her, or because the boy was the son of the Amleeara Kolee and 
about to be restored to his father ? — The boy being about to be conveyed away from us 
induced me to shed tears, but as to the boy being the real ^on of the Settanee, or otherwise, 
the Settanee and Dada Havildar should know better. 

Eight or 15 days after the boy had been conveyed away, did the Settanee mourn for his 
presence and complain that her son had been taken away from her? — I do not recollect 
whether she did so or not. 

When you had gone and given Dada Meya oaths [were there any other person present 
besides yourself and Dada? — Myself, Data and Bhugwan Mujmoodar were only present. 

After the death of the Settjee, the supplies and clothes, &c. which were furnished to the 
Settanee, did the Baba after the dispute about this boy decrease their allowapce ? — The 
supplies, clotiies, &c. were continued tp the Settanee us usual, and the Baba did>''x|%l .cause 
4inytluiig to be lessened, but the doors and windows were caused by him to be Ip^ed up 
anil fastened. 

Why were doors and windows locked up and fastened? — 1 do not know. 

You state above, that when the Settanee had removed to her father’s, that you also 
accompanied her, therefore you are asked whether the Settanee had so removed in con- 
sequence of suffering from pain, or did she go there to meet any bo^, or merely on a visit 
of pleasure? — She said that she was ailing. 

After the death of the Sett did you continue in the service of Joitabaee Settanee?] — Yes. 
What were the nature of your duties ; were you employed to bathe, feed or entertain her 
with your conversation ? — In consequence of food touched by me not being permitted her 
to use, I used not to feed her, but I used to bathe and accompany her when she used to go 
down stairs to weep for her husband. I used also to sweep the house and attend upon her. 

You state that you used to assist in bathing her, therefore you are required to state 
whether alter the death of the Sett, the Settauee’s stomach appeared big as if she were 
with child ? — I used to prepare the water and go away, therefore I had no opport^ity of 
judging. 

When the Settanee used to go up and down the stairs from her gate did she appear to be 
enceinte? — I had become widowed when very young, therefore I am no judge of a w^oraan being 
pregnant or otherwise. 

During the lifetime of the Sett, as the Settanee used to sit, did she continue to do so two 
or three months after his death, or did she sit with her legs stretched out as a pregnant 
woman would do, and did her stomach also appear enlarged ? — The Settanee us^ to, 
remain in her room, therefore I bad no opportunity of judging. 

Did you ever hear the Settanee say to anybody that she was pregnant, and that her time 
was approaching near? — Is it likely that she w^ld do so before an old wotpan like me? 
There is no difference in what I have above dfeposed to. ^ 

You have stated above, that you used to accompany the Settanee when she used to go down 
stairs to weep; and in another place you say, that because the Settanee used to be always 
in her room, you had no opportunity of judging i|jiether she was pregnant or otherwise ; 
therefore you are asked to explain these discrepancies ? — I know nothing about this matter’; 

I further beg to submit, that Joitabaee informed Baba that the boy was not her smi| and 
that a stipend of 200 rupees yearly should .be secured to her father, &c. ; as I 
have above stated, transpired when the Settanee passed a leckh ” to Baba. 

You have stated above, that the Settanee had gone to her father’s for the purpose of being 
delivered, therefore you are required to state whether the Settanee was really pregnant, or 
how? — Publicly, everyjiiody used to say that she viftiii pregnant, but what Ideally was the 
case, God alone knows. 

There is no difference in what I have above deposed to. 

(signed) Pome, in the hatid^wrji|bg of Deo Row. 
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Translate of tho Deposition of Ghuoga, Woman : Daughter of Hunmunt Row ; 

of Baroda ; aged about 80 years ; Occupation^ Service, and in the employ of Hurreebuckt««| 
Caste, Morrahtun ; taken at the Durbar, on the 8d Bhadurwa Sood, S, 1006 (9 Septanl^r 
1860). ^ 

Question. When the son of Joutabaee Seltanee was at her father’s house, and the Settanee 
at Hurreebucktee's, the Amleeara people had come and commenced disputing about the 
child, and Dadarneeya was also brought to the firm ; at this time did the Settanee Joatabaee 
send you to her parents for the purpose of bringing away her son; and you are required to 
state whether you had gone upon this business or otherwise? — Answer, No, I was not 
ordered to do so by the Settanee, but Seetaram Jemadar and Bbugwan Mujmoodar asked 
me to accompany them to bring aWay die child ; thereupon I went to the house of the 
Settanee ’s parents, but Bhannabhaee refused to let us have the child, and the child and his 
nurse was placed in a room ; afterwards Bbugwan and Seetaram desired me to say that I 
had been sent by Baba and the Settanee for the child, I said as they had instructed me; 
but Bhannabhee would not let me have the child ; then a blacksmith was called and the 
door of the room broke open and the boy taken out, and by force conveyed to the firm. 

Did you mention to the Settanee Joutabaee of the child being brought away, and the 
force used in doing so; and what did the Settanee do upon hearing it? — She commenced 
weeping and beat her breast, and abused the Baba. 

Dated Bhadurwa Sood 3d, S. 190G. 

(signed) GAunpee, in the handwriting of Deoram. 


No. 80. 

Tra nslate of the Deposition of Seetaram Gopalsing ; Caste, Purdasoe Poorbeya ; Inhabitant 

of tha Poorub ; Occupation, Service ; aged about 36 years ; in the employ of Hurry Bhugtee, 

as il*JFemedar; taken upon oath, at the Durbar, on the 2d Bhadurwa Sood, 2d St. 1906, 

(a.d. 8 September 1850). 

Question. Were your men and sepais placed as guards upon Joitabaee Settanee after the 
death of the Sett ? — Answer. Yes, they were. 

Was the Settanee’s son under your surveillance till he was given over to the Amleeara 
people? — Yes, with tt|a exception of a short time, after which he was again placed under 
my charge. 

When the Settanee was accouched, were your men placed as guards upon her, or were 
the guard removed before ? — They had been removed before her accouchement. 

Do you know anything about the interchange of leeks between the Settanee and Baba 
regarding this child, and if you do, you are required to declare all the particulars of which 
you may be aware of? — It is true that I have heard about it, but know nothing positive 
regarding these writings. 

When the dispute was going on about the child, did you ever see the Settanee and Baba 
seated near each other? — Yes, I did. 

Was the Baba alone seated near the Settanee, or were any other person seated with them 
upon this occasion? — I do not recollect whether the Goomashta was seated with them 
or not. 

The Baba and Settanee being seated together, did you observe the Baba reading any paper 
to the Settanee ? — It is true that I have neard about it, but I did not see them reai^ing or 
writing any paper. 

From whom then did you hear about it? — Everybody was speaking about it, but I cannot 
name any particular individual from whom I heard it. 

Where were you when the child was taken at night and given to the Amleeara people?— 
I was asleep^at the great guard-room of theyirm. 

At the lime the child was being conveyed away, did the Settanee make any loud lamenta- 
tions ; did you hear it yourself, or hear about it from any other person ?-^No ; 1 neither 
heard it mysei| or from any other body^ 

Did you go to the Settanee the same night, or the next, or third day after the child was 
given away, or did you see the Settanee^s face, or had you any conversation with the people 
about the Settanee ? — My guards are not placed there, and neither did I go there. 

Were you present when the child was given to the Amleeara people ? — Yes, I was. 

When the child was delivered to the Tullaveea, were you near or at a distwee ? — I was 
near. 

Did either the Tullaveea, or hisSvife, say anything when receiving the child ? — ^The 
Tullaveea took the child, but said nothing. 

Where was Baba at this time ? — He waitf near where the child was being delivered to the 
Tullaveea. 

Did the Baba say anything to the Tullaveea, or vice versd, and if any conversation passed 
you are required to mention it? — At the time of delivering the boy, Baba said to the 
i'ullaveea, “ Have you received the child T* and the Tullaveea replied, Yes, 1 have received 
bim;^’ this is all that I heard, and the child’s ornaments Bbugwan Bowaneedfi.ss 
with him. 
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Up<m giving the boy to the Tullaveea, did the Baba give them anything, or vice vend ?— 
I do not Know, having come away. 

tf^bea you left, was the Baba there seated, or did he also come aMy with you ?--Baba 
left before me ; afterwards I followed him. 

There is uo difference in wlial I have deposed above. ^ , 

(signed) Jemedar Seetaram GopaMttg, in the handwriting of Deoram. 


No. 81. 

Tbanslation of the Statement made by Joitabaee, second Widow of the late Betel^r Sarnul, 

on Kartick Sood 14th, Suravut 1904 (21 November 1817), before Shastreefe, ITrimbuck 

Munohur and Bappoo Myral. 

(Deposition recorded by the Shastrees, regarding which Joitabliaee formally complained 
to the Resident in yad, dated , that they had written down what she did 

not say : some of the misrepresentations which she pointed out when examined by the 
medical committee are written on the margin.) 

Question, State in truth wlio and what sort of oppressions were used towards you regard- 
ing your son ? — Answer, I have to represent the same what has been stated by my father 
Bhana Bhaee Kandass, in the statement he made before the Sirkar yesterday. 

What was the, period of your pregnancy when your husband died, and how w^ere you 
treated by Mahluxmeebaee after his death? — 1 was conceived of tour months prior to my 
husband^s death, after which [I and Mahluxmeebaee having lived and made our meals 
togetlier in one room, she might have perceived my pregnancy ; Baba Nafra also knew it, 
and while lamenting, I had made this fact known to the women of my and other castes. 

You have said that on the night of Magsurvud 8th of Sumvut 190*2, you having felt 
unwell, went to your parent’s house by Mahluxmeebaee’s permission ; state whom did you 
send to ask for the permission, and what answer did she give ? — On becoming unw^tl had 
sent a servant to ask Mahluxraeebaee’s permission, but it being a story of many daylFl do 
not recollect what servant it was ; as I was getting worse 1 went away in a palunqueen 
before hearing her answer. 

What time, after reaching home, were you delivered of the son, and what women and 
midwife were there at the time? — It was about midnight when the boy was born, but what 
women and midwife were there then 1 do not know, because I was not||rell. 

(signed) Joitabaee Settanee, by Bhonabhy.3 1 
Kartick Vud 2d, 24th November 1847. 


* Commencement 
of substitution. 


A.D. 22dDec. 1845, 
remarks by Joitee- 
baee Settanee when 
this deposition was 
read to her by the 
medical committee. 

1 sent an Hurkarra, 
but no answer waa 
received. 

I gave the names of 
all the women. 


t Termination. 


I never mentioned 
any thing about his 
being ill for a year 
or a year and a half. 


1 mentioned midwife 
Jumna's name. 


Question, On Kartick Sood 14th of Sumvut 1904, 2l8t November 1847, you stated in 
answer to a question that your statement was the same as that made by your father before the 
Sirkar, is it so ? — Answer, My answers are the same as those made by ray father, Bhan- 
nabhaee, yesterday, before the Sirkar, which he read over to me to-day. 

Prior to his death how long did Becher Samul suffer indisposition ; what was liis disease, 
and what doctor’s medicine did he (the deceased) take ? — About a year or a year and a half 
before his death he lingered, but then he was not verj ill ; for the last one month he suffered 
too much of dyspepsy and weakness, and once he had become insensible ; he took medicine 
from Hurjeewun Vyeed ; Moteeram Vyeed was also coming. 

Where did you tring forth the boy ; whether down-stairs or up-stairs of your parent’s 
house ? — ^The noy was brought forth in a room up-stairs. 

What midwife did attend you at the time of throe, and what was paid to her ? — She 
might have been paid by my mother, whatever might have been the custom, so she must 
know that she never asked me anything about it. 

On Magsur Vud 8th of Sumvut 1903, a, d. lyh December 1846, when you went to your 
parent’s house for the delivery, what men and i^men of the Sett’s bouse did accompany 
you? — Servant Hurkha and Punee Wannian of the Sett’s house had come with me, and 
others might have ‘come too, but I do not recollect theuu . 

On the next day of your confinement Baba Nafr^s wife came to inquire after your 
health at your parentis house; state what inquiries did she make? — She made me suckle 
the bw in her presence, and saw the boy’s face, but not ihe “ nal,” navel-string, for it was 
cut off on the very night the boy was born. 

Did you suckle the boy yourself, or employ a woman to nurse him ? — I suckled the boy 
for about ai^ month and a quarter, after waich, I having fallen sick, Gunga Murratnee was 
em^oyed to nurse the boy, but on her having no milk,^ioo8hallee was employed. 

You have stated that you were pregnant about foil# months anterior to Bechurbhaee’s 
death ; state whether you had informed your husband Becliurbhaee of your pregnancy ? — 

I did inform him of it about 10 or 15 days before he died, but nobody else was then there. 

Did your husband speak to anybody about making the Rakhtee’’ ceremony, which is 

among your caste people to do at the stage of five months’ pregnancy ? — When the I did not reply so. 
SeU diedVl was not five months pi'egnant, so the Rakhree was not tied, and after his death 

dbath, when he made arrangenients about the firm and house 
any provision ^bout your anticipated boy or girl ?-^Notlnag 


I mentioned nothing 
about the nal.” 


I said five or five- 
and-a-haif months. 

I never mentioned 
10 or 15 days. 
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was 
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I never had any 
‘‘ choonk** or pain in 
the stomachy nor 
took any medicine. 

I mentioned seven 
or eight days. 


was said or written on this point when writings were passed regardino; the house affairs, and 
I do not know if the deceased spoke anything to Baba Nafra about it. 

Prior to the Sett’s efeath was his son Pursotum Bhaee Sett in your lap, and if so, what had. 
then happened? — One month or 15 days before the Sett’s death, while Mahluxmeebaee, 
her father, Wujoobaee, my fatheri^hanabhaee, Baba Nafra and I were near Sett's bed 
in a room down-stairs, Purshotum Sbaee was placed on my lap merely to reconcile me, but 
what was then said I do not know. ^ 

On the day the boy was placed in your lap, did you hear Sett’s telling Baba Nafra to 
credit one lack rupees in your name in the firm accounts? — Nobody has told me this, nor 
have I heard it. 

When the Sett granted you one lack rupees, did you tell Motteeram Vyeed to speak to 
the Sett on your behalf, so as to assign something more ?— No. 

On the day Sett died had you any pain in the stomach, choonk ” ? — When the Sett 
became insensible and was removed into another house, I had a griping, of which I got 
well by taking some pills and essence of ‘‘ujma" ; bishop’s weed seeds. 

Had you your monthly course seven or eight days before the Sett’s death ? — Yes, I had my 
menses seven or eight days before; notwithstanding I was in the family way I had it every 
month ; but it is customary among the women to reckon the months of pregnancy from the 
first day of being conceived, although the menses might have intervened. 

This statement has been made in our presence, 


(signed) Trinibuck Munhore Shastree. 
Bappoo Myral Shastree. 


No. 82. 

Translation of the Deposition of Bhanabhaee Khandass ; Religion, Hindoo ; Caste, 

Veesulad Banniaii ; aged about 45 years ; Occupation, Goomasta ; Inhabitant of Baroda ; 

Father-in-Law to the late Parruck Behchur Samalbhaee ; taken upon oath at the Durbar 

on Ij^articsood, 13th Vud, 1st and 2d Sumvut 1904, (20, 23 and 24 November 1847). 

Question. Regarding the son of Joiteebaee Moteelall, the nature of the oppressions you 
have been subjected to, you are required to particularise ? — Answer. On the day on which 
Sett Behchurbhaee died, my daughter Joiteebaee informed both the elder Settanee Mata 
Luximeebaee and Baba Nafra that she was enceinte^ and from that day, for one month 
following, the elder Settanee occupied the same room with my daughter Joiteebaee, and 
instituted such inquiries usual amongst females, to ascertain the truth or otherwise of my 
daughter’s declaration with reference to her condition, and subsequently my daughter 
Joiteebaee continued residing in the same house with her elder rival, but in a separate room, 
situated on the ground-floor ; and about two and a half months after doing so, on Magsur 
Vud 8th, 1902, (22d December 184t)), my daughter’s health becoming worse, she having 
apprised her elder rival of her intentions about 9 or 1 0 o’clock at night, she came to my house, 
and about after midniirlit of the same she was delivered of a son, immediately upon which 
word tlas sent to the Sett’s house of the joyful occurrence, and the next morning to the 
Baba’s house also; upon which the Baba’s wife having called upon the elder Settanee and 
liaving obtained her permission, came to my house to see the new-born infant, and she made 
sucli investigations as are usual amongst females to do, to satisfy herself of my daughter 
having been actually accouched ; after w'hich she went, and having informed the elder 
Settanee and tlie Baba about the result of her investigation, she returned to her home, and 
Baba upon this, apprised the Sirkar of the same, and upon the sixth day after my daughter’s- 
accouchement, Baba Nafra’s son brought tlic whole of the Goomastas of the firm, and per- 
Ibrmed the ^‘Chettec Pooja” and the ^^Barsa” at my house, and afterwards the Sirkar w^as 
invited to the firm, where the Sirkar attended ; and on this day the infant Moteelall was 
affianced to the daughter of Nurrotum Mottallee, and a short time after the infant Moteelal 
having recovered from small-pox, he was taken for the purpose of beiug prostrated before 
the idol at Pore Verna, and upon this occasion about 50 or CO Goomastas and others 
accompanied the boy there. We left this about seven o’clock a.m., and xeturned the same 
evening, an (ii|ffter wards in the month pf Bhadurwa, on the Notee Novum/’ the caste were 
feasted, and a short time after the above, Baba took myself and my daughter aside, and 
informed us that he had some business in view, and that if he obtained our permission he 
would execute it; to this we replied, that as the Sett had but recently died, and both his 
sons are young, nothing could be done, and we informed him also, that the Moonim, whom 
he had succeeded (upon the death of Samulbhaee, and the assumption by Behchurbhaee of 
the Gaddee), never done anything till 20 years after the death of the said Sett Samulbhaee^ 
and even then when he did anytniij|[ lie consulted with the whole of the members of the 
family previously to his doing so; therefore, that the business he was talking about could 
not then be done ; but after the boys become older, if found to be advantageous, it would 
be done ; from that day Baba commenced entertaining malice against us, and he depriv^ 
me of the business I used to do in the villages, and for Nurbaram Deysaee, and after having 
deprived me of the above work for about two months, he was desirous of my reassumitig 
the same, and he sent for and requested me to sanction the measures he had spoken to lUa 
about formerly, and that I should assume the duties he had deprived me of I did 
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this boy, and this Lulloo Bhusjwan, the Baba furnished with a sum of money from his 
private funds, and under the plea of sending him to the Hoondeeya Mahadeo,*’ despatched 
nim IVom Baroda ; this individual, however, went into the Sowlce Purj^nah, and put up at 
tile house of Lallbbaee Deysaee ; procured the assistance of intriguers, which upon becoming 
known all over the Sowlee Purgunah, they informed l^fNowab Sahib of the same, and 
thus the Nowab Sahib become aware of the particular8.^of the plot which they contemplated 
to get, and the Nowab Sahib sent us information of the same ; but at the time not placing 
confidence in it, I did not interest myself about it, and the whole of the above parties were 
by Lulloo brought and located in the Baba’s private garden ; they remained there for a 
couple of or three days, and were tutored by Baba and Lulloo, and perfected in the respective 
part each one should act in the plot ; and on the Phalgoon Sood 11th, Sumvut 1U03 (26tli 
February 1847), these intriguers were sent to my house, and they from Shree” Nafsingjee’s 
‘‘Pole” commenced loudly exclaiming, “Where is Bhanabhaee’s house and when they 
had come to my house they said, “ Give us the remainder ol the money due to us upon this, 
mv wile went out to them ; whereupon they ran away and went to the firm, where Baba 
iimnediately admitted them up-stairs, he having instigated them to this measure ; and at the 
same time, without affording her an opjiortunity of vindicating herself, Baba placed my 
daughter Joitabaee under surveillance ; upon this my wife went and acquainted her Highness 
Sobhagvuttee Ghirjah Bhye Bha Saldb, the Maharaj’s consort, with the whol^ of the parti- 
culars of our grievances, and Bha Sahib informed her that the above particulars she liad 
acquainted the Maharaj with ; and I also, through the intervention of ouccaram Pursotuiu, 
obtained an interview with the Prince Row Sahib, and tlie Row Sahib informed me that he 
had acquainted his royal father with all the particulars of my case, and consequently there 
was no necessity of having a personal interview with the Maharaj. A few days after this, 
however, about 30 persons came to my iiouse and placed me in confinement; upon this my 
wile again went to H. H. Bhye Sahib* of wdiat had taken place, upon which she was 
informed that she might go where she pleased (for redress) ; upon this she left the palace, 
and directly proceeded ta Bombay, and complained to the Bombay government. In the mean- 
time, the door of my house was broken open, and heedless of the “ Dawaes ** I gave them 
of both tlie governments, they entered and took away the boy; and further, the aljiove- 
mentioned intriguers from the Sowlee Purgunah came and had un interview with the Nbwab 
Sahib ; this information coming to the knowledge of Baba, he considdVed that as the 
Sowlee Purgunah belonged to the Nowab, these parties were likely to discover the plot 
concocted by his (the Baba's) instigation, and fearing the Nowab, the Baba concocted a new 
plot with the Amleeyara people; the Amle^ara village belongs to the Sett; therefore, this 
second plot was got up with its villagers. The above are the particulars of ray grievances, 
which the Sirkar should take into consideration. Dated Kartic Sood 18th, oiimvut 1904 
(20 November 1847). 

(signed) Bhanabhaee Khandass, in his own handwriting. 

Attesting Witnesses, 

(signed) Pundeeya Korrnashunhnr^Itavuhiinkur, 

Residing at the Bhoollude Gale. 

Chouhtsee Bhundravun Tu^ahy 

Residing at Mahapooree. 


Examination resumed. 

Question. The day theSettjee died, the Settanee Joitabaee declared that she was enceiute ; 
therefore you are required to state how far she was at that time advanced in pregnancy, nnd 
by whose orders, and by whom was the investigation usual amongst females to resort to for the 
purpose of ascertaining the truth, or otherwise of your daughter's condition, to be conducted 
upon that occasion ? — Answer. Upon the day OH which the Settjee died, my daughter 
Joitabaee Settaniee was about four and a half months advanced in pregnancy, and the elder 
Settanee Maha Luximee instituted such inquiries as are usual amongst female^o resort to 
when she was bathing, sitting, sleeping, eating and drinkihg ; and being constant near her, 
all the necessary means were afforded her for this purpose. 

You state that on Magsur Vud 8th, Sumvut 1902 (22d December 1846), your daugjhter, 
feeling herself seriously indisposed, apprized her elder rival Settanee of her intention of 
removing to your house, and that after doing so, about 9 or 10 o'clock at night she came to 
your house; therefore you are required to name the parties who were present when your 
daughter Joitabaee informed of her intention of removing, to the house of her parents, and 
to state what reply the elder Settanee made upon doin^^ so, and to explain the nature of 
Joitabaee's indisposition f— ‘Joitabaee Settanee had many persons in attendance upon her; 
with one of them, many days having elapsed— I at present forget the name of the person, 
but will recall to my recollection, and afterwards mention — she sent word to Maha Luximee 
that agreeably to the practice amongst females in her condition, she felt the paiiisr 
of laboor coming upon her. , 

You sla^ tiiat al^ut after midnight of the same evening upon which she had removed to your 
nouac^ aha i^as delivered of a son ; therefore you are requirW to name the females who wei e 
pres^q^at^ourifeughfer't accouchement, and the midwifejrho assisted her upon the occasion ? 

4 H —Midwife 
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— Midwife Jumna, the wife of Barber Behchur, residing at Bazwadda, assisted her, and my 
mother Ambabaee and wife Laudbaee, and Muneba woman, the wife of Purboodass, a 
Mhode Vania, living in Bazwadda, and Ravee woman, the wife of Nanabhut, living at 
Bazwadda, these females were present; and there might have been others, but I do not 
recollect. 

You state that immediately upon your daughter’s being delivered of a son, you sent word 
to the Sett’s house of the joyful event; therefore you are required to state by whom you 
sent word to the Sett’s, and to whom the person you had sent communicated your 
message at tlie Sett’s, and what parties from the Sett’s called upon you on that occasion ? 
— Immediately upon the birth of the infant I sent word to the Sett’s l)y the Qoomasta 
Harreelall Bhyechund, residing at Bazwadda; he delivered the message to one of the 
sentinels on guard at the Settjee's, but he did not ascertain the sentry’s name, and nobody 
came that night from the Settjee’s house, but the next (Maha Luximee) Settanee sent Baba 
Nafra’s wife. 

You state that Baba Nafra’s wife was sent by the elder Settanee ; therefore you are 
required to explain why you say that she had been sent by the elder Settanee ? — Because 
when Baba Nafra’s wife came to my house, she herself informed me that she had been 
sent by the elder Settanee Maha Luximee to inquire, and after saying so, she went to 
Joitebaee Setftinee and saw the infant, and saw my daughter suckling the infant, and 
besides she made many inquiries, after which she presented one gold pootlee and some goll 
of Joitebaee Settanee. 

You state that in consequence of the boy Moteelall having had the small-pox, you took 
him to Pore Verna therefore you are required to explain how old was the boy when 
the small-pox came out upon him, and the number of pustules that came out, and who all 
had come from the house of Hurree Bhugtee to see the child whilst thus afflicted ? — About 
three months after the birth of the child the small-pox came out upon him ; he had about 
20 or 25 pustules came out upon him ; and as it is usual in our caste to present sugar on such 
occasions, many persons called at mv house to present su^ar, and upon their doing so, they 
used to fondle and play with the child before leaving ; but I do not recollect any person 
from the Sett’s house coming to make inquiries respecting the child’s state of health. 

You state above that your caste people used to come and bring sugar ; after playing with 
and Ibndling the child used to go away ; therefore you are required to name the parties who 
had so come to your house with sugar during Motteelali’s illness ? — The wife of Parruck 
Sewlall Koobair, residing at Lundwadda, I do not at present recollect her name, and Baee 
Parotee, the wife of Nurrotuni Mullalee, and a pot of sugar was sent from the Sett’s, but 
I am not certain of this; but at the time the boy was taken to Pore Verna'’ for the 
purpose of perforn^ing the small-pox ceremony, Dulput Kavuldass, Bappoojee Koolunddass, 
Damother Doolubdass, Bhugwan Mujmoodur, the Ahmedbenwalla Nagurdass Nurrotum 
Luximeedass, and others, came to my house about seven o’clock in the morning, and put 
upon the boy Moteelall j(*wels which they had brought with them from the Settjee’s house, 
and with their own hand these goomastas placed the boy in a palanquin, and wet-nurse, 
Gunga Joitabaee, my wife, myself, Hurreelall Bhyechund, besides servants and attendants, 
altogether about 50 orOO persons, accompanied the boy to Pore Verna,” and Moteelall 
was seated in the palanquin with his mother Joiteebaee, and after arriving at Pore Verna” 
Pooja was performed, and the Brahmins feasted, and the Moja Verna Patel, whose name 
1 do not recollect, but before this person we placed a Nuzzurrunah, and in the evening we 
returned home. 

You have stated above that the Baba took yourself and your daughter aside, and asked 
both your permission for carrying out certain measures he had in contemplation, and that 
upon your withholding your consent, he from that time harboured malice against both of 
you ; therefore you are asked to explain what great measures you withheld granting your 
consent to his carrying out, that he should have consequently entertained malice against 
you '! — The great measure he was desirous of obtaining our permission to carry out was the 
opening and inspecting the great Jamdarkhuna,” since the Sett was dead, and both 
myself and my daughter the Settanee withheld our consent to his doing so, and informed 
him that since the children were young it should not be done, and that there was not scarcity 
of funds at command in the firm, and that this measure could not be resorted* at the time ; 
for this reason, he bore malice against us. ^ 

Who had the power of opening the ** Jamdarkana,” and whof the charge of the Jamdar- 
khana keys? — I know not where the keys were placed, but both the Settanees had vested in 
them power over the Jamdarkhana, but it was at the time under the Baba’s manage- 
ment. 

For how long after the Sett’s death were the orders of both Settanees with which they 
had been vested respected ? — After the Sett’s death the usual business of the firm went on 
undisturbed ; but about six months afterwards, any measures old and new which had to be 
done. Baba, having obtained the permission of both the Settanees, used to do. 

You have stated that the Baba, having furnished the Goomasta Lulloo Bhugwun with a 
sum of money from his private funds undet* the plea of sending him to the Hoontuddeeya 
Mhodee,” sent him away from Baroda for the purpose of plotting against the boy; therefore 
you are required to state how you became aw’are that this Lulloo Bhugwan had been dis- 
patched for the purpose of plotting against the boy ? — Dossee Vanniu Bnukun Bheeka and 
his Goomasta Dulput, residing in Bazwada, had both of them come to me about^midnight, 
in the month of Plialgoon (February, March), and the third day before the plfiit exploded, 

and 
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and informed me of the particulars of the plot which was being concocted against me, and 
they said that they had learnt at the Nowao’s wadda, that Lulloo Bhugwan had gone to the 
Sowlee purgunnab, and got up a plot^ and that this Lutloo had brought along with him to 
Baroda nis colleagues in the intrigue, and had located them in the Baba’s garden, &c., but 
at the time not placing any confidence in the story, 1 paid no heed to it ; but about Lulloo 
being furnished with a sum of money, I learnt from rCimour; but the Sirkar, by making 
inmiiry, will be able to ascertain the fact. 

Did any of the intriguers fn>m the Sowlee purgunnah come to you? — Not having had 
any acauaintance with them, therefore they did not come to me. 

You n^ve staled above that the Nowab had sent you word of Lulloo Goomasta having 
got up a plot against you amongst the Sowlee people, who had informed him about,* there- 
fore you are required to name the party by whom word had been sent to you by the Nowab, 
and to explain the whole of the particulars ol what the messengt^r had communicated to you 
about this intrigue '! — It is true that I have above stated that the Nowab had sent me word 
about the intrigue, but the information had been furnished me by Dossee Banian, anfl, 
consequently, 1 went to the Nowab’s wadda, when I learnt, from a person whose name I do 
not recollect, that certain Kollees would come to my house and create a disturbance, and 
he requested me to be upon my guard, but he did not inform me of the nature of the dis- 
turbance which would be created; and the statement made by me above, that the Nowab 
had sent t(» inform me about ihe contemplated intrigue, 1 beg to submit that this statement 
was made by me through a mistake. 

When the intriguers had come to your house, what did they say, and what answer did 
you give them ? — On Phalgoon Sood 11 th, St. 1904 (25th February 1847), in the evening, 
the Sowlee purgunnah intriguers came, calling out loudly ‘‘Where is Bhannabhaee’s house?” 
from the Nursingjee’s Pole to my house ; at that time I was from home, but the females of 
the house came out to them, and they said to the females, “ Take back your deed and pay us 
the balance of the due to us, otherwise return the boy to us after saying so, they 


* S. 0. 


went away. 

You state above that the Sowlee purgunnah intriguers were brought and located in 
Baba Nafra’s garden at Uaroda by Lulloo Bhugwan, and that Baba Nafra detained them in 
his garden for three days, during which time he perfected them in their respective parts, and 
afterwards sent them to your house ; therefore you are required to state who had aflforded 
you the above information, and what proof you have to substantiate it ? — I learnt of it from 
rumour, and have mentioned it, and I am in possession of no proof to substantiate the 
same. 

You have stated above that the intriguers from the Sowlee purgunnah havinir had 
interview with the Nowab Sahib, the same came to the knowledge of Baba, who fearing 
that as the Sowlee purgunnah belonged to the Nowab Sahib, that these parties were likely 
to discover the plot to the Nowab Sahib, and acquaint him that they had been instigated to 
it by him (the Baba), that therefore the Baba was induced to concoct a new plot with the 
Amleeyara people, &c. ; therefore you are required to state who had informed you of the 
Arnleeyara plot, and the nature of such plot ? — On Phalgoon Sood 12 th, St. 1903 (26th 
February 1847), Goomasta Bhugwan Majmoodar, Bappoojee Koobeirdass, and Vukeel 
Nundjee were sent by Baba from the firm to my house, and they desired me to give up 
the boy with me to the Kollees who had come there from the Sowlee purgunnah ; and that 
the Baba greatly entreated me to do so; to this I replied, that the Baba, from the personal 
ill-will he bore towards me, had got up this intrigue, but that notwithstanding that the 
cliild would not be thus forcibly taken away from me ; upon which they said that I would 
have cause to regret my non-compliance with the wishes of the Baba, and they went away. 

Subsequently, on Phalgoon Sood ( — February 1847), Goomasta Bhugwan Mujmoodar, Bap- Date omitted in tha 

poojee and Daraother Vyda, these three individuals came and informed me that Baba had original Deposition, 

sent them to inform me that he admits of riiy daughter having had a son, but that upon the 

day on which we had gone to “ Kaka Bulya,” that I had procured the son of the Kollee 

belonging to Moja Mhorleepoor, who was seated on the road. I answered that it would be 

as well for tliem to cease their intrigues, and tliat thereupon whiclt we liad gone to “ Kaka 

Babja,” no less than about 60 persons had accompanied us, and that the boy had valuable 

ornaments upon his person, and that if the boy had been changed, how was it likely for us 

to have the child of his ornaments, and how possible that we could have changed him ; 

and further that they theqiselves were personally with us, and therefore it w^s not proper 

for them to utter such a falsehood; to this the goomasta replied that they baa only 

delivered the message which they had been charged with by Baba, therefore that I should 

look to the Baba and not them for an explanation ; and after saying so, they went away. The 

goornastas came a third time ; 1 however only recollect the name of Bhugwan Mujmoodar 

and of none of the rest ; they came to me and said something, but I do not at present 

recollect what they said ; but this much I know, that they took the name of Moja Amleeyara, 

and from their having done so, we concluded that since the Sowlee Purz was under the 

Nowab Sahib, and the Morleepoor village under Bulwuntrow, that any plot concocted in 

connexion with the above two places would not be permitted to stand, but that as Moja 

Amleeyara was under the Sett, a plot had been got up there, and my son forcibly taken 

away trom me. 

W ere you ever appointed as mehta over the Amleeyara village ; and if you were, state for how 
many years you were in office, and name the party by whom jfoq were appointed ? — 1 remained 
as mehta to the Amleeyara village for a period of 18 ycari, ihd was appointed to it by Sett 
560 , 4 H 2 Sewlall 
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Sewlall during his lifetime, and 1 remained in office from Sumwut 1883 to the month of 
Po^ St. 1903 (1827 to January 1847), and myself, and on the part of Nurbarasee Deysme 
Goomasta Rowashnakur, and his father Purbashunkur, were the mehtas to the above village, 
and we both conjointly used to perform the business of the village ; I was alone on the part 
of the Sett; and on the part of the Deysaee, the above-named two individuals were 
appointed. 

Was Sepoy Dadabhoyeever havildar of the above village ; if he was, for what length of 
time did he continue in the office f — Yes ; Dadabhoy held the appointment of havildar to the 
above village, together with Scindee Currean, and they remained for about three or four years ; 
and for the time I remained as mehta to the village, he was then os havildar ; bu^ 1 oo not 
know whether he is so at present or not. 

(signed) JBkanabaee Khandass^ 

Kartick Sud Ist, St, 1904 (23 Nov. 1847). in his own handwriting. 

Witnesses, 

(signed) Gokuldass Tappeedass. 

Sepoy Penda Daveesing Bucktavursing. 


Examination again resumed. 

Question. How long before Bachurbhaee Saund’s death had he been ailing, and what was the 
nature of his disease, and who used to professionally attend upon him ? — Answer. He had been 
acting about seven or eight months before he died, but the three last months immediately 
preceding his death, he was dangerously ill, and he was labouring under flatulency, and 
consequently could not take his food ; and for the above-named three months, he was 
obliged to be helped about, and I don’t recollect which doctor used to attend upon him. 

Setanee Joitabaee having been accouched at your house, you are required to state whether 
lier parturition took place on the upper story of your house or on the ground floor ? — Joitabaee 
Setanee’s accouchement took place in a room on the upper story of my house. 

You have stated above, that wlien the Setanee Joitabaee was confined, the assistance of 
the midwife Jumna, the wife of a barber, was called in; therefore you are required to 
state wbat remuneration was made to this woman for her trouble, and if any remuneration 
bad been made to her, whetlier it was from your private funds, or from those of the firm ? — 
The midwife Jumna, for the assistance she hud rendered at the Settanee Joitabaee’s accouche- 
ment, I don’t recollect, whether remunerated from my private or the firm’s funds. This 
information ray wife might possess, but what amount was given, I do not know. 

When the Setanee Joitabaee removed to your house, what parties belonging to the Setts 
accompanied her there ? — Parties from the Setts had accompanied the Settanee, but at 
present I don’t recollect their names. 

Of the Settanee’s personal attendants, including females and males, who all accompanied 
her to your bouse? — Of the personal servants who had accompanied the Setanee, I only 
recollect the name of one, i. e., Ilurka; but forget at present the names of the others. 


(signed) 


Kurtick Vud 2d, St. 1904 (24 Nov, 1847). 


Bhanabaee Kandass, 

in his own handwriting. 


Further Examination. 


Question. In answer to a question to you yesterday, you have slated, that the next day 
after the Settanee Joitabaee had been accouched, Baba Nafra’s wife had, and that upon that 
occasion she witnessed Joitabaee Setanee suckling her infant ; and that she made further 
investigation, &c. ; therefore you are required to state whether, from the day of the child’s birth, 
the Setanee Joitabaee herself used to suckle the child, or whether a wet-nurse had been 
entertained ? — Answer. From the clay the child was born, for about a month succeeding, 
Setanee Joitabaee used to suckle her infant herself, and about a month after the child’s birth, 
wet-nurses were entertained ; viz., Khooshalee and Gunga Murratnee, these two wet-nurses 
were entertained ; but I do not recollect which of these two was entertained first. 


(signed) 

Dated Kurtick Vud 2d, St. 1904 (24 Nov. 1847). 


Bhundbhaee Kandass, 
in his own handwriting. 


Note. — On the first six bunds double strokes are made. On the following six bunds, 
Bhanabhoy’s name is written; and on the remaining two bunds nothing is written. 


No. 83. 
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No. 83. 

Translate of the Deposition of Gunzah, Woman ; Religion, Hindoo ; Caste, Mahrattee ; 
aged about 28 years; Occupation, Domestic Servant, engaged with Joitabaee Settanee ; 
Inhabitant of Baroda, in Rowpoora ; taken upon oath at the Durbar on xMagusur 
Vud 1st, Sumvut 1904 (22 December 1847). 

Question, How many years have you been in Joitabaee Settanee’s service, who got you 
so employed, and what duties do you perform ? — Answer. For the last two years am I in 
the emplpy of Joitabaee; and upon the Settanee Joitabaee being delivered of a son a month 
and a naif afterwards, the Settanee’s mother, Ludbaee, engaged me for the purpose of suck- 
ling the infant, and I used to get three rupees monthly from the Settjee's shop. 

What length of time did you suckle Joitabaee’s son? — I suckled the child fora month 
and a half, when ray milk failing me, Ludbaee engaged another wet-nurse, named Khooshallee, 
together with whom for about seven or eight months 1 continued to suckle the child, 
after which ray milk having entirely failed me, Khooshallee alone continued suckling the 
child. 

How many days after Settanee Joitabaee had given birth to her son did the boy take the 
small-pox ; what number of pustules came out upon him, and used you at the time to nurse 
him f ’ — The boy was about three months old when he took the small-pox ; about thirty or forty 
pustules came out upon him, and at this time 1 used to suckle and nurse him, together with 
Khooshallee, the other wet-nurse. 

After the boy was cured of the small-pox, had he any marks left upon his person? — He 
had slight marks left upon his face and body. 

Upon any particular day were you sent for by any person at Paruck Hurree Bucktee’s, 
to bring the son of Joitabaee Settanee from Bhanabhaee’p, where the boy then was? — 
Joitabaee Settanee, Baba Nafra, and a Banian female named Pnnnee, were seated together 
about half past ten o’clock at night, when I was sent for, and directed by Baba Nafra and 
Settanee Joitabaee to go and fetch Motteelallbhaee to them from Bhanabhaee’s, whereupon 
myself and Seetaram Jemadar, together with a Mussalchee and four or five other persons, 
proceeded to the house of Bhanabhaee, and informed Bhanabhaee that the Settanee Joitabaee 
wanted her son, Motteelallbhaee; Ludbaee was at the time absent, but Bhanabhaee said 
that he would not send the boy until the return of Ludbaee ; upon which I tried my best to 
persuade him, but still Blianabhaee refused to comply, upon which the Jemadar and 
Goomasta Bhugwunbhaee directed the staple (»f the door of the room in which the boy fwas 
shut up to be removed, and this being done by a blacksmith, I went and took the boy from 
Khooshallee, who was in the room with the boy, and returned with him to the Sett’s house ; 
and on the upper story behind the mundeer, the treasury room is situated, in which the boy, 
myself and Khooshallee were located the whole of that night, ihe next day, and till mid- 
night; the following night we remained in this place, when Khooshallee, the Jemadar and 
Baba conveyed the child away from thence, and I also w^ent to Joitabaee tSetlanee, and inti- 
mated to her of the child having been conveyed away ; but she made me no answer. 

Have you ever heard whose son the boy Motteelall was ? — That the boy vvitli Joitabaee 
Settanee was the son of a Kollee, I have heard from people; but I do not know whose son 
he was. 

When you went for the purpose of bringing the boy from Bhanabhaee’s, was Ludbaee at 
home ?— She was not at home ; the boy and Khooshallee were in a room, and Bhanabhaee 
in an outer room. 

Ludbaee was not at home, and Bhanabhaee was in the outer room ; then was the door 
of the room in which the boy and Khooshallee were, fastened from the inside by any one ? — 
The boy and Khooshallee being inside the room, the door of the room may iiave been 
fastened by Khooshallee. 

Did the Jemadar and Bhugwan call to Khooshallee from outside ? — They repeatedly 
called to her from tlie outside, but she made no answer; upon wiiich the blacksmith was 
sent for to remove the staple from the outside.] 

You state that Khooshallee and others had taken away the boy at midnight, therefore 
you are required to state what Khooshallee upon her return said to the Settanee Joitabaee? 
— She returned about half or three quarterss of an hour, when I inquired of her about the 
child, when she informed me that the hoy had been delivered to a kollee and kollien, wlio 
were at the Set’s garden, but I do not know whether she said anything to Joitabaee Set- 
tanee or not on the subject. her 

(signed) Gunga Marratteeny x 

Witnesses, 

(signed) Javair Chund Luckrnee Chund. 

Hurlochund Amrutram Bramin. 

Did you ever see the Settanee Joitabaee suckle the boy ? — I’he Settanee was suffering 
from fever, therefore 1 was entertained for the purpose of suckling the boy; and her milk 
being considered bad for the tShild, she used not to suckle him, but once or twice I saw her 
give the child her breast, but whether milk came from it or not I know not. 

Dated and signed as above. 

I have above stated, in answer to a question, that Baba Nafra, Punnee, and Joitabaee 
Settanee were seated together, when I was sent for, and desired by Baba Nafra and Joita- 
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baee Settanee to go and bring the boy from Bhanabhoy, but now I beg to submit it, that 
I do not recollect that Joitabaee Settanee had desired me to do so; I am, however, sure that 
Baba Nafra had sent me to bring the boy. 

Dated as above. 


No. 84. 


Translation of the Deposition of Kooshallee, Woman, Wife of Ambueedass ; Religion, 
Hindoo; Caste, Rajpoot; aged 36 years; Occupation, Domestic Affairs; Inhabitant of 
Baroda, residing at Bhurunpooi a; taken upon oath at the Durbar, on Kartick Vud llth, 
Sunivut 1904 (3 December 1847;. 


Question. Were you employed to suckle Joetabhaee’s son, and if you were so employed, 
state for what length of time, by whom you were engaged, and what remuneration you 
received for your services ? — Answer. One day about two and a half or three months ago, the 
day of the week and date I do not recollect, a sepoy belonging to Seetaram Jemadar, named 
Adjudia Sing, came and informed me that Settanee Joetabhaee wanted me ; at this time, her 
son w^as about two and a half or three months old ; and as the Settanee was at her father 
Bhanabhaee's house at Bazwadda at the time, i waited upon her there. The Settanee and her 
mother inquired whether I would undertake to engage myself as wet-nurse to the Settanee's 
son, and 1 excused myself under the plea that 1 had to suckle my own daughter ; upon this 
they said, if I was willing to stay with them, I should be allowed the indulgence of suckling 
my daughter also; to this arrangement 1 consented, and my pay was settled at three rupees 
per njciisem ; besides which I was to be found in food and four sarrees and other clothes 
annually ; the same evening I entered upon my duties, and continued so eniployed for about 
a year; all day the child used to remain at tiurree Bucktee’s house, and all night at his 
grandmother Ladbhaee’s, and 1 used to suckle him at both places. I received in all, from 
time to time, 36 rupees, and four sarrees and four choolees from Hurree Bucktee’s house, for 
my services. 

Were you engaged before or after the child had had the small-pox ? — I was engaged after 
the child had had the small-pox, and after he was brought back from being prostrated before 
the idol at ‘‘ Pore Vuva/* 

Since you state that you were engaged after the child had had the small-pox, state how 
you became aware that the child had ever had the small-pox? — How else should I have 
become aware of the fact but from hearing the Settanee talking about it ? * 

Since you state that you were engaged after the child had had the small-pox, state how 
you became aware that child iiad ever had the small-pox? — How else should 1 have become 
aware of the fact but from hearing the Settanee talking about it ? 

Since you state that you were engaged after the child had had the small-pox, did you 
observe upon his person any marks left by the pustules ? — The boy had no such marks upon 
his person then ; how could I have observed them ? 

Did you ever witness the Settanee’s, Joetabhaee, suckling her babe, and did you observe 
whether her breast produced any milk ? — Occasionally the Settanee used to give the child 
her breasts to suck, but I never observed any milk produced by them. 

Did you see the child before he was attacked with small-pox? — No, but I heard that the 
boy had had the small-pox. 


(signed) 

Attesting Witnesses, 

(signed) Gokuldass Tappudass, and 
Wullubdass Merseedass. 


Kooshallee, Woman, Wife of Rajpoot 
Ambayeedass, in the handwriting 
of Vnkeel Vuiubdass Nuseedass. 


Examination continued. 

Question. Ghunga Maharatteen deposes, that you and herself conjointly suckled the 
child when he had had the small-poj^ and you state that you were not employed till after the 
boy had been cured of the snmll-pox, and his return from being prostrated before the idol 
at “ Pore Vuna therefore you are required to explain this difference between your 
ies})octive statements ? — Answer. 1 was engaged about 16 days after the child’s return from 
being j)rostiated before the idol at Pore Vuna,” therefore what Ghunga has stated 
is false. 

Jt would appear that when Ghunga and Seetaram Jemadar had come from Sett Hurree 
Bucktee’s to Bluuiabliaee’s house at night to take away the child Mooteelall, you took the 
child with you, and copcealed yourselves in a room on the upper story of Banabhaee’s 
house; therefore you are required to state whether the door of this room was shut or open, 
together with all the particulars which transpired upon the occasion ? — About seven or eight 
months ago, the day and date I do not recollect, but one nigfit about nine o’clock, Ghunga, 
Settaram Jemadar, Gooniashta Bhugwan and others, came to Bhanabhaee from Sett Hurree 
Bucktee's, and Blianabhaee upon seeing them coming, suspecting thattliey were coming to 
lake away the boy, directed me to take the child and secrete myself in one of the rooms 
up-stairs, and the door of which be desired me to fasten from the inside ; whereupon I did 
as Bhanabhaee had bid me ; after which, GhungaUnd the others came up-stairs, and Ghunga 

informed 
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informed Bhanabhaee that she had been sent by Joitabaee Settanee to bring Mooteelall 
away ; Bhanabhaee refused to allow her to take the child away before the return of his wife ; 
upon this they came before the door of the room in which the child and myself were 
concealed^ and the Jemadar called to me to undo the fastening of the door, and Bhanabhaee 
also called to me not to do so ; whereupon they took the doors off their hinges, and they 
entered the room ; Ghunga took the child from me and went down-stairs, desiring me to 
follow her, which I did ; and on the road, Ghunga and myself alternately carried the child 
to Hurree Bhugtee/s house ; that night the child was left with me; and about eisrht o'clock 
the following night I was desired to carry tlie child, and accompany Hhugwan Goomashta 
and two or tour other men, one of whom had a torch, to the Sett's dhnrumsalla, and upon 
my arrival there, Baba made me deliver the child to the wife of a Tullaweeya of Anileeyara ; 
after which I returned to the Sett's house. 

Was the boy Mooteelall so conveyed away from the house of Bhanabhaee before or after 
the rumour to the effect that this boy was the son of a kolee, (fee. had been spread about in 
the city ? — ^The boy was conveyed away from Bhanabaee’s after the rumour had been so 
spread abroad. 

How many sepaees, fee. came to take the boy away from Bhanabhaee's ? — When the child 
was being conveyed away, I saw about five or seven sepaees, fee. 

Attesting Witnesses, 

(signed) Vakeel Vurc/iund Koobatrdass. 

Sepaee Deoveesing^ Bucklavursing. 


No. 85. 

Translation of a deposition made orf oath by Baee Rewa, Wife of Brahmin 
Nanabhutt, by caste Brahmin ; aged about 30 years; Occupation, Domestic Affairs; 
Inhabitant of Rajwaira, in Baroda ; at the Durbar, dated Poush Sood 15th, Sumvut 1904 
(a. d. 20 January 1848). 

Question. Do you know any thing about the boy brought forth by Settanee Joitabaee at 
the house of Bhanabhaee Candass, and if you do, state all the particulars? — Answer. One 
day, about two years ago, the exact date 1 do not recollect, but it was a moonlight night ; 
at about 10 p.m. somebody called out from outside the house, and said that I was wanted 
at Bhanabhaee's, as Joitabaee was in labour; to whom I answered, that he should go, and 
that I would follow him. I afterwards went alone to Bhanabhaee Candass’ house, opened 
the door, which wbs not fastened ; went up-stairs, and sat down in a room where Joitabaee 
Settanee was. Two hours after, Joitabaee’s son was born; after which I returned home 
alone. 

What women were there when you went to Joitabaee, and at the time when the boy was 
born ? — Joitabaee's mother Ludbaee, her grandmother Umbabaee, and midwife J umna were 
there when I went, and Munchavow, wife of Purbhoodass Bunia, came afterwards; they all 
were there till the boy was born. 

When the child was born did you touch Joitabaee, or were you sitting at a disan ce? — 
1 did not touch her, but was sitting at a distance. 

Who did cut the boy’s ** nal," navel-string? — Jumna, ipidvvife, cut it when the boy was 
born ; I came home afterwards. 

When the boy was born, was shallee beaten and the good news sent to Hurree Bhugtee's 
house, or to those of other relatives f — Shallee was sounded in pursall ” (middle room) 
after the child’s birth, but as I was in another room I do not know by whom it was done. 
As to the good news I know nothing. 

Did you frequent that house after the boy's birth ? — On the sixth day I had been there 
to take “ duxna" alms, and on the 1 0th day, on which the Settanee washed her body, to 
dandle the child ; I was also frequenting the house afterwards for fondling the child. 

Did you go there when the boy had smull-pox ? — No, 

Why were you called on the day of the boy's birth? — Because I have ‘M^ehunpunah," 
great friendship with Settanee's mother Ludbaee. 

Do you know what was paid to the midwife wjjjen the boy was born ? — No, I do not 
know*. 

Since you have so great a friendship with the Settanee’s mother, did not she ever speak to 
you before on this point? — No. 

Was Bhanabhaee at home when Settanee Joitabaee brought forth the boy ? — Bhanabhaee 
was setting in purBal" of down-stairs. 

How long after your returning home your neighbour Munchavow went there? — I do not 
know, because I slept as soon as I came home. 

Did you see and dangle the boy at the time he was taken to Porevurna " after he had 
the small-pox ?— At the time of their going to Porverna" I had given a cocoa-nut, and 
seen the boy ; I had seen him on their return also. 

Did you observe on the body of the boy the marks of small-pox on his going to and 
coming from Porverna? — Yes, ft few. 


560. 
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No. 86. 

Transi4Ate of the Deposition of Muncha, Woman, Wife of Purbhoodass Wundrawun; 
lieligion, Hindoo ; Caste, Mohode Banian ; aged about 40 years ; Occupation, Domestic 
Dut^s; Inhabitant of Baroda, residing at Bagwadda; taken upon oath at the Guicowar 
Durbar on Posh Sood 15th, Sumvut 1904 (20 January 1848), 

Question. Do you know anything about Joitabaee Settanee being delivered of a son at 
Bhanabhaee Kandass* house, and it you do, you are requested to state all the particulars 
connected with the occurrence? — Answer. About a year and a half or two ago, on Magsur 
Vud 8th (22 December 1845), about midnight, the people of my neighbourhood informed 
me that Rewavow liad come and left a message that Ladbaee wanted me, upon which 
S. O. I went to the ijou>e at Ladbaee, and the door of the house being left open, I entered, 

and went up-stairs into the sleeping room, where I saw Joitabaee, her mother Ladbaee, her 
grandmother Ambabaee, Revavow, and the midwife Jumna, these parties were there seated ; 
1 also took a seat amongst them, and about two gurrees afterwards Settanee Joitabaee was 
delivered of a son, and the midwife Jumna separated the umbilical cord, after which I 
returned to my home; Revavow had left before me ; this is all I know' about this affair. 

When the Settanee Joitabaee was delivered, did you touch her? — I did not touch her, but 
was seated at a distance. 

At the time of parturition, was the sallee (pan) sounded, and word sent of the good 
news to the bouse of Paruck Hurree Bhugtee, and the rest of her family? — In the outer 
room of tlie house the sallee (pan) was sounded, but I know not by whom; and the good 
news of the cliild^s birth Bhanabhaee's mother bawled out, and intimated to her son, Who 
was seated on the third story, and at the same time she desired him to send word to the 
Sett’s house of the same ; but I know not by; whom word was sent by Bhanabhaee. 

Many females besides yourself reside in the neighbourhood, how is it that you alone had 
been sent for ? — 1 am her next-door neighbour, and friendly w ith Ladbaee, therefore had 
1 been sent for. 

Were you iu the habit of going to nurse this child ? — I used to frequent the house 
constantly, tberefore it is true that 1 have nursed the child, and have also seen the Settanee 
suckle the child. 

When the umbilical cord bad been separated, did the midwife receive a present? — I did 
not see the midwife receive anything. 

When this lad had the small-pox, used you to go to the house ? — At that time I was 
impure, therefore did uot go ; but subsequently, after the child was brought back from 
being prostrated (before the idol) at Pore Verna,’* I took some sugar with me and went 
to the house, when I saw the boy, whose body was pitted with a few marks of the 
srnall-pox. 

Revavow informed you, that Ladbaee wanted you ; did you ascertain from Revavow who 
S. O. had f to come to tell her to call you ? — I inquired of Revavow , who had come to call me, when 

Revavow informed nie, that the outer door being shut, the person who had come called her 
and myself from outside, and went away ; therefore she could not say who had come to 
call us. 

When Bhanabhaee’s mother called to her son to send tidings of the happy event, did 
Revavow hear her do so ? — We were all seated in one room, therefore she must* have heard 
her do so. 

When Bhanabhaee’s mother called to her son, who was on the third story, did he come 
down ? — No, but he came down the stairs, and having heard, returned to the third story, 
from whence he might have sent w'ord by somebody, but he did not come into the outer 
room on the ground-floor. 

At the time you went up-stairs at Bhanabhaee’s, were anybody in the outer room on the 
ground-floor ? — Some males were seated, but who they were, or how many there were, I do 
not know. 

The necessary condiments required upon the occasion of accouchements, were they pro- 
cured beforehand, or sent for afterwards ? — Such stuffs as were not at the house at the time, 
was sent for, and Bhanabhaee’s mother brought them, but from whence I know not* 

)fou state that the midwife, Jumna, officiated upon this occasion, therefore do you know 
this woman, and where she resides?-^! know Jumna; her husband’s name is Bach ur, and 
he resided in “ Hatteeree Sairee,” and is a barber by caste, but now she is dead. 

You have above stated, that it is about two years since Joitabnee’s parturition, therefi>re' 
how is it that you recollect at such a distance of time that the boy was born on Magsur Vud 
8th (22 D(’cember)? — Because on that day the Gokul Nattjees’* feast took place ; there- 
fore I recollect the day and date. 

(signed) Munchavo^s x mark, 

Witnesses, Wife of Purbobdass Vunrevun. 

(signed) Sha Gudhur Sewlal. 

Daveesing Buklawursingi 
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No. 87. 

Translate of the Deposition of Bechur Bhugwan ; Religion, Hind:f>; Caste, Lee: 1 sheeya 
Bai^F; Occupation, Barber; aged about 60 years ; Inhabitant of Baroda, an: ssiding 
in Bazwadda; taken upon oath at the DurlJar, on the 4th Kartick Vud, Sun :tl904 
(20 November 1847). 

Question, Was your wife in the habit of following the calling of a midwife ? — Ansi tr. Yes* 
she used, but has been dead since eight months ago. 

When ^Bechurbhaee's widow, the daughter of Bhanabhaee, was being delivered, had 
your wife’s assistance been called in; and if it had, state all that transpired on occa- 
sion ? — Being at the time absent at Ahmed abad, all that I know is, that my wife’s assistance 
was called in when Joitabaee Settanee’s parturition took place, the particulars of which, 
however, for the reasons stated above, I am ignorant of. 

Who had come to call your wife on that occasion ? — A female from Bbanabhaee’s had come 
to call her, but I am ignorant of this female's name or whereabouts. 

What remuneration did your wife receive for her services? — She rea^lved one rupee on the 
first, and five rupees upon the second, third or fourth day ; thus a>:ogether she received 
six rupees. 

By your own admission, it would appear that you were absent at .t time at Ahmedabad ; 
then how could you know that a female from Bhanabhaee’s had come to call your wife ? — 
When I returned to Baroda, I learnt this from my wife. 

Since you state that your wife acquainted you, upon your return from Ahmedabad, of her 
assistance having been called in, and of her having been rewarded with six rupees for such 
assistance as she rendered, how is it that she should only have informed you of the above, 
and of nothing else which might have upon the occasion transpired ? — On these points only 
I questioned her, and she afforded me information. 

Did your wife inform you whether she had gone there before the Settanee’s parturition? — 
She informed me that she liad been sent for afeer the birth of the child, for the purpose of 
cleaning away the after-birth, and such things. 

You state that your wife had really been sent for, but if it be proved, from the testimony 
of other parties, that she had not been sent for him^ then ? — If it be proved that she had not 
been sent for, I bind myself to undergo any penalty the Sirkar may think proper to impose 
upon me. 

There is no difference in what I have above deposed to. 


(signed) Bechur Bhugwan^ Barber, 

In the handwriting of Vakeel Gokuldass Tappidass. 

Attesting witnesses, 

(signed) Daveesing Bucktawursing. 

Ootum Hurkjee. 

Note, — Nos. 88, 89, 90 and 91, will be found in Appendix (F.) 
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No. 92. 

Translate of the Deposition of Bhuckteedas Kbandoss, alias Bhanabhaee; Caste, Dus- 
.salwud Bania ; inhabitant of Baroda ; aged about 50 years ; Occupation, Trade ; dated 
Shrawun Vud 9, S. 1906 (31 August 1860). 

Question, In the case of Joitabaee Settanee, the widow of PariTick Bhachurbhaee’s son, 
a deed, in your name, drawn in favour of Kollee Ruggoonath, securing to him, in lieu of 
taking his son, the sum of 200 rupees annually for life, has been produced ; therefore you 
are required to state whether you hud drawn out this leek” in favour of the Meetapoor 
kollee, or otherwise? — Answer, Joitabaee Settanee is my daughter, but I never purchased a 
child from the Meetapoor kollee, nor did I pass a ‘‘ leek ” to give him the surxi of 200 
rupees annually for life, and I know nothing in this matter ; the “ leek” is a forgery. 

Meetapoor Kollee. Ruggoonath produced your deed ; that is to say, one deed passed to 
him in the name of Bhucktee Khandass, dated S. 1902,'Mag8iir Vud 8 (22 December 1845), 
in lieu of having purchased from him his son ; and you are shown this deed, and asked 
whether the simature be in your hand-writing, or how? — Having seen the deed in question, 
I declare that Iknow nothing whatever about the deed, and that the signature is not in my 
hand-wiiting; neither do I know in whose hand it is. 

You are called Bhanabhaee, and the deed bears the name of Bhucktee Khandass; there 
foe, what is your real name ? — My name is Buckteedass ; but as my uncle and myself were 
living in the house of Sewlall Parruck, everybody calls me Bhanabhaee, but my real name 
is Bhucktee Khandass, and upon this name have they intrigued ; but 1 know nothing whatever 
regarding it. 

(signed) Bhuckteedass Khandass, in his own band^writing. 
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No. 93. 

Translation of the Deposition on oath of Vamunrow Venktesh, alias BabaNafra; 
taken at the Durbar on 29 November 1847 and 9 December 1847. 

\^Question, How long did Paruk Bechur Samul continue sick before his demise, and from 
what disease did he suffer, and whose medicines used he to take ? — Answer. Sett Bechur- 
bhaee, before his demise, was laid sick for about a year or fifteen months, of which four or 
six months he was in danger of his life, and that, without other persons’ aid, he could not sit 
or rise ; he suffered from cholic complaints ; he used to take medicine from Hurjeevun and 
divers Veyds, always with the consent of Moteeram Veyd. 

Bechurbhaee Paruk, before his death, made adjustments of his firm, See.; what sort of 
arrangement did he make for Settanee Joiiabaee? — Settjee, one month previous to his death, 
callecfme, and made adjustments of bis shop, house, &c . ; in the same adjustment, in the 
first para., Settanee Jaitabaee’s arrangement has been made, which is, that '' in Settanee 
Jaitabaee’s name one lakh of rupees be deposited in the firm, and the interest of which 
should be given to her for performing the ceremonies of yatras, &c. ; and Settanee Joitabaee’s 
jewels should be examined once a year, according to the yad (list) of the same thus it is 
written. 

Settjee, before his death, when he placed elder Settanee Mahaluxmeebaee’s son, Pursho- 
tumbhaee, on the lap of the younger Settanee Joitabaee, were you present, and what for 
did he place him ? — Sett Bhanabhaee wrote, in the first para.of his adjustment, of giving the 
younger Settanee Joitabaee one lack of rupees, and mentioned about which to 100 or 200 
persons, which Joitabaee having heard, was very sorry; therefore, to sooth her, the elder 
Settanee Mahaluxmeebaee told the Settjee, that every one’s hopes are upon Purshotum, 
therefore you should place him on the lap of the younger Settanee Joitabaee, and consider 
her in doing this nothing of ours is spoilt;” accordingly, to satisfy the younger Settanee, 
Settjee coincided with her (Mahaluxmee’s) wishes, and placed his son Purshotum on Joita- 
baee’slap; at that time myself, Settjee, his wife’s parents, and the two Settanees, were 
seated together. 

How Tong after the demise of Paruk Bechurbhaee did Settanee Joitabaee go to her 
parents’ house ? — After the demise of Settjee, Settanee Joitabaee vvas at home for about 
three or three and a half months ; she one day, suddenly, at midnight, went to her parents ; 
this I heard the next morning. 

When the Settanee was delivered of a boy, who was it that came to you to give you the 
happy news, and what did you give the news-bearer as a reward ? — Settanee, after going to 
her parents at midnight, was delivered of a boy ; this I learnt the next morning from a person 
of Bhanabhaee’s house, who came to acquaint me of the happy event ; but the person’s 
name I do not recollect, and neither did I reward him for it. 

Settanee, after being blessed with the child, and the next morning, you having been 
acquainted wnth the happy event, did you send anybody of your house for ascertaining the 
truth of the news ? — After hearing of the birth of Settanee’s boy, as customary, my house- 
hold persons (meaning wife) went to see him. 

After Settanee was delivered of the boy, and the persons of your house having gone to 
see him, did they make inquiries concerning the truth of her having been so delivered, and 
after returning home, did they tell you anything regarding it? — In the above answer I wrote 
that they did go, but after returning told me that Settanee Joitabaee was in the room, and 
at the door of that room Larbaee was seated, therefore we sat outside ; upon asking the 
said Larbaee the state of the Settanee and the new born, she said that from last night the 
Settanee has been indisposed, but the child is quite well. Larbaee having said thus, we 
did not see the child, nor his mother.” Thus they told me after returning home. 

How many days before the Settjee’s demise did she (Joitabaee) got the menses ? — Seven 
or eight days previous to Settjee’s demise she got the menses. 

Settanee Joitabaee writes, that I was pregnant before my husband’s demise, and that 
Baba Nafra knew of it; ” did you know anything about it ? — It was not customary with me 
to go amongst women, therefore I did not know ; Settjee also never told me of her so being, 
nor did 1 hear of this from anybody else. 

Subsequent to the demise of Settjee Joitabaee, whilst weeping and mourning, she said 
that she was pregnant of some days; did you hear of this ? — I heard from somebody that 
the Settanee said so, but did not near it personally. 

You have stated, in your above written answers, that you were ignorant of her being in 
the family way, and in the last one you state that you heard some one Baying that Joitabaee 
had said, while weeping, that she was pregnant ; tlieh did you make inquiries regarding the 
truth of it ? — Settanee Joitabaee being my mistress, and t servant, could not make inquiries 
of such things ; but Mhaiuxmeebaee, the elder Settanee, did make the inquiry, which is 
known to herself ; I cannot speak anything upon this subject. 

Did you, in secret, tell Settanee Joitabaee, and Bhanaohaee, her father, about opening 
the Jamdar Khana (Treasury) of Seetjee, and what reply did they make to you?— 1 never 
told Joitabaee and her father, in secret, about opening the Jamdar Khana,] and never was 
there an occasion for doing so. 

Did you send from your house, or did anybody go from the Settjee’s to the Settauee’s, on 
the Sustee Poonja day” (sixth day of the child’s birth) ?— On the day in question, goo- 
mastas of the Shetjee, and my son, went to the Settanee’s. 

You have stated above, that 1 never heard that Settanee Joitabaee was in faMilv 
way, nor did the Settjee tell me and three or three and a half months after the Sea^ee^ 
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demise, Joitabaee having got a son, how did yon perform the ** Sustee Poonja and the 

Barsa^ days’ ceremoniefi, and also the betrothraent of the child ?—Settanee having gone 
to her parents, and the next day having heard the Kubur” of her getdog the bay, suspicion 
struck me, but previous to this I was not assured of her being pregnant; and Settanee 
Joitabaee, being the widow of my master. Sett Bechurbhaee, was to me like a motlier 
therefore it was not becoming on my pari to make inquiries to ascertain the truth, or other* 
wise, of her being in the family way, but I acquainteci the elder Settanee, Mahaluxmeebaee, 
concerning her state ; she said it was not becoming for the people of the house to touch upon, 
such matters till there be proof to the effect of her undoubtedly not being so. On her 
having been delivered of a boy, had 1 not, as being authorized by Joitabaee, done everything 
what she reouired ; if she would ask me the reason of disobeying her, what answer could I 
make ? Thinking so, with the consent of the elder Settanee, I performed, as the occasion of 
the ceremonies required, whatever I was ordered. 

* Kartugvud 7, Sumvut 1904 (a.d. 29 November 1847). 

(signed) Wamonrow Venktesh. 

Question. Lulloo Bhugwan said that the elder Settanee Mahaluxmee told me that 
Joitabaee’s son was from Meetapoor, and that she had been hearing stories to this effect ; 
therefore I should go to the above place to make inquiries regarding it;” then when the 
said Lulloo Bhugwan was sent to Metapoor, did he, or did Mahaluxmeebaee tell you con- 
cerning his trip? — Settanee Joita bee’s son is from Meetapoor, in Sowlee, and there is 
inimour that he has been brought from there. The elder Settanee Mahaluxmee must have 
heard of it, therefore she consulted me regarding sending Lulloo Bhugwan to Sowlee ; I 
told her she ought to do so, but secretly, and there being a rumour of the child having been 
brought from Meetapoor, it was necessary that inquiries be made ; accordingly he was sent. 

Did you send Lulloo Bhugwan with money to perform an intrigue regarding the boy, on 
pretension of his going to Oontria Mahdeo ? — I did not send Lulloo Bhugwan, giving him 
money upon pretension of his going to Oontria Mahdeo ; I have stated above that it was 
Mahaluxmeebaee that had sent him. 

Did you, having brought persons from Meetapoor, through Lulloo Bhugwan, kept them 
in your garden for three days, and having previously instructed them, send them to the 
house of Bhanabhaee about the boy ? — I am not acquainted of the Metapoor persons having 
come, nor where they lodged ; they must have gone to the house of Bhanabhaee, and not 
having been paid there, came to the shop of Settjee, and because they were not paid, 
divulged the secret regarding the boy, and having said that Bhanabhaee has made out a 
paper, showed me the copy of it I acquainted the elder Settanee Mahaluxmeebaee of the 
affair, and, with her permission, took the deposition of Kholie Rugoonatb, and told him that 
I could not tell liim anything at present regarding the payment till he would show me the 
original paper, and which shoula be brouglit within 15 or 20 days, during which time I 
would also make inquiries regarding it. 

After the Meetapoor persons having departed, what investigation did you make? — From 
taking the deposition of Kholie Ruggoonath, it appeared that the hoy w^as brought by the 

Marfut” 01 Kollun Phoolee, therefore the said Kollun was sent for, and her deposition 
taken, from which, and the inquiry which Lulloo Bhugwan had made, that the child was 
from Meetapoor, I was convinced that Kholie Rugoonath’s deposition was true, and that 
the boy was actually brought from him ; the above I made known to the elder Settanee. 

You have stated above that from the depositions of Kholie Ruggoonath and Kollun 
Phoolee you w^ere assured that Meetapoor Khollie’s son was brought, and that he had died ; 
then did you make inquiry that the boy that was with Joitabaee, whose he was, and did you 
ask Settanee or Larbaee regarding the boy of Meetapoor Kholies ? — From the depositions 
of Kholie Rugoonath and Khollun Phoolee I learnt tliat the boy that was brought from 
Meetapoor had died, therefore I was engaged in making inquiry regarding it, and sent word 
to Bhanabhaee, saying that the Meetapoor Kholies have conie, and say that you brought 
their son, and that the Nyat Valas” have assembled, and say “ that such boy will not pass 
in their caste,” I sent the above message by the reouisition of the elder Settanee Maha- 
luxmeebaee, and the Nyat Valas, but Bhanabhaee and Larbaee did not come to the Settjee ’s, 
on account of which a rumour created in the town, that the elder Settanee said that the 
sepoys that are in attendance upon the boy should be brought back; accordingly the sepoys 
were sent for. A goomasta came and told me that Settanee Joitabaee’s mother, Larbaee, goes 
late at night to Dadabhaee Havildar, of Amleara; therefore the said Dadabhaee was sent 
for, and I bid him sit at the shop, when Nurbheyram Bhatia came and told me that Bhud- 
unbehee had sent him to say, that if I had to ask Dadabhaee anything I should do so, and 
not keep him sitting at the shop, and that he would tell all that was true ; therefore, in the 
presence of Nurbheyram Bhatia, I asked the said Dadabhaee, when he told me that from 
Bbanabhaee^ req^uisition, he had brought and given the son of Tulkveeya^ of Amele^; 
besides, lie acquainted me divers things, therefore I took down his (Dadabhaee^) d^osition ; 
^ftewards, having sent for Tullaveeya, his wife, and Tullaveeya Joria, and asking them 
regarding the boy, they told the same stoiy as the above havildar ; therefore their deposi- 
tions were also taken down. From such inquiries I was assured that the boy was actually 
wough| from T Dnlleea, of Amleara, through the ** Marfut "^ of Dadabhaee. 

Yoti state lhat the boy of Tullaveeya Dtxtleeya that was brought had been returned; was 
itbrohflht to the kuowlw^e pfior with thie^c^^^^ Mahaluxmee; was he 

jfethmed, and did Joitabtee say at the time1r<^Ten or twelve days subsequent to the 

4I2 * t^^king 
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taking of the depositions of Tuilaveeya Dulleea and others^ I sent two sepoys to the house of 
Bhhnabhaee^ acquainting him that the elder Settanee required him and his wife, Larbaee ; 
i^hen the sepoys delivered the said message Larbaee made use of many abusive words, and 
ventured to go out; then the sepoys gave her the ‘Mhe wye*' of the Sirkar, yet, notwith- 
standing it, she went out After this I sent two other sepoys, and told them not to allow 
Bhanabnaee and his son to leave their house, and they should keep proper Bundobust." 
The above having come to the notice of the younger Settanee. called me in her presence, and 
said that she has heard that persons are kept as guards at the house of Bhanabhaee, her 
father, therefore she wanted to know for what purpose they were kept, and where did her 
mother go to, and what has happened with her; I answered her, that Tuilaveeya Dulleea's 
son having been brought, has been publicly known, and that Tuilaveeya Dulleea, his wife, 
and Tuilaveeya Jhoria are all here, therefore a rumour is created in the whole town, and 
disgrace has come upon the house of Settanee, therefore what must be done now ; I shall 
do as you authorize me ; you are to me like a mother. Then the Settanee Joitabaee said 
that she had not got a son, and that her parents had told her that they have brought a 1>oy 
through the Marfut of Dadabhaee Havilaar, and she would listen to the advice I would show 
her, and that she ought to take care that she nor her house should be disgraced; upon which 
I told her all this can be avoided, provided she would follow my advice ; she said, Agreed, 
and said she would do so. I further told her that the boy that is at lihanabhaee's should 
be brought here. Joitabaee agreeing, sent Gunga to Bhanabaee’s to bring the boy ; a sepoy 
and a masal accompanied Gunga, who brought the boy with Khoosallee to the house of 
Settjee ; the boy was with Khoosallee. I told the Settanee Joitabaee that she must inform 
the Sirkar regarding the affair of the boy, to which she agreed, and said it was good. I 
having told her that the night had far advanced, and that we could do so the next morning, 
left her. After having acquainted the above conversation to the elder Settanee I went home. 
The next morning having come to Settjee *s, with the permission of the elder Settanee Maha- 
liixmee I went to Joitabaee's, and told her that she should write in her name to the Sirkar, 
to which the Settanee agreed, but she said that I must give in writing that 200 rupees will 
be paid annually for the support of her father, about which having consulted Mahalux- 
ineebaee, with her permission an agreement was written out in the name of Purshotumbaee, 
promising to pay nhanabhaee 200 rupees annually ; the said agreement was written by 
Bhugwan, and under which I signed the name of iPurshotumbhaee, and made it over to 
Joitabaee. Having got a paper drawn out by Bhugwan in the name of the Sirkar, therefore, 
to write the name of Settanee Joitabaee, Duyashunker having been called, and the paper 
having been read in the presence of Joitabaee, Dheysayee asked Joitabaee should be sign 
for her; the Settanee said, to do so ; accordingly Dheysayee signed the paper, on the side of 
which the Settanee made a mark ; the Settanee delivering the paper to me to be given to the 
Sirkar, said, You should give this paper to the Sirkar, and settle every thing;" at the same 
time taking the paper, having come to the Durbar, and liaving informed the Shreemunt 
Maharaj, delivered the paper, and took leave, and went home. When again, in the evening, 
having come to the Settjee’s, Settanee Joitabaee called me, and when I went towards her she 
said that a paper has already been given to the Sirkar : the boy that had been brought by 
the Marfut of Dadabhaee Havildar, you should ask him whose he is, and he will tell you; 
you should make proper inquiry about it, and return the boy to the person from whom he had 
been brought." Thus she having said, I answered her, that I will not ask Dadabhaee, and 
that she should call and ask him herself, to which she said, “ He being a Mussulman, how 
can he come in this ‘ mundaree chajara' (sacred place), and to go down to speak on such a 
subject is not becoming me." Then I answered her she should send a person of her confi- 
dence to Dadabhoy to ask him ; Joitabaee then sent Punnee, a Bonian woman, for the pur- 
]K)se, who, having gone down stairs, and having put him (Dadabhoy) on oaths of Koran, 
&c., told him that Joitabaee wished to know that the boy that was brought by Bhanabhaee's 
request, whose is he? Dadabhoy having taken oaths of Koran, &c., said that 100 rupees 
having been paid to Tullaveea Dulleea, his son has been brought ; accordingly the Boman 
woman, what she learnt from Dadabhaee acquainted the Settanee. Settanee Joitabaee then 
told me that I have made inquiry regarding the boy, and have found that Tullaveea Dul- 
leea’s son lias been brought; this I learned from Dadabhoy, therefore this boy should be re- 
turned to Tullaveea Dulleea by the Marfut of Dadabhoy." The younger Settanee having told 
me the above, I acquainted the whole particulars to the elder Settanee Mahaluxmee, who said 
that the Sirkar should be acquainted with the affair. Accordingly I went and informed the 
Sirkar the affair, and told him that Joitabaee having committed such an abominable act has 
brought disgrace upon the respect of Hurree Bhugtee,and shame in the Nyat" and Jat," 
when the Sirkar said, giving a sigh to the respectability of Hurree Bhugtee/* Follow such a 
course as is usual in the Nyat." 1 having returned to the Settee's, gave the boy in the hands 
of Khosullee“ Dayeen" (wet-nurse), sent her, accompanied with gooraasta Bhugwan, on© or 
two sepoys, and Dadabhoy Havildar, to the Settjee's dhurrumsallas, where Tullaveea Dul- 
leea and his wife were. At the time the boy was being returned to Tullaveea Dulleea, with the 
Marfut of Dadabhoy Havildar, the former said, Having paid me 100 ropees, the boy was 
purchased, but now, as you are teturning the boy, I have not the money to returq> having 
expended the same ; as t am an inhabitant of your village, if after some time the tboney 
will be demanded, from where am 1 to pay it? ^ If I get proofs that the money will not be 
claimi^i then I shall take the boy back.*' The above circumstances Bhutan lisving 
acoufdiited Mahatuxmeebaee, she ordered me to go to the dhurumsalla. and cottvioeing 
Tuilaveea Dulleea that the money paid for the boy will not be claimed, and i*eturh tbb b^ 
Accordingly I went to, and having told Tullaveea Dulleea what the elder 8ettaiiae blttl*siStJ> 

* that 
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^at not to retain snftpioion of the money being claimed hereafter^ 1 returned the boy ; they, 
taking the boy, went to Amleeara without any delay. ^ 

, You have stated above, tliat with permission of Joitabaee von returned the boy ; then what 
is the reason of keeping guard (cbowkee) at Bhanabhaee’sf— Having learnt by inquiry that 
it was Bhanabhaee that had formed the intrigue regarding the boy, of which he was two or 
three times questioned, and did not return any answer; and as he had not rendered the 
accounts of the villages Amleeara and Puluswarra for three years, of which be was mehta; 
also as Larbbaee had decamped from the house, and fearing he would do the same, the guard 
was placed at his house. 

What happened after the boy had been returned to Tullaveea Dulleea? — ^Tullaveea Uul- 
Icea having taken away the boy, kept him at his house for three or four days ; subsequently 
it came to my notice tliat Larbaee bad left her house, and it was she that had formed 
the cabal regarding the boy, and that she intended taking away the boy from the holies to 
bring him forward, when an inquiry would be made about him ; therefore on this consi- 
deration she kept the boy, together with her parents, in the house of Kandass Patell, that was 
vacant, and placed four sepoys at the door. lathe month of JesI, when cholera was raging 
at Amleeara, and great many persons had died, the boy also, having got the cholera, died ; 
the news of bis death Runchore Dbarasunya, of Amleeara, acquainted at the same time 
the present mehta ; Hurjeewan, of Amleeara, having come , from there, also gave out the 
same report. I went to the Durbar, and acquainted tne Sirkar with the instance, and having 
given orders to the jemadar of the sepoys to perform the ceremonies of the boy’s death, sent 
fiim to Amleeara. 

After the boy had been returned by the permission of Joitabaee, was she kept at the 
house of Settjee like a prisoner ? — Because Joitabaee had made the intrigue regarding the 
boy, possessed jewels, and was of a young age, therefore Mahaluxmee gave orders not to 
allow strangers visiting her ; accordingly care was taken that no strangers should see hcr^ 
but she was not treated like a prisoner. 

Margsur Sood 2cl, Sumvut 1904 (9 December 1847). 

(signed) Wamun Row Venktesh. 


No. 94. 

Translate of the Statement of Settanee Mahaluxmeebaee, Elder Widow of Paruck 
Bechurbhaee Samul ; made before Trimbuck Munchur and Bappoo Myral Shastree, 
upon oath, on Magsur Sood 3d, Sumvut 1904 (10 and 11 December 1847). 

Question. Was the younger Settanee enceinte before the death of Paruckbhaee Samul 
dass, and after his death were you both living together, and did you make any inquiry upon 
the subject of her being pregnant or otherwise? — Answer, Joitabaee Settanee was not 
-enceinte previously to the Settjee’s death, and befoi'e the Sett’s death, seven or eight days 
before, she had her periodicals upon her, and for 18 or 14 days after the Settjee’s death we 
two occupied the same room, and during this time Joitabaee, weeping, said that she was 
enceinte ; whereupon doubts entered my mind regarding what she had said, and 1 sent for 
Moteeram Vyeed, and inquired of him what Joitabaee meant by what she had said, and 
that by her promulgating such, the respectability of the family would be involved, and I 
desired him to go to and advise her to cease making such a false statement ; whereupon 
Moteeram Vyeed, having taken along with him Jhosee Treebhovuu, went to and advised 
Joitee, whenJoitee replied, that consequent upon her distress, she had said that she was 
enceinte, but promised to not say so for the future. This the Vyeed communicated to me. 
Afterwards, the same night, Joitabaee’s mother, Ladbaee,had an interview with her daughter, 
and on that occasion, from what was concocted between them, Joitee commenced speaking 
contumaciously, but subsequent, upon the misery I was involved in owing to the death of 
my husband, and Joitee being my rival, I did not make any inquiry into the matter. 

After the death of the Settjee, how long did the younger Settanee Joitabee continue 
here ; and during her stav did you make any inquiry to satisfy yourself of her being preg* 
nant?«»- Joitabaee, after the death of the Sett, continued here for about three or thiee and 
a half months, living in a separate room, and I never used to quit my room ; and Joitabaee’s 
conversation also was obscene, consequently, during the time of my mourning, how 
was I to institute any inquiry in the above matter. I was fully aware that Joiia was not 
enceinte. 

When did the younger Settanee remove to the house of her parents ; and did she obtain 
your permission upon doing so ?— About three or thi^ee and a half months after the Sett’s 
death, at midnight, Joitabaee’s mother, Ladbaee, came to the house, and who knows what 
fine communicated to her daughter ? And afUn* Ladbaee had left, Joitabaee, witliout having 
wtained my permissioii, at midnight, having got into a paulkhee, went to her parents ; 
wherefore no one liecmnA at the time aware of her having done so^ 

, Oh tibai sattie ni^t did any one come to give you the news oC Joitabaee’s accouchement 
afier hiid^^ had come, but the jiext day one of i^e {mrsons who had ai*com- 

loilabime came and iniormed we that it was wiwooied that, after the 

at|iep4lher’Si^^ of a son, fiom which, and the 
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rumour about in the city, I heard of it ; butatthat or the next day nobody eanm direct 
Blianafehaee’s to apprize me of the fact, 

Settanee Joitabaee had been brought to bed of a son, but you were aware that she had . 
not been enceinte; then why did you celebrate the Shestee Pooja'' and Bbarsha’* 
ceremonies ?-^l was in deep affliction consequent upon the death of the Sett; further, our 
family being much respected, and not possessing positive proofs of the spuriousness of the 
child, how was 1 to meet the subject; and further, Settanee Joitabaee and Bfaannabhaee 
frequently sent to inquire whether# intended to celebrate the above ceremonies, or whether 
they should do so, on which account I considered if I sent to inform them that I would 
not celel>rate the ceremonies, Joitabaee being my rival, it would lead to contentions; 
therefore, having nc^^ other alternative, the above two ceremonies, according to the times 
after the lapse of two months I, in an indifferent manner, observed. 

Did Baba Nafra obtain your and Joitabaee Settanee’s permission to open the treasury of 
the firm ? — No ; my permission was not obtained by him to open the treasury ; but upon 
occasions when it was necessary to (men and take anything from either the great treasury 
or the current treasury of the firm, Baba used to obtain ray permission, and he used to 
seat himself at the door of the treasury, and cause them to be opened by Hurreebhaee, the 
treasurer, in the presence of the Poorbeeya and Konkney Jemadar’s men, and caused the 
boxes to be brought outside of the treasury to him ; and from them he used to take from 
them what was needed, and having made a memorandum of the sums taken out, he used 
to deposit the memorandum in the treasury., and come and advertise me of the same; this 
was the usual practice adopted by him after the death of the Settjee. 

Dated Magsur Sood, Sumvut 1904 (10 December 1847). 

Her X mark. 

(signed) Mahaluxmte^ in the hand-writing of 
Paruck Vujjorbhaee Vancheedass. 


Examination resumed. 

QMesiion, In the month of Bhadurwa, on the Nolee nom ” (19 September 1847), the 
caste were they so feasted ? — Ansxcer^ 1 had doubts upon this subject it is true, but being 
in deep affliction, and further, not having been in possession of sufficient and substantial 
proofs of the spuriousness of the child, the caste were feasted in the same manner in 
which the Bharsna and other ceremonies had been observed. 

Did you despatch Lulloo Bhugwan towards Sovvlee, and if you did, state why and where- 
fore di(l you do so? — From the d^ on which Joitabaee was brought to bed of a son, 1 had 
my doubts upon the subject, but I had not sufficient proofs on the subject in Sumvut 1903 
(a. d. 1«47). In the month of Phalgoon (January and February), it was rumoured about in the 
city that Joitabaee had procured a spurious child from towards Sowlee, and this rumour had 
also come to my knowledge, and many persons even went so far as to say that the child had 
been procured from Metapoor ; and from having heard the above rumour, I sent for Lulloo 
and informed him of the rumour current about Joitabaee’s son, and desired him to go 
towards Sowlee, and try and possess himself of the real facts from the parties there who 
might be well acquainted with them ; I cautioned him to conduct his inquiries in a quiet 
manner so that the respectability of the family might not be compromised, and having thus 
instructed him I despatched him off towards bowlee. 

Upon Lulloo Bhugwun’s return from having made inquiries in the direction of Sowlee, 
what information did he furnish to you ?— Upon Lulloo Bhugwun’s return, he informed 
me that he had gone to Kusba Sowlee, and after staying there lor a couple of days, that he 
fell in with one rurtab Burote, a great friend of his, and a person possessing much informa- 
tion of those parts, and that having taken him along with him, under the plea of going to 
Dhakore, that he left Sowlee, and that after crossing tlie river Mhyec, that he caused this 
Purtab Burote to take an oath, after which he informed him that he had something to 
communicate respecting the affairs of a great and respectable family, provided he would 
secretly make the inquiries ; and that afterwards he informed tlie Burote that the younger 
widow of Paruck Bechurbhaee Sa|pul, named Settanee Joitabaee, had procured a spurious 
child from the Metapoor village, and that a rumour to the above effect had been bruited 
about, and therefore, that he should proceed to Metapoor and the villages situated in its 
vicinity, and make inquiries regarding the truth or otherwise of such rumour, and, after 
doing so, return to Dhakore ; and that be would in the meantime proceed an<i await bis 
arrival there at Hurree Bhugtee’s dhurumsaila, and that having so instructed the Burote 
that he sent the Burote into Metapoor, and that he himself proceeded to Dhakore, and 
that the I^>urote having gone and made inquiries at Metapoor, &c., joined #him at Dhakore^ . 
and informed him that, Irom his inquiries, he had ascertained thi^t the boy bad been pro-^ 
cured from a koolee of Meetapoor, named Ruggoonath, and that a mmour to the anaye 
effect was also bruited about at Metapoor ; and that conseQueut upon the money agreed 
upon not having been given to the said kolee, that he nad complained to the viltoge 
tbakoor, ahd a great uproar had taken place iia the village about the giving away of this 
child ,and that, ^reeably to the above, Bharrote Purtab liad come and faithfUlly mfomited 
him ; therefore, from the above inquiries, it would appear that the boy had lieen procured 
from |Colee Roggoonath, of Metapoor. According to the above was the inferaiiitiqu come 
munickti^ to me by Lulloo Bhugwun. v ; 

Did you a to be placed upon the house of Joitabaee> f^^ 

Khandass, and if you did, state Wherefore ?~Tbe Meetapoor Kolee Ruggooneth iwhd 

Thakore, 
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Thakofe, and liad ipne to Bhanabfaaee^a h<mHf and from thence they came to 

my hoase and aatd that Bhanabhaee had procured the ton of the Kolee Ruggoonath 
through m of Koliun Phoolee, and had pasaed a ieck’^ to Ruggoonath 

to pay annhaily-to him the sum of 200 rupees annually for life, and of the abore nature was 
the eoihniiinication which he made to me ; whereupon the deposition of Kolee Ruggoonath 
was taken^ and subsequently that of Kollnn Phoolee was also taken ; and, from certain 
circumstances brought to light from the above depositions, we became satisfied that 
Bhanabhaee Khandass had intrigued and procured a spuriohs son for his daughter Joitabaee, 
and, for the perpetration of this atrocity, and his having not rendered in any account of the 
villages of Amleeara and Pullaswadda, over which he had been appointed tnehta, for two or 
three years, for the adjustment of such account, and further, the spuridus child also being 
in his possession, and his having (although in our employ for many years) thus disgraced and 
scandalized our family, I caused a guard of four sepoys to be placea over his house.' 

It would appear that you had placed Joitabaee Settanee, and caused the doors and 
windows of the apartments occupied by her to be barricaded with iron bars ; and if you 
actually done so, you are required to explain wherefore? — Joitabaee’s conduct was scanda- 
lous, which, if I were to particularize, it would appear to emanate from ill-will towards her; 
but of her having procured a spurious child from the Metapoor Kollee, and enacted the 
farce of being delivered, is well known to the whole city; and further, I also became 
perfectly satisfied of her guilt, and, considering that she had jewels, &c., at her command, 
and having acted with so much deception, it was pecessary that strangers should"^ be allowed * S. 0. 
access to her, therefore was she placed under restraint; but she was not prevented going 
about the house, or to the temple. 

Not heeding the ** dwayee” of both the Sirkars which Bhannabhaee had given, it would 
appear that you liad sent 26 or 30 persons, who forcibly broke open the door of Bhanna- 
bhaee’s house, and brought away the boy ? — Joitabaee having said that her father had caused 
this spurious child to be procured, and that she did not wish to retain him any longer, and 
requested that he might be sent for from her parents' house ; thus did Joitabaee say to Baba, 
and he came and informed me of the same, when I told the Baba that Joitabaee should 
send her people to procure the child, whereupon Joitabaee sent Gunga, who was accompanied 
with a Mussaul and two or three other people, and Jemadar Seetaram accompanied her, 
with a couple of his men; I do not recollect the name of the Mussalchie ; and thus did they 
proceed to the house of Bhanabhaee, and at night they returned with the boy and his nurse, 

Khooshallee ; that night the child remained with his nurse, Khooshallee; thus did Joitabaee 
send people and bring the boy, and I never sent 25 or 30 people who broke open the door of 
Bhanabhaee’s house, and forcibly entered it, and, heedless of the ^‘dwaees^' of both the 
governments, bring away the child. 

The son of Joitabaee Settanee, Moteelal, had been given to a Tullaveeya of Amleeara, 
therefore you are required to state particularly why the child was so given away by you? — 

It having been established, from the depositions of Dadabhaee Havildar and others, that the 
parents of Joitabaee had procured a spurious child for her, and, upon Joitabaee being interro- 
gated regarding it, she confessed that it was very well known she was neither enceinte nor 
accouched, and that she did not know from whom her parents bad procured this spurious 
child, and referred me for information upon this point to her parents ; and, further, she 
desired that I should act in the matter in such a w^ay as to save her and the family from 
disgrace ; thus did she confess to the Baba, and the Baba communicated the same to me, 
and advised that such steps should be taken in the matter as would save the exposure of the 
family unnecessarily ; and Baba informed Joitabaee that if she declared all the particulars to 
the Sirkar, means would be adopted for its settlement, and further desired that she should 
send for the spurious child, who was with her parents, whereupon Joitabaee sent her own 
wet-nurse Gunga, a Mussal, &c. ; and this Gunga having gone, returned with the child and 
his nurse, when Joitabaee desired that the child should not be brought in her presence, 
consequently he was kept outside of the room, and, as the night had far advanced, Baba said 
that the completion of the affair should be postponed till the next day ; and, having 
acquainted me with all the particulars, Baba went home, and the next morning early Ifte first 
came to me and then went to Joitabaee, who, iJipon seeing him, inquired what arrangements 
he intended making for the subsistence of her parentSy§nd the Baba returned to me and 
said that she demanded the grant of a leek securing to her parents, as formerly, a stipend 
of 200 rupees annually for life. 1 agreed to this, and said that, although she had naia- 
behaved herself, we snould entertain no ill-will against her, and I ordered that this leek'' 
be prepared and given in Purshoturubhaee's name, after which, to take down the con- 
fession she had agreed to make in writing ; whereupon Baba went, and, having caused 
Goomashta Bhugwan to write out the leek in the name of Purshotumbhaee, and 
Baba having signed thereto the name of Purshotumbhaee, he delivered this leek to 
Joitabaee Setanee^ and, . after the receipt of this “ leek," Joitabaee caused her con- 
fession to be written out by the said Bhugwan for delivery to the Sirkar, and she got 
Ue^ee Dyashunker to sign her name thereupon, and, having put her mark to it, she 
delivered the same to the Baba, and this confession the Baba brought and read over and 
oxpiained to me ; and I desired Baba to deliver tbeleck and explain to the Sirkar all the 
pmiettl$rs this affair, and, agreeably to such instructions, Baba delivered the leek 

and exipl^iiefralkthe particulars to tlm Sirkar, aiKi returned to his hotne^ and in the evening, 

Joitabaee seSat for ajhd inform her parents, having 

tlfo Meeya Havildar, that he 

whom the child had been procured^ 

4 14 ' 
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and that, from inquiry, after having ascertained this point, he should be made to restore the 
child to his natural parents. Baba came and informed me of the above also, when I in- 
Btructed him to institute such inquiry in the matter as suggested by Joitabaee my wishes.* 
Baba returned to Joitabaee and communicated to her ; he further suggested to her that she 
should personally interrogate Dada Meeya upon the subject, wheni^e answered, that how 
could a Mahomedan be admitted to the place where our gods were placed, and that if she 
went down stairs to make this inquiry it would not appear seemly, therefore mquested that 
he should do so himself; upon*which Baba suggested that she should send some of hei: 
people to do so, upon w hich she deputed Punnee Woman, who went down stairs, and having 
given Dada Meeya oaths, asked him, and Dada Meeya upon oath declared to her that he 
had procured the boy, at the instigation of Bhanabhaee, from one Duleeya, a Tullaveeya of 
Amleeara, paying 100 rupees, and, having said so, Punnee communicated it to Joitabaee, 
upon which Joitabaee desired Baba to send for the child’s parents and restore the child to. 
them through Dada Meeya Havildar. This Baba communicated to me, whereupon [ desired 
him to first acquaint the Sirkar, and then return the boy to his parents. Agreeably to my 
orders, Baba informed the Sirkar, when the Sirkar ordered that the Baba should consult the 
caste in the matter, and then proceed as may be decided by the caste. This also the Baba 
came and intimated to me. Afterwards this boy was sent by the wet-nurse, Khooshallee, 
Bhugwun Gooinashta, Dada Bhaee Havildar, and others, to the Sett’s dhurumsalla, where 
the child’s parents, Tullaveeya Dulleeya, &c., were; and in about half an hour afterwards 
the goomashta returned, and sent word ;to say that Tullaveeya Dulleeya urged that the 
100 rupees which had been given to him "he had expended, consequently, if the child was 
restored to him he had not it in his power to restore this sum of money, &c. Upon this I 
desired Baba to proceed to the dhurumsalla, and inform the Tullaveeya that the money had 
not been given to him by me, therefore neither would I receive it back ; therefore, to not let 
this grieve Jiim, but that he should receive back his son, and go away. Upon this Baba 
went to the dhurumsalla, satisfied the Tullaveeya, and restored to him his son through 
Dada Meeya Havildar, and the Tullaveeya, having received back his son, went away. 
This I learnt from Baba upon his return ; therefore the parents of Joitabaee, Bhanabhaee, 
and his wife Ladbaee, having thus intrigued, procured the son of a kollee and scandalized 
the respectability of our family, and owing to which we are obliged to hold down our head^ 
amongst the people of our caste ; and the particulars of the above affair have been already 
submitted to the Sirkar in a former yad. 

Dated Magsur Sood 4tb, Sumvut 1904 (11 December 1847). 

(signed) Settanee Maluimeebaeef x her mark, 

In the handwriting of Wujjor Bhaee Vanchaedass. 
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Translate of a Yad from Setlannee Maha Luxamee, Widow of Parruck Bachur Samul^ 
dated Shrovun Wud 11th, S. 1903 (5 September 1847). 

The Sirkar having sent for our moonim goomasta, and inquired of him regarding the 
complaint made by Joetabaee Settannee about the abduction of her son, he informed me 
of the same ; and the particulars regarding the above affair I beg to now submit, which aie 
as follows, viz. : — 

My Sonk ’’ Joita, at the time of my husband’s death, was not enceinte, and she, upon 
no occasion, said that she had been ; month after month she used to have her periodicals, 
and if she had really been enceinte, it is customary amongst us to perform certain cere- 
monies at the end of the first month of a female being so; these ceremonies would have been 
performed, whicli was not the case; and further, for a year before the Sett’s death, he had 
been unwell, and for seven or eight months before his death, without assistance he could 
not even move or sit up, and this is well known to everybody ; and the Settjee, taking into 
consideration his precarious state of health, made out liis will, and in one paragraph of such 
will, provision is made on account of Joita, and copy of which had been in the month of 
Phalgoon, S, 1903 (February 184'|), submitted to the Sirkar, and from t)m perusal of which 
the Sirkar ma^ have become infomied on the subject. The Settjee, in his will, thus pro- 
vided for Joitabaee, and at the same time he informed her of his having done so; whereupon 
Joitabaee said, to induce confidence to exist between us, with your own hands place 
Pursholurabhaee upon my lap upon this, Settjee became angry with her, and inquired 
what were her reasons for making such a request, when I answered, ** What objection is 
there, because the whole of our hopes are centered upon Purshotum.’' Wherefore the Set, 
with his own hands, placed Purshoturobbaee upon Joitabaee's lap. AtHliis time my &ther,^. 
Vuzzoobhaee, and Joita’s father, Bannabhaee, and my mother, and Joita’^ mother, and Baba 
and other gooinastas and ashreets, and Moteeram Wyde, were all present; and the above 
having transpired in their presence, about three or four and a half months after the Seltjee^s 
death, on Magsur Vud 8th, Monday^ S. 1902 (22 December 1946) this farce aboOt 
Settanee Joitabaee’s accouchment was enacted* About midnight of this ni^ht, J4itlbi|ee 
Settanneei without informing me, went out, and the next mommg it Was pubUsbed 
that might she had been de%ered of a son; upon which I was in deep consideiatflili ahe^t 
whaf been done, and I feared tlmt if i said anythii^ about the tibpe^ion ^ 
beingfi^edi that it would be detrimenuii to the Interesls of the fimi If m $ii|^ 
in the matter* For the above reason I remained silent, and the Barta (12 days)| 

momtes 
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[lonieB were perfpmed in a plain way, and bore no enmity Inward# on account of her 
icing tty that day amongst the peppyio the.jruinour got about that 

oit^^he had not delivered of a son, and the child ah# passed o&m hers was aptnioua, 
jc/J this Cfkine to my ^e^ when l Veflected,and consoled myself to hafipeii 

ttdM #ahspire ; after which, about 12 or 13 months, a kollee, napra Rii^goonath Wi^o^ 
rom ih^ village of Meetapoor, came to Baroda ; and, in consequence of having obtaiited 
Its son the leckh given to him by JoiUbaee’s father, Bannabbaee, he showed; upon which S. 0, 
n investigation was instituted, when it was acertained that the boy having died from small* 
lox, through Dada Meya Havildar, another boy was procured and brought from Amleeyara ; 
nd that in this business Bannabhaee, the father of Joitabaee, and Pada Meya were coti* 
erned; this became known: upon which I questioned Jtttabaee upon Uie subject secretly, 
nd bid her not to bring discredit upon the family, but discover the truth as it may baVe 
ranspired ; and being thus spoken to, she became abashed, and said, You know very well 
hat 1 never was pr^nant, therefore why question me ? you should question nty parents, by : 
irhose advice this aflfair has been brought about.” Upon this, 1 sent for her mother, for the 
urpose of questioning her upon this subject ; but she did not come, but abused the party^/ 
irho had gone to call her; and, after having done so, she ran away from her house, and 
ecreted lierself somewhere else in the city. I then sent for, and questioned Joita’s father, ^ 
fho also answered me roughly; for which reason four sepoys were placed as a guard upon^ 
is house, because Bannabhaee is a servant of the firm of my late husband; and furtner, ' 
oitabaee had left her jewels at her father’s hqjise, which were being sold, and with the 
roceeds of which these plots were being created; Ind it further had been discovered that • 
he plot about the spurious child had been brought about for their own interest by Laeedbaee 
nd Bannabhaee, who also tutored their daughter, Joitabaee, and persuaded her to become^ 
party to it; thus had it been discovered; ttit this being an adair about our caste, and 
nvate, the Setts of the caste sent for him to the shop, and the whole of them spoke to him 
bout it; and further added that it would not be proper to permit this spurious boy to con- 
nue in the family, because the story about this spuiious boy had been published all over 
he city ; and that such rumour had become substantiated before them as the truth, and 
[lerefore arrangements should be made about the boy, otherwise the caste would be induced 
j take more serious notice about this affair. After this, the boy who, it had been ascertained, 
ad been procured from a Tullaveeya, of Amleeara, was delivered to the same Tullaveeya, 
nd the boy and his parents were placed under a guard at the village of Amleeyara ; and 
iaeedbnee having run away, for the purpose of preventing her from proceeding and m^ing 
ny disturbance, where the boy had been located, five sepahees were stationed there ; and 
ubsequently, the cholera having broken out in the village, the boy took it, and died on 
est Sood ‘id, S. 1903 (14 June 1847); and the same becoming known here, Mehta Hur- 
?evun was despatched to satisfy himself of the truth of the same ; he returned, and con* 
rmed the same. The above transpired with reference to this boy, which is written for the 
[iformation of the Sirkar; and amongst the people of my caste, and members of my family, 
his affair has been to me worse than death ; but having no other alternative, my parents 
re the Sirkar, and my late husband bad placed my son, rurshotumbaee under the Sirkar’s - ^ 
Totection, therefore the Sirkar should look favourably upon him. And the proceedings of 
oitabaee is such, that if she joins her mother, Laeedbaee, who is a very treacherous persong^ 
hey will ruin the affairs of the hi m, which to do is their intention ; and when I point oiit 
he impropriety of her behaviour to Joitabaee (we being sonks'*), disputes occur; hut 
pon investigating the above particulars, it will appear that her pregnancy, &c., were aft 
pretence, and which would nave been placed beyond all doubt had I at the time gc^ 

Hnales to examine her; but I was prevented doing so, with the view of avoiding exposure; 
ut when this affair became publicly talked of, then only did I cause an investigation to be 
istituted. There is no difference in what is above stated. 

A 

(signed) Settannee Maha Lvxamee, by Vuggoobbaee Vuchdass; < 


No. 96. J#.- ^ 

'BANsi^TioNof tbe Deposition of Seetaram Oopalsing; Religion, Hindoo; Caste, R^|poot|;i, 
aged about 38 years; Occupation, Service; Inhabitant of Adjod^, at present in thei, 
employ of Hurree Bugtee, as a Jemadar; taken upon outh at the Durbar, on Magsur 
Vud 8d, Sumvut 1904 (24 December 1847). 

Quesiion. One day you were sent from Parick Hurree Bugtee tothe house of Bhaiiabhaiw 
purpose of bningins away the son of Joitabaee Settannee Motelall ; and you are 
equired'lo state, if you "had been so sent, who sent you, and who accompanied you there, 

ud ell, the partus which may have transpired on that occasion It hhd 

mpopred about this city that Joitabaee, the widow of Sett Beteberb^ee, had fwocured 
^ollee I epd, upon beine inquired into, it waa ascertained that the boy was the 

f’u bf Aeuleeara; ana afterwarda, one night, about^afiie #’dock, Joitabaee 

6^^ 4fsiifd me to accompany Qunga wonmn to tiie iiotib of Bhanabhaee, 

nd luer son, MoMtelaU ; Rienupon areteibMe of liiiy %’ 

niy«|fliiilr'Ma*iiftBn ■Ghabgei;;:^- 
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w^nt up stairs, aud the Mussalchee and the sepoys remained down stairs ; and as we went 
ujp stairs we saw Bhanabaee and the wet nurse, Kooshallee, there seated ; and said 

io (hem that she had been sent by the Settannee to bring away Moteeiall ; upon this, 

^ee said to Kooshallee, the wet nurse, since Joitabaee Settanee had sent for the Bdy to 
take him to her; and upon this, Kooshallee took up the child, and came down stai^; after 
which the torch was lighted, and the whole of us left together; upon our return, at this 
time, Bhugwan Mujmoordar also arrived there ; he also returned with us to the Sett’s house. 
On the road the child was earned alternately by Gunga and the nurse, and thus did we 
come to the Sett’s^house. I accompanied them as far as the Tumma ; afterwards Kooshallee 
and Gunga conveyed the boy up stairs, and myself and the sepahees came down stairs. 
This is all that transpired, and I have deposed to. 

When you had gone to bring the child from Bhanabaee’s, did you break open the; door 
of a room to get out the cipid to bring him away ?— No ; I broke open no doors, and Gunga 
had been sent by Joitabaee Settanee, and Gunga delivered to Bhanabaee a message ftom 
Joitabaee there. What necessity existed for breaking open any doors ? Gunga being con- 
sidered as a confidential servant of the Settanee Bhanabaee, permitted the child to be taken 
aw^. 

You stfi^ above, that yourself and a couple of your men had gone to Bhanabaee’s, for 
the purpose of bringing away the boy Mooteelall ; therefore, you are required to state 
wheuier any other sepaliees or persons, excepting those mentioned, accompanied you upon 
that occasion ? — There were no other sepahees with me, excepting two of my own men. 

Dated 

(signed) Jemadar Seetaram Gopal Sing X mark. 

Attesting witnesses, 

(signed) Sepahees Davie Sing, Pucklawer Sing, 

in his own handwriting. 


No. 97. 

Translate of the Deposition of Mooteeram Neetheeyamind ; Religion* Hindoo ; Caste, 

Godich Tolkeeya Brahmin; aged about 60 years; Occupation, Doctor; Inhabitant of 

Baroda ; taken at the Durbar, upon oath, on the 12th Bhadhurwa, aud Sumvut 1904 

(24 September 1848). 

Question. It would appear that during the illness of Betcherbaee, of the firm of Hurree 
Bugtee, that you used to be in constant attendance upon him ; therefore, at that time, did 
you hear of the younger Settanee Joitabaee being enceinte, and you are required to state all 
the particulars which you may be aware of regarding the Settanee being delivered of a son ? 
•^Answer. I used to constantly frequent the house of the Sett Betcherbaee ; and when he 
was taken ill, I used to be there constantly, when one day he had a fit, and became greatly 
agitated ; at this time I was asleep in the Bawajee’s mundeer, at the Sett’s house ; and 
when the Sett became much troubled, they were looking for me ; and so soon I became 
aware of it, I went to the Sett, when I saw him breathing with much difficulty, and much 
oppressed ; the Sett asked me to give him some medicine, whereupon I procured some 
medicine from the Sett’s house, rubbed it down, and administered to the Sett ; after taking 
this medicine, he appeared to be much relieved ; then he desired that Dulput Kessondass, 
the goomaata, should be sent for, and when the goomasta attended, the other goomastas, 
who were sleeping up stairs, also assembled near the Sett, when the Sett got ametno. drawn 
up, by Dulput, ot the suras to be given away in charity at the various temples ; and at the 
time ne also said, verbally, that the younger Settanee should get one lack of rupees, which 
should remain deposited at the firm ; and after he had said so, a dose of medicine was again 
administered to him, which revived him as before took place ; about break of day, vimea 
Baba Nafra also arrived, to whom the Sett, after giving a number of oaths, cautioned him 
against acting with duplicity towards his son Purshotumbaee ; and after saying so, he deli- 
vered the charge of all his affairs to the Baba, as also the keys of the firm ; and after the 
break of day, the Settjee bathed, and distributed grain, cows, &c. in charity; after this, 
there beiqg a number of people about the Sett, he desired me to disperse them, which I 
did ; afteic^which the Sett called Baba, and remained alone with him, conversing for about 
a couple or three hours^ and settled all about his household affairs ; and after having done 
so, the same day, about four o’clock, p. m., Gopral Myral had called to see the Sett, when 
the Sett, having informed him of his having arranged about bis affairs, confided his son, 
Purshotumbaee, to his protection, and said that he did so consequent upon the length of 
time they had been intimate ; and he further remarked, that this was his intention 
should the Sirkar and Sett come to see him, to place the boy uitier the Sirkar’s guar- 
dianship. After the above conversation, Gopalrao Myral left ; and about half-pi&t five 
O^clock in the evening, the Sirkar came to see the Sett, when the Sirkar inquii^ of 
me about the state of the Setjee’s health, and I informed the Sirkar all about 
which the Sett made his son ov^r to the ^ardianship of the Sirkar; and pife 
citing the Sirkar’s protection to his son, be inforitied tlie Sirkar of bis bavibg in|rusted 
tHe management of his affairs, and the keys of the firm to Baba, and requested the 
llftfcar’s protection towasds die Baba; the Sirkar promised complianoe with nis reqttest, 
mid left the house ; after this, one day #ettanee Joit^aee came to ilws, 
poojw at the temple, aiid said, How ie it th^^^ 
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one lack of rupees ; pf what service will this amount be of to me ? and further requested me 
to intercede on her behalf with the Setjee; whereupon one day, when I had an opportunity, 
inqitfred of the Setijee how it was he had only bequeathed to Joitabaee Settanee only one 
lack of rupees^ mad requested that this amount be increased, when the Sett^ee replied that 
she should only get one lack of rupees, and that this sum also should remain deposited in 
the iiriii, and the interest thereon be appropriated for the disbursement of such expenses as 
may be incurred on uccount of pilgrimage, &:c., and that sach expenses |^uld be regulated 
by the advice of four persons duly named to do so. And five or six di^ after the above 
conversation, the Settanee J oitabaee having had her courses upon her, used to sit at the door 
of the room, whereupon the Sett desired me to advise her to quit the place, and remam in 
the upper storey of the house till she became clean, because her sitting at the door of his 
apartment, in her defiled state, caused the parties who would come to see him to become 
polluted, whereupon I tried to persuade her, but she, not bedding my adviqe, continued 
occupying the same place ; and a couple of days after her purification, the Settanee Joitabaee 
commenced disputing about being left only one lack of rupees, and she informed the Sett 
that if he intended making any provision for her, he should place his sou Pursbotum in her 
lap, and thus constitute her the boy’s adoptive mother; this vexed the Sett, and he asked 
her what was she talking about? At this time the elder Settanee Mahaluxmeebaee being 
present, observed that everybody’s hopes were centered in Purshotum, therefore it would be 
well to permit Joitabaee Settanee becoming his adoptive mother ; upon this observation, 
the Settjee placed the boy Purshotumbaee in the lap of Joitabaee Settanee ; and one or two 
days after, thus having indulged the younger Settanee, the Settee became dangerously ill; 
and when he was removed to the old house, I went to him, and caused charity to be distri- 
buted ; at this time the Settanee Joitabaee was taken with pains in her stomach, owing to 
which slie went into her room, and commenced crying; thereupon I went to her, and 
inquired whereabouts in her stomach she felt pain ; the Settanee permitted me to examine 
her stomach, and I pressed it in three or four different places ; after which I administered 
to her about one-eighth of a seer of the essence of ujivine (bishop’s weed) seed which had 
been extracted for the Settjee; in the meantime, the Settjee became speechless, and about 
midnight of the same day he died ; after the Settjee’s death, I returned to my home ; and 
afterwards, whilst lamenting, the Joitabaee Settanee publicly declared that she was enceinte, 
consequent upon which it became circulated all over the city, wherefore ^the elder Settanee 
Mahaluxmeebaee sent for, and requested me, as I was old, to advise her in anything she 
might do wrong ; and that Joitabaee, in many ways, promulgating that she was with the 
child ; but as such a falsehood was calculated to disgrace the Sett’s name, she requested me to 
advise and persuade the Settanee against circulating such a fault untruth ; and owing to this, 

I went to Settanee Joitabaee; but as 1 entertained some doubts about going alone, I |ot 
Jossee Tree Bhowun to accompany me ibeie ; and the Settanee commenced conversing mth 
us from behind a screen, when I said to her, Recently you have had your periodicals upon 
you, then how is it that you say that you are enceinte, and by whose advice hare you 
circulated such a falsehood ? but your doing so is only calculated to disgrace the name of 
the Sett, and scandalize the respectability of the family of Hurree Bugtee to this the 
Settanee replied that she had said that she was enceinte, owing to the distress she was at 
the time in, but promised for the future not to again do so ; this I communicated to the elder 
Settanee Mahaluxmeebaee, and returned to my home ; three or four months afterwards I 
heard that Settanee Joitabaee was delivered of a son ; and about a month after, haring 
heard this, Settanee Joitabaee sent for me to her father’s house, and upon my arriral she 
showed me the child, who was named Moteelal; upon seeing the child, 1 had my doubts, 
but consequently upon it being connected with the affairs of a great family, I did not gire 
vent to them ; I remained there for about half an hour, and then returned to my home. 
Hiis is all that I know regarding this affair. 

You state above, that Paruck Betcherbaee had been for a long time ailing, therefore you 
are required to state from what complaint he was sufl’ering ? — The Settjee was safiermg 
from impotency, which was to him a source of much regret, and he was daily wasting 
away. 

The Settjee, being aflSicted with the above disease, used you to administei* any medicine 
to me for it ? — Yes, for the cure of this disease I applied an external application for five or 
seven days to his privates, and also gave him internal medicines, but they failed in curing 
him, consequently the Settjee got others to prescribe for him ; but 1 used conltaiitly to go 
to ascertain the state ofliis health. 

You state above, that the day preceding the night in which the Settjee died, the Settanee 
Joitabaee was suffering from pains in her stomach, and that you examined her stomach, and 
admiOtstered ujivine, t. e. bishop’s weed seed essence to hen therefore you are asked whether 
at that time you hi^ any suspicion of the Settanee Joitaoaee being enceinte ?“Wh^ the 
Sclltanee was suffering from pains in lier stomach 1 went to her, felt ner pulse, and examined 
her stomach by pressing it in several places; and it not oocurriagto me that 8h| was 
f administered to her thp essence of ujivine seeds. 






(signed) Moteeram 

(In his own handwriting^ 
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^ No. 08. 

TRAKsr 4 ATi 0 N of a Deposition made on oath by Jurbhoyan Khan Jossee, by Caate Brahmin 
Mond Chachur Vedee ; aged about 67 years; Inhabitant of Baroda; Professiorif Mendi* 
cant, and Warshiper of Beilajee M undeer,'’ Temple of Hurree Bhugtee ; on Bhadurva 
Vud, 13 Sumvut ]yj04 (25 September 1848). 

Question, MoTESihl^AM Vyud iVas sent to Joitabaee Settanee by Mahluxmeebaee, after the 
death of Betcliurbhaee; state wlfether you accompanied him, and, if so, what convem- 
tions were held between them, and what did you speak there ? — Answer. Joita Settanee 
having, while lamenting for the death of Bechurbaee, said that she was pregnant, Mahlux- 
indebaee desired Moteeram Vyeed to go and reprove her for saying so. He took me with 
him to Joitabaee Settanee’s, [jiwho was sitting inside a check, and told her that prior to the 
Sett’s death she had her menses ; and how did she say, after his death, while lamenting th^t 
she was in the family way, that such things would bring disgrace upon her house, and that on 
inquiry it would ultimately prove false, and give u nickname to the Sett, to which Joitie 
Settanee replied, that she would never speak any more on the subject. This we comma- 
nica||;ed to Mahluxmeebaee on our return. 

You say, Moteeram Vyd asked Joiti Settanee that, how^ did she become pregnant since 
she had her monthly course just before the Sett'.s death ; state whether you know any- 
thing about her being menstrous ? — About seven or eight days before the Sett’s death I saw 
Joiti Settanee sitting apart, in consequence of her having had her menses. 

(signed) Jurbhowon Kahn Josee.^ 


No. 99. 

Translation of a Deposition of Desaye Dyashunker Nurbaram ; Religion, Hindoo; Caste, 
Oodeick Shastre Brahmin ; aged about 60 years ; Occupation, Desaye of the Baroda 
Purgunah ; Inhabitant of the City of Baroda; taken at the Durbar upon oath, on the 
12th Bhadurwa Vud, Sunwut 1904 (24 September 1848). 

Question. At the house of Parrick Hurreebucktee the younger widow of Sett Bhach- 
urbhee Joitabaee Settanee wrote out a leek in the Sirkar’s name, and if you be aware of her 
having done so, you are required to state who she got to sign her name to it, and any 
further particulars connectecl with it which you may be aware of? — Answer. I have an 
account with the firm of Hurreebucktee, consequently frequently there. One day, about 
the month of Chytre, of Sunwut 1903 (March and April 1847), the exact day and date I do 
not recollect, as usual I wenttliere about eight o'clock a. m., and whilst seated in the firm 
I was sent for to the private apartments of Joietabee Settanee, where the Settanee, Baba 
Nafra, Bhugwan Goomastaand others were assembled ; then the Settanee caused this leek to 
be written out, and she requested me to write her name to it ; upon this I desired Bhugwan 
to read and explain the contents of the leek to the Settanee, which he having done at her 
desire, 1 traced thereon her signature, and when 1 had done so, the Settanee desired me to 
tmee upon it the figure 1 ; to this I replied, the figure 1 was not appropriate for the 
mark of a female, but that of a cross, upon which the Settanee traced a cross upon the leek 
with her own hand ; after which, I suggested that the leek should be further attested, upon 
which the Settannee said, insert the name of “ Shree Runchoijee" as the attesting witness, 
whereupon with my own hand I wrote it; this leek the Settannee took, and delivered with 
her own hands to Baba Nafra, and desired him to take and deliver it to the Sirkar; after 
this 1 returned to my hdme; this is all that I know about the affair. 

You are required to make known the contents of the leek, upon which, at the desire of 
the Settannee, you traced her signature with your own hand, as also the conversation which 

f assed between the Baee and Baba?— In this leek what the Settannee caused to be written 
at present do not, word for word, recollect ; but it was to the following purport, i. e. My 
father desired Dadabhaee, the Amleeyara Havildar, to procure the boy, and Dada Meya 
did so ; therefore, as I am not des^pus of keeping tliis boy with me any longer, the same 
should be btolght to the knowledge of the Sirkar, and the boy restored to the parties from 
whom he bad been procured ; " something like the above was writtemin the ‘‘ leek,” and the 
baee” also verbally communicated something similar to the above to me. 

The leek produced before the Sirkar is at present shown to you, which inspect, and declare . 
whether it be the same as ihe one referred to by you above, and upon which the signti^ure 
of the Settannee obtains in your handwriting? — ^’fhe leek shown to me|I have inspected^ 
and declared to be the same as the one which had been written on the 5th Chytursood, Suin- 
wut J|g03 (19 March 1847), and the signature of the Settannee, and the name of the 
atteiMig witness, “Shree Ranchorejee,^ I recognize as in my own handwriting ; and 
further, I recollect that the Settannee at the time declared her inversion to even seeing 
boy, land expressed her desire that he should be kept out of her sight, And returned 
partn^^Jlom whom he had been procured, and the same night Baba Nafia, t<^k and 
delinr^iid the boy to the Amiee Yara Tullaveeyas, who were located f^in the Sett ^airee- 
this I have learnt, ' ' 
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other placefl, where Bhannabhaee used to bring him for the dursun’’ of the gods, but 
the^d poek^marks visible upon his person. 

Did you ever Ilf ar that this Moteelall, the son of Joietabaee, bad the 8meH-pox?~ 
This hoy/ Moteelall, had had the small-pox in either the month of Magh or Shalgoon, of 
Suinvttt 10<]i2 (February or March of 1846), at which time I had gone to the house of 
Bhannabhaee to get a chit to procure carts free, and saw Bannabh^e, Ladbaee, and 
Joietabaee seated upstairs in the back story; and 1 also seafed myseljuwith them, and 
inquired how Moteelall was getting on with the small-pox, and Ladbaee Iffformed me that 
Mot^lall had many pustules come out upon him* and that there was not even so much 
place left as to place a grain of till upon, and the kindness of the gods alone could restore 
the boy to them; upon this I went to the boy, Moteelall, and from a little distance saw him 
covered all over with the small-pox ; then I said that the Sett’s charity was very extensive^ 
and, therefore, that the boy would recover, nnd advised them "Against entertaining fears 
about the boy ; after thus consoling them, having obtained the chit for the carts, I came away ; 
thus did I see the boy with the small-pox. 

It would appear that this boy, Moteelall, had the small-pox very badly; that you wit- 
nessed the same with your own eyes ; and you have stated above that you had frequently 
seen the boy at the Sett’s house, and at the “ Mundeir ” and Baituck,” when brought 
there, and that you did not observe the mark of a single pustule upon his person; therefore, 
you are required to state what you may have thought about it ? — Having seen this boy, 
Moteelall, in his infancy with small-pox at Bhannabhaee’s house, and, upon his being two 
or three months afterwards taken about to the Belt's house, and at the Mundier” and 

Baituck/’ teeing no marks upon his person, I entertained doubts, and considered it very 
strantJ'e that the Ijoy, Moteelall, should not have any marks upon his j)erson after having 
had the small-pox so very severe; but the name of a great family being concerned, I said 
nothing ; but when it was rumoured about that Joutabaee Settannee had procured the son 
of a Tullaveeya, and afterwards, when the leek was written and given to the Sirkar, and the 
Settannee requested that the boy might be restored to his real parents, my doubts realized. 

Dated Bhadurwa Vud i2th, Sunwut 1904 (24 September 1848). 

(signed) Desaye JDyashuvker JVurbaram. 

(In his own handwriting.) 


No. 100. 

Translation of the Deposition of Vahnpn Row Venktesh ; Caste, Duxnee Brahmin; 
aged about 60 years; Profession, Moonim of Hurreebhugtee’s Firm; Inhabitant of 
Baroda, at the Durbar, Shravun Sood 11th, Sunwut 1906 (Sunday, 18 August 1850). 

Question, In the case of the son of Joitabaee Settannee, widow of the late Betchur Samul, 
did you send Lulloo Bhugwan to bribe and persuade coolie Bugnath, of Meetha Poora, and 
his wife to become the boy’s false parents, and fabricate a document in the name of Joite 
Settannee’s father, Bhana, promising to pay Rugnath 200 rupees every year on account of 
the boy, which was sent to him (Bhana) with Kugnath, and subsequently taken back? — 
Answer, I know nothing about getting up the mlse parents, or about giving them the 
fabricated document ; the origin of tlie case is as follows : — About seven or eight days 
before the death of Sett Betchurbhaee, Joiti Settannee was raenstrous. She having no 
issue, the Sett assigned a certain sum for her in his dying will ; Sett died on Bhadurwa 
Sood 2d, of Sumvut 1901 (3 September 1846), and in the month of Margsier Vud, of Sumvut 
1902 (December 1845), Joiti Settannee made known the fact of the boy’s birth ; on hearing 
which, I went, as usual, to his late Highness the Mahraj, and informed him of it, because 
the Sett had spoken everything for Pursotumbhaee in Mabraj’s presence when he had 
come to see the Sett while he was sick ; the will was also then seen by the Mahraj, and he 
was at the same time informed of Joitibee’s not being then pregnant. The Mahraj, having 
thus doubted the boy’s birth, ordered me to inquire into the matter, which I communicated 
to Mahluxmibaee’s father, Pujoobhaee, who made further inquiries, but nothing w^ elicited. 
All the people having suspicion about it, inquiries were going on. Joite Settanee wanted to 
have the oarse” (ceremony performed on the 12tli day oY a child’s birth) made quickly, 
but it was delayed, and everybody was engaged in making proper inquiries about the child^s 
hirlh, bat as nothing was found out, Joiti Settannee got the ‘‘ barsa” ceremony performed. 
The exa^St date is not Known, but one dayin winter of Sumvut 1903 (a. d. 1847), Lulloo Bhugwan 
told me that the persdih from whom Joite Settannee has taken the boy was discovered, 
Opon whioh 1 desired him to go and ascertain who the boy’s real parents were. He went, 
and after seven or eight days returned, saying that a clue of the boy s parents was found oq|| 
but 16,060 rupees will be required to be expended to effect the consummation of the case; 
of this I iofbrmed the late Mahr^, and as he ordered particular inquiries, I asked Lulloo to 
me the whole "Ulion which Lulloo said that the boy’s parents were of the village of 
•Meetopoor, Nertad, and they would be coming up, as he has told them. The 
whole mettei^ made known to Mab^meebaee. One day, while I and other Bunians, 
«c., P 0, umber, were jatting at Hufreebhugteo’f ehqp, the Meetapoor 

that ** out boy was taken for Joito Settanee, 
4 K $ ' 
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but the money agreed on in the writing passed to us is not yet paid upon this, I paid 
them 200 rupees or thereabout, took the writing back, and aiso an aequittmnce from them. 
Liilloo Bhugwan took J 6,000 rupees for the expense, as entd^d in the firm accounts. 
I never met or spoke with the Meetapoor coolies prior to their coming the shop the 
writing ; whether they are the real parents of the boy or not, I know not ; Lalloo 
know that. They took the money from me by alleging that they were the legal parents of 
tile boy. 

Since l^ulloo Bfeugwan had i^und out the real parents from Metapoor, what made you 
give 16,000 rupees: did you then make proper inquiries about them Because MsMugc- 
meebaee was very anxious to find out the real facts ; LuUoo said he would never give correct 
information without giving him 15,000 rupees, and the parents who were found out belonged 
to the Company Sirkar's rergunna ; had they been Guikwar subjects, inquiries would have 
been made at his Highness’ consent. The money was paid upon Lulloo’s responsibility, for 
he said these people were the boy’s legal parents. 

Did you ascertain Irom the Meetapoor coolies who had come, or from Lulloo, the li^altty 
of the boy’s parents, and, if so, in what manner f — I had no acquaintance with thoee coolies, 
but Lulloo had brought them, and said that they were the parents of the boy who was 
brought first, and after whose death another boy was brought from somebody ; upon which 
1 had told Lulloo that the money would be paid on his proving all this before the Birkar. 

Did you inquire and ascertain from any other person than Lulloo the legality of the parents 
of both of Joite Settanee’s Ainliara and Meetapoora boys, or whether you were assured of it 
only by Lulloo ; if you did make the inquiry state in what manner it was made? — Lulloo 
assured me of the facts of the Meetapoora boy with which he was acquainted ; he knows 
nothing about the Amliara boy’s afikirs. 

The money was agreed to be paid to Lulloo on his proving every thing before the Birkar; 
state whether the payment was made before or after the fact was thus proved ? — The money 
was paid after the fact of the Meetapoora boy was proved by the depositions taken before the 
Siikar ; I imagine so, but the cl>opras would elucidate this point more clearly. 

Was there any one present when Lulloo Bhu^wan assured you of the Meetapoora boy’s 
parents’ legality on two different occasions ? — 1 his being a delicate matter the presence of 
others was not allowed ; vet I do not perfectly recollect w hether there was anybody present 
or not, as it is a story of many days. 


Shravun Vud 15, Sunvut 1906 (Friday, 6 September 1850). 

[QueMon. In answer to the first of the above questions you stated, that his Highness the 
late Mahraj expressed his surprise when he heard of the birth of Joiti Settannee’s boy, 
and desired you to institute inquiries about it ; s^ate whether you made any inquiries, and 
if so, in what manner ? — Answer. I’he late Mahraj having advised me not to expose myself, 
but have tlie inquiries made through Vujoobhaee, 1 told the latter to do it, and to expend as 
far as 6,000 rupees if required to effect the object in view ; the inquiries were accordingly 
made by Vujoobhaee, but, as nothing of consequence was elicited, the Mahraj had come to 
commemorate the barsa,” but the Resident] did not. On being asked, the Mahraj, said, 
** they may create a row if the ‘ barsa’ ceremony was not performed, and therefore it 
should be done, for it would do no harm, as the son of the Rajpeempla Rajah was proved 
fitlse after 16 years.” 

Did you inquire whether the boy was suckled by his mother Joite, or by a wet nurse after 
his birth ? — I had heard that the boy was suckled by the Settanee’s relatives and others first, 
and a wet nurse was employed afterwards. 

Who did you hear this from ? — I do not now recollect the name of the person from whom 
1 had lu ard it, but every body was telling so. For the wet nurse there is a dakhla” 
proof in the accounts of tne firm by which she was paid. 

How did you satisfy yourself as to the boy was not brought forth by Joite Settanee, £but 
was brought from Meetapoor or Amliura ? — I knew nothing of this before, but after the 
Meetapoor people coming here, I heard that Dada Meea Havildar was running here and 
there, and that Ludbaee was going to liis house, upon which I caused Dadameea to be appre- 
hended and confined ; till three or four days he made no confession. Nurbha Bbatia after- 
wards intiirposed in the matter, whom I sent to Dada with a peon ; he then confessed that 
the boy was brought by him from Tullavia Dulla, of Amliara; Dullia and his wife were 
brought and kept in Hurrebhugtee’s dhurumsulla here for about 14 or 16 days. 
botli, immediately on their arrival, admitted that the boy was theirs, and that they had given 
him to Dada; Joite Bettanee afterwards called me and said that this matter looks disgraceful 
among the caste people, so the boy should be given back to his which I answered 

that it can be done if she pass a writing to that effect to the Sirkar^which she promised to 
do ; a writing was accordingly drawn up in her name by Bhugwan, attested by Dyasunker 
Dessaee, and marked by the Bettanee herself; a writing was taken from me also, pur- 
porting to pay Bhanabhaee 200 rupees year; it was given to the Birkar, The iSHnear, 
a^r inquiries, became convinced of the Icgamy of the boy’s parents, and ordered he dhOtdd be 
givan back. The Bettanee afterwardr remonstrated that he should be returnetl after making 
proper inquiries of his parents, and said that she, knowing nothing, Dada Haidldir should be 
aAM about the matter; I intended to ask Bada,||ii her presence, but as she Wts hi 
dm upper story of a mundir'’ (temple), Dada Meea could dot go ibemr 
4MAuimra to come down, sent Punity woman to asceitain, on oath, the 
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names of the boy’s parents^ and desired to return and tell her the result. Punnee woman 
retfurnedvand sitid tbat Dada Meea told her that the boy was Dullia’s. This the Settanee 
commuiiicated to me; and I, after informing Mahluxmeebaee of it, sent the boy into the 
dhurumsiitla* wher^ DuUia, &c. were, 

Who worn present when Joiii Settanee told you that the boy not being her own^ should 
be returned sinter cansulting Dada Havildar ? — Bhugwan Bbownidass Punnee, one or two 
Coombee women, whose names 1 do not recollect, and some sepoys. 

Whose sepoys were they and what wcjre their names ? — iMo not noW^^^recollect that; but 
at the time of returning the boy, Seetaram Jemedar, si^ant, and others, were 

present. * } 

Who did take off from the boy’s hand the wristlet and other ornaments? — Wissownath 
Sonee did it in presence of Bhugwun and Uurrea. 

You say that the boy was returned to Dullia after asking Dada tlavildar at the Settanee ’s 
consent ; state whether you had ascertained, either through tbd^ Settanee or Dada Meea, as 
to, by whom, and in what manner, tins boy was brought to the Settanee here, and who had 
auckled him, and was the boy given back by the Settanee’s desire ? — I do not know how and 
by whom this boy was brought; I did not make any inquiry with regard to suckling hini. 
Joiti Settanee made the confession of the boy not being born by her, wiiich I informed to 
Mabluxmeebaee and the Surkar, who desired me to give the boy back, after taking a writing 
from Joite Settanee to that effect, which 1 did, as Mabluxmeebaee said that there was no 
need of making any further inquiry. 

At the time of returning the Amliara boy, were you certain whether the boy of Meetapoora 
was brought or not? — I made no inquiries about it, depositions were taken by the Surkar, 
and every thing was done by orders of the Surkar and Mahluxineebaee. 

You state that Surkar’s order was to make the expense to the extent of 5,000 rupees, 
whereas you paid 15,000 rupees to Lulloo Bhugwan for the boy, and a further sum to the 
Meetapoor people for taking back the writing which was passed to them by Bhanabhaee, 
purporting to pay them 200 every year ; how did you satisty yourself that the agreement in 
question was of Bhanabhaee’s handwriting, and since the boy was proved to be of the 
Meetapoora coolie, what made you give 15,000 rupees? — Lulloo Bhugwan said, that he 
would never give any information without giving him 15,000 rupees, which Mahluxmeebaee 
ordered to pay ; when I delayed the payment for two or three days, she said, what, have you 
a mind to get up another partner of mine? and ordered immediate payment of the sum, 
which was accordinLdy made. For the writing I asked Bhanabhaee personally, that it was 
not compared with his other writing; when come to my hands it was shown to one or two 
goinasthas of the firm (whose names I do not recollect), and they recognized Blianabhaee’s 
handwriting, upon which the document was taken back from the coolies and the money 
paid : 1 made no further inquiry about it. 

As the amount was agreed to be paid to Lulloo Bhugwan on the boy being proved of 
Meetapo'ora before the Suritar, state whether the payment was made before or after the fact 
was proved ? — The payment was to be made after the fact being proved, but at Lelloo’s 
importunities previous adjustment of it was made in the accounts, and after five or six 
months when the fact was proved before the Sirkar, it was paid witli intei'est. I recollect 
80, but everything will appear from the chopras. ^ 

Who did inform you that the fact of the boy being brought by Joito Settanee from 
Meetapoora was proved, and was the amount agreed on paid to Lulloo Bhugwan, with 
interest, upon that information ? — As the Sirkar told me, that the fact was proved by the 
depositions taken in the case, the amount was paid. 

VV'ho were present when the Sirkar told you so ? — Nobody but myself and the Sirkar. 

State whetner the writing of Joitabaee, to the effect that the boy was not hers 
was passed of her own accord, or was she then in any restraint, or was it extorted by 
force f — She was neither forced nor restrained for the writing, but of her own accord she 
called me and promised to pass it, for she feared of the matter become public, because 
the dhurrumsulla in which the fAmleeara people bad put up after the Meetapora people 
were gone, was frequented by the public for ‘‘durshan” (worship). 

Who was cent for you by Joitee Settanee for the purpose of giving you the writing ?-— * 
Funny had come to call me. 

What did Funny tell you ? — She said that I was wanted by the Settanee. 

Did Funny ever bring you any other message than this from the Settan^? — For thia 
purpose alone she came to me that day ; she might have come sometimes any other 
business too, but I do not recollect it.] 

Did you keep any of your men with the Amleara boy after he was returned ?— After the 
return of the sepoys who were sent to convey the boy to his house at Amleara, I heard that 
Ladkaee had gone from Jumboosur with a gang to take the boy ; this was made known to 
the Sirkar, upon wUch his late Highness the Guicowar ordered to keep the boy in any of 
the patel's houses at the village, in charge of good sepoys. The boy was accordingly kept 
with l^uUia, in the house of a patel of the village, which was tlieu vacant, in charge of a 
f uard f f 

JpitQ given any ornaments lb your wife, and if so, what and of what value ? 

-^Joitq any jewels to me or tu my wife. 

Amliara people bad made any complaints about getting back their boy, 
W wheth^ ftbhffor them jlfter the receipt of the information from Dada Bhaee’s 

lent at ni|p^ % the Si Aar*s perm to apprehend DuHia, his 

kef^ ih h ^.inrutnauila when brou^ hbre, ' 
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Was the expense incurred durinj^ the period of Joiti Settanee's confinement (Soovavud> 
defrayed by the firm ? — I recollect it was defrayed by the firm? tmd if any tiling paid by her 
fi&tlier on that account, ibe must have recovered it from the firm. 

Since yon, Mahluxmeebaee and the Sirkar,had suspicions regarding the boy bei]||^biro^ght 
forth by Joiti Settanee, for which you caused inquiries to be made through XuUooRhugwan 
and Vujoobhaee, state whether you made any secret inquiries as to what midwife was iu 
attendance at the time of the boy's birth, who else were there present at the time; and 
when and whai we^urse wf!|pngaged ? — Secret inquiries were made, but the midwife was 
not found out, one f>r two of ner female relatives and friends were going near hen My 
people were forbidden from going to her. 

How many days after the boy's birth the inquiries regarding the midwife were instituted ? 
— Secret inquiries were commenced 1‘roin the first day. 

Who were intrusted with^ the inquiries ? — It being the fact of 4 or 5 years, the names of 
the persons I do not now reitollect. 

Did your wife go to Joiti Settanee after the boy’s birth? — One morning while washing 
mouth 1 heard of the boy’s birth ; my wife was then sent to see the Settanee ; sheTon her 
return said, that as Ladbaee was sitting in the middle, she could not meet the Settanee. 

Was Hurkba in Joiti Settanee’s service? — Yes, but he was a servant of the Set’s house* 

Do you know where he is now ? — No. 

On the day Joiti Settanee went to her parents for delivery, did she send word to you by 
Hurkba servant, that she, feeling unwell, was going ? — No. 

Did your wife see the boy when she wMt to Joiti Settanee, [[and if so, what signs did she 
observe on the boy? — I recollect my wilb^ying that Ladbaee was sitting in the middle, and 
the boy was not shewn to her. 

Had Joiti or her mother any fear of your doing them any harm when the boy was born ? 
— From the time the Sett was living, she was not on terms with me, owing to her bad 
conduct. 

You have stated that your people were not allowed to go to Joiti Settanee since the boy 
was born. State whether she had placed the ^^chowkee ” guard of her own people, or of 
those of the firm for the pur[)ose ? — She had people of the Sett’s firm for the guard ; Settanee, 
her mother, and other ot her house] managed to keep off my people. 

There is no difference in the depositions. 

(signed) Wahmunrow Venkte$h, 


No. 101. 

Translate of the Deposition of Mujmoodar Bhugwan Bhowaneedass ; Caste, Dussa 
Dessawal Bunian ; Inhabitant of Korsul, at present residing at Baroda; aged about 
years; Occupation, Servitude; taken upon oath at the Guicowar Durbar, on the 2d Bha- 
duiwa Vud, Sumvut 1905 (4 September 1B49). 

Question. The paper passed by Joitabaee Settanee, in which she admitted that the boy 
Moteelall was not her son, would appear to have been written by you, therefore, if you had 
really written it out, you are called upon to relate all the particulars connected with the 
writing of it? — AnsvSisr. I have no recollection of having written any paper to the above 
purpoii:. 

You are shown the copy of the original paper written out by you, and you are rejjuired 
to inspect, and having recollected your ideas, state whether you nad written the original of 
which that shown you is a copy ? — -Having seen the copy, it has been brought to my memory 
that 1 had written out a similar paper, the original of it. 

At the time of your writing this paper, who were all present? — Myself, Baba and Joite- 
baee Settanee were present. 

In this paper in Joitabaee ’s name, it is written as follows : This boy is not my don, and 
I know not from whom my parents had procured him, but I know that he had been procured 
through the Amulliara havildar, who brought him ; and this is all I know about it.^’ This, 
it being written by you, you are required to state by whom was the above dictated to you ? 
— Settanee Jcitabaee dictated it to Baba Nafra, and he to me ; thus was the paper written. 

You bein§ seated near Baba, therefore, ptate whether Baba dictated to you faithfully, 
word for word, what the Settanee communicated to him, or did he add to or take from what 
had been so communicated to him ? — Baba Nafra dictated to me word for word what the 
Settanee communicated to him. 

After this paper had been written out by you, it would appear that ^yasunker Dasaaee 
attested to it as a witness, therefore, you are req^uired to state whether fiyasunker witnessed 
this paper by the desire of the Settanee, or of his own accord, or by the orders of any b^er 
body, and did the Settanee trace her mark upon this paper with her own hand, or did she 
get Dyasunker to do it for her? — Dyfisunker read the papei^to the Settanee, who adeed btm 
to attest it as a witness, and the Settanee touched the pen^ tod Dyasunker traced her mark 
upon it. ■ 

The day the paper was written out, yourself and Baba went about 10 to 

the ^ttauee’s, for the purpose of having it premied, Jiieiefore sta^ after yem and B 
had gone to the Settanee, and were seated, did Baba e|ieak to the Settanee eto 
tbispgper^ or nice and did any other conversation pass between l^d 

Seltantoi 
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Settanee, or how 1 — When we both had arrived at the Settanee's, Baba said to the Settanee, 

Bhtigwan is come/* when the Settanee replied, Get him to write ojit the paper /* and thus 
was the paper written out, but as to any other conversation having passed between them, I 
know nothing aboiit 

After the paper had been written out, yourself and the Paba quit the Settaneefe toge- 
ther, or did you |eave after each other? — I, being sealed nearest the door, got up first, and, 
as Baba also got up and followed me, we both descended thajtoirs togeAer. 

At the time of leaving, did the Settanee say anything tolR^a abo^herself, the boy, or 
her father ?~The Settanee said something about a leekh being made out for 200 rupees; 
this I know. 

At the time of your leaving the Settanee, did she appear in good spirits, or sad? — She 
was in a room which was shut, I, however, did not hear her crying. 

For the purpose of attesting the paper which had been wrj|ten out by vou, and tracing 
upon it the inai^ of the Settanee, wbohad^ne to call D yasuhker from the ibewankhana ?-*— 
A sepahee who was on guard was sent by Baba to call Dyasunker. 

Did Baba do so of bis own accord, or by the orders of the Settanee ? — Baba said to tb# 
guard, call Dyasunker from the Dewankhana.’* 

Were you present when this boy was taken from the Settanee, and delivered to ihe Am- 
liara Tuliavya? — I was present when the boy was delivered to the Amliara Tullavya, but 
he was not with (or taken from) the Settanee, but with Khooshallee, the wet-nurse, who 
carried the boy, and accompanied Baba Nafra to t|ie serth's garden, and I took with me a 
goldsmith named Veesoonath, who stript the boy qf his gold and silver ornaments, after 
which the boy was delivered to the Amliara Tullavya. 

Were you near the Baba when the boy was being so delivered over to the Tullavyas ? — I 
was near him. 

At the time the boy was behi^ so delivered to the Tullavya by the Baba, what did the 
Tullavya or Baba say ? — Baba said to the Tullavya, ‘‘ Take this boy away, and I shall provide 
for his maintenance/’ upon which the TurHavya immediately took the boy, and went away. 

When the Baba bid the Tullavya to take away the boy. did the Tullavya mise any objec- 
tion ? — All the objection made by him was only about the boy’s maintenance, and Baba 
replied tliat he would provide for the hoy ; this is all that took place. 

Did the Tullavya only object to taking the boy, or on account of the maintenance, or 
because that the boy was not his son ? — The Tullavya having objected to take away the 
boy, the Baba said, I am the Sirkar, therefore, take boy away, and I will provide for nira.” 

At this time, were any other parties present besides yourself, Baba and the Amlyara 
Tullavya ? — We three were present, also the wet-nurse. 

Where was Dyasunker at the time? — He was where the sepahees were sleeping. 

When the boy was being conveyed to the garden, did Dada Meea accompany you all?— - 
J^o, he did not accompany us. 

Do you recollect whether Dada Meea had said anything regarding the boy, either to 
yourself or the Baba ? — No, I do not. 

After the boy had been delivered over to the Tullavya, had you an interview or coiiTersa- 
tlon either with Joitee Settanee or her mother? — No; I had no conversation with either 
Joitabaee or her mother. 

After Joitabaee had written out and delivered the leekh, did she appear to be harshly 
treated, and at this time was the boy with her, or otherwise? — From the. time of the 
sure about the Meetapoore Kollees, the boy, who used to be at Joitabae^ ^ttanee’s parents*, 
the Baba caused, about 16 days before, to be brought away and located with his nurse, under 
a guaitl, in a room behind the ** Thakoor Bhandar;” two guards were placed upon the Ibby,. 
and two more upon the Settanee, and the Settanee got me to write a paper, signifying that 
this boy was not her son, and after this the child w'as taken and delivei*ed to the Amliara 
Tullavya, without the Settanee being permitted to see him, and the windows of the^ roqin 
which the Settanee occupied were all barricaded with iron bars. 

Who used to furnish tlie Settanee with such supplies as she wanted ? — The Settanee used 
to make her wants known to the guards placed over lier they used to report same to 
me, and 1 used to furnish what was required to the guards. / 

Used she to get all things which she wanted, or how ? — ^’fhe guards used to intimate to 
me alt that she called for, and I, after having obtained the Baba’s sanction, use^ to provide 
the same for her. % 

At the time the child was returned, did Bal>u give the Tuliavya any jewels, clothes and 
cash, and, if he did, particularize the quantity given to each, and their names ?~DqlIya 
received li turban ; Dullay’s wife two rupees in cash, and Jouria only a turban. 

Tbeie is no difference in what is stated above. 


Witness, Lulloo Bhugwan. 


(signed ) Bhugwan MhowanemflSU. 


: Yon would appear % liave been , present^when Joitabaee Settanee had sent 
Punnee Meea, and if you wet«^ state all that passed between Dada Uavildar 

nnd this Punnee ?— Awwer. What passed between them 1 know not, because I do 

rtot !#lialher 1 WM ^ 

©id f M Pi]^iiiee woman and Dada Meea conversing together? — Excepting 

once in 

r and'^sigiifHl as above. ' 
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Who all accompanied you, had gone to bring the child froxn the Settanee’s parents’ house ? 
-^Gufiga, myself, Setarjmi Jemadar, and or 10 sepahees had gone togetker to bring the 
child from the Settanee^s parents’ house. 

You say that Gunga had accompanied you on this occasion ; state did she do of her 
own acpord or did you ask her to do so, or was she sent by the Baba dr .theSettosuiee? — 
Myself and the Baba were seated together when Gunga was sent for by the Baba, and upoti 
her attending, she was direc|^by the Baba to go with me and fetch the boy ; she replied 
that shfe would go ihd obtam^ie Settanee’s permission for her doing so ; upon whidh the 
Baba said that the Settanee’s permission was not needed, but to accompany me at onoe; 
thereupon, she, myself and Seetaram Jemadar, having a torch-bearer with us, proceeded to 
tW house of the Settanee’s parents, but Joitabaee’s father would not give up tne boy to us, 
and gave us and the Baba both the Sirkar’s Duwaye ” against taking the child away, 
upon which 1 sent and info^ed the Baba of the same, and, having obtained his orders, a 
bmcksmith was called in an^tnade to remove the fastenings from off the door of the room 
in which the boy was, with his nurse, shut up in, and, after the door bad been thus opened^ 
the nurs0 was made to carry the child, and accompany us to Sett’s shop. 

Dated and signed as above. 


#o. 102. • 

Tkahslation of the Deposition of Vamun'rOw Venkatesh, aliaB Baba Nafra ; dated Bhaderwa 
Seod 15th, and Vud 11th, Sumvut 1906 (21 September and 2 October 1850). 

Question, In your deposition taken before Meer Surfraz Allie, &c., you stated that at 
the time of the Settanee Joitabaee being delivered of a son, you had your doubts, but con* 
sequent upon the want of sufficient proofs, yoU^; were not desirous of scandalizing the 
respectability of a great family, &c. ; therefore, you are required to state, who had come to 
demand the child as his own son, to whom you caused the boy to be delivered ? — Answer,. 
No person had come to complain or demand the boy, but upon making the contents of the 
deposition known to the Sirkar, Dulleeya and the others, by the Sirkar’s orders, were 
sent for. 

Did any Goomasta come and inform you that Larbaee was in the habit of frequenting the 
heuse of Dada Meeah at midnight? — Many days having elapsed, I do not recollect which 
Goomashta it was who had come and informed me of the above; but for the purpose of 
seeking out Dada Meeah, Allum Seepahee was rewarded with 50 rupees, who informed me 
that he was at one Bud run Beebee’s, from whence I caused him to be seized and brought. 

* How many days before or after the Meetapoor people had come and returned did you 
send for Dada Meea ?- — Three or four days after the Meetapoor people had come to and 
rettirned from Baroda was Dada Meeah sent for. 

About 10 or 12 days after the depositions of Tullaveea Dulleea and others had been taken, 
it would appear that sepoys had been despatched xo the house of Bhanabhaye, but upon 
inspecting the depositions in this case, it would appear that the same day on which the 
depositiotis of Dulleea, &c. were taken, the boy had been returned ; therefore you are 
required to e^i^plaia this discrepancy ? — Many days having elapsed, I have no recollection 
atmatit. ^ • 

In your deposition taken at the Durbar, you have stated that the Meetapoor people are 
tha poi'^nts, and that you had given 15,000 rupees on this account to Lulloo Bhugwap, and 
that afterwards, upon being informed that the child had been procured from the Amleeara 
people, he was returned to them, and thereupon the above sum of 15,000 rupees, with 
interest, was given to Lulloo Bhugwan; therefore you are required to state what induced you 
to gi<^^ Lulloo the above sum with interest? — Lullo had promised satisfactorily to jprove, 
bemre tM Sirkar, that this boy had been procured from Meetapoor, and his having done so, 
upon tlia^ depositions taken in the matter, as agreed upon between us, I gave him the sum of 
15,000 i^tpees, with interest. 

Wer# dny inquiries made to ascertain when the Meetapoor boy had died, and when the 
Amlyara child was procured and brought? — No inquiries were made by me upon the above 
point, butijhe Sirkar had done so. 

You stale above that no inquiries were made upon these points by you; then without 
awaiting the institution of proper inquiry, for you at once to give over the child, requires 
some explanation from you ? — The Amleeara people had come here, and upon Settanee 
Joitakaee hearing of their arrival, she sent for and informed me that her parenti had 
informed her that the child had been procured through the instrumentality of Dada Meeah, 
and requested me to not scandalize tier, but that Dada Meea^ should be made to restore 
the child to the parties from whom he had been procured ; upori this T informed hef that if 
she would pass a leek in the Sirkar 's name, I would see about it, upon which she wrote and 
gave the leek ; this leek I producedlbeforo tl^e Sircar (tb%]i.aa Guicowar), and kifoaned lum 
of all the particulars regarding it, and upon tha^Sirkar having directed the boy to be retttroed» 
I^caused the boy to be returned to the TuUaveea, and upon thi# tabiect I hjive al|^ 
givjBn my depositions at the Dnrbar, respectively dated Magshir Vud 2d, Sbmvtft i 
(20 D^wber 1847,) Shravyun Vud 30 th, Sumvut 1006, (6ih September 186 
peruea) of ivhieh, the subject will become elucidatetl. ^ 

You liave stated that the Settanee, for the purpose of having the child restoiM to his real 
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E arent8> parsed a leek in the Sirkar's name ; you are required to explain whether the Settanee 
ad passed this leek with her own pleasure, «or otherwise? — ^Th%Settanee passed the leek 
with her free will and pU;asiire. 

The Settanee wub confined and separated from her child for 16 days, and the Settanee’s 
parents not near her (they also being confined in their house), and the child being 

taken by th^i wet-nurse, and botn of them secreted in a room which was fastened from the 
insider and a blacksiiiith having been sent for who took tlmi||ieors hinges, the child 

was forcibly taken, and (without being permitted a meeting with hid^Other) was delivered 
to the Tulfaveeas ; from this, it does not appear that she passed the leck willingly?— 
above-mentioned leek she passed with her tree will and pleasure, andl tb^ reasop for her 
doing so is, that she asked for a leek in the Settjee’s name, securing to her parents a 
stipend of 200 rupees annually, and therefore she caused Bhugwan to write the hpove leek, 
which she gave willingly. This boy was from the commepiM^eut false, tbei::efpre, tp iaTP 
herself from being exposed, she directed Bhugwan to write out this leek, and he wtote it 
out at her desire, and she was not compelled to pass it. ^ 

You state that a leek had been made out in favour of Bhanabhoy, securing 4 o 
annual sum of 200 rupees, therefore you are required to state whether a copy of thi 4 leek 
obtains with you? — No copy is with me, and regarding this point, Bhugwan has al^dy 
given in his deposition at the Durbar. What is above stated is the truth. 


$ ExaminationllSBumed. 

Question. What was the reason of the disagreement between yourself and the Settanee 
Joitabaee f — Answer. I entertain no malice on my part ; A consider both Mahaluxeemee and 
Jotabaee Settanee in the same light, and the cause of the disagreement has been noticed in 
the deposition already given in by me. 

What was the reason of the disagreement between yourself and LuIIoo Bhugwan? — Lul- 
loo is not a Goomashta of the firm of Hurry Bhugtee, but notwithstanding, be entertained 
persons, and, for the purpose of intriguing, be bought over the whole of the Goomashtas of 
the firm ; this case is pending before the Sirkar. 

(signed) Vamurow Venhatesh, in his own handwiiting. 


No. 103. 

Translate of a Statemant made by Mahaluxmeebaee, Widow of the late Bet^urbaee 
Samuldass ; Bhadurwa Vud 2 d, Sumvut 1906 (23 September^ 1850). 

Question. You sent Lulloo, at Sowlee, to inquire about the boy Jpitee Settanee hadr pro- 
cured from Meetapoor ; state by whom, and in what manner, were you informed of^the meta 
of this boy being brought ?— Anstcer, Baba Nafra informed me of it nst be Iieard it by 
flying re|)ort, and by him also Lulloo was sent. 

Did Baba ask you to send Lulloo to Meetapoor, or was he sent without your consent 
No, he did not ask me. 

Baba Nafra states, that at your desire be promised to pay Lulloo 15,000 rupees, 

for the purpose of finding out the Meetapoor boy’s parents ; state wbeUier you told him so, 
and, if so, did you tell it in Lulloo’s presence? — I know nothing about this. $ ^ „ 

Baba Naira, on having been asked, states that the Amleeyara boy was return^' hy y^ 
order, without making proper inquiries; state what orders were given by you? — I know 
nothing in this matter. / . 

In answer to the questions now put, you state that you do ifot know anything about^end- 
ing LuUoo, or about returning the Amjeeyara boy, but in the statement you previously made 
in this case before Asujm Meer Surrup Razullie,* &c., you deposed that every&ing was 
done by Baba with your consent ; state how is that ?— know nothing aboui |he former 
statement; Bhugwan Bhouaneedass must know how it was made; the stateiX)amt A n^ 
give is correct. 

(signed) Mahalusmeebflee^ ; 

Widow of the late Betchurbhaee^9aiiiulda$a. 


No, 104. ^ 

of the Deposition of Bhugwan Buwannee(|ass, Goomashta to HurreebuckHee ; 
dated Bhadura^a Vud 34# Sumvut 1906 (24 September 1850). 

Qu>6$tion. In the deposition’' of Maha Luxpemee 6e\tanee, taken before MeerSarfrazalie, 
in the present case, she states, that by her oilers Baba Nafra had deputed Lulloo Bhugwan, 

child restored to ^ Amleeyara people ; and in her deposition 

taken 


^ The yadi of lite jiti ioth and 1 1 th Decemheir 1847 , Nos. 94 it 95 * 
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taken yesterday, she states that she knows nothing about her former deposition, and that 
since you had brought it you should be interrogated about it ; therefore you are asked, 
whether her former deposition was written according to what the Settanee had depoled to, 
or whether you drew it up of your own accord ? — Answer. At that time Ra]t)a informed me 
that the Sirlkar was coming to take the elder Settanee’s deposition, and he 'desired me to 
write out the deposition regarding the Meetapoor and Amleeyara boys agreeably to his 
tutoring; therefore, when the Settanee’s deposition was being taken, I dfrew it up agreeably 
to what Baba had instructed me on the subject. 

At the time of returning the boy to the Amleeyara people, a leek had been drawn out 
in favour of the Settanee Joitabaee’s father, securing to him a stipend of 200 rupees yearly ; 
therefore you are required to declare whether you retain a copy of this ** leck,^* or witn 
whom it obtains ; as also, by whose orders the leek had been made out By the orders 
of Baba the above leek was dlPawn up, and it was given to the Baba. I retain no copy of 
it, neither do I know whether it obtains with any other body. 

Dated as above. 

(signed) Bhugwan Buwanneedassy in his own handwriting. 


■•It' » 

( 1 .) 

Tkanslation of the Deposition of Punnee, Woman; dated ChyterSood 7th, Sumvut 1903 

(a. d. 23 March 1847). 

Fok many years I have been living under the protection of Hurry Bhugtie. When Shet 
Bechurbhoy died, the following day Hurry Runbun was placed under the elder Settanee, 
and I was kept under Joitie Setanee the younger. On the day the Shet died, Joitabaee 
told the elder Settanee to release Narron (servant) from confinement; by not doing so she 
suffers much in her character ; that in future she will do nothing without her wish, as the 
Shet’s mouth was closed. The elder Settanee became alarmed, and she answered the 
younger Settanee in the affirmative. The Goomashta was accordingly directed to release 
JSarron, who was set at liberty. About midnight the Shet died. After five or six days, 
while wey)ing, Joitabaee began to say that she is pregnant. In this way she spread the 
report. The elder Settanee, Mahaluxraee, hearing of this, said, that when the Shet first 
heard the report about Narron, from that day he felt much displeased, and directed that 
new sepoys, out o|d in age, be kept as guards, and placed Narron in confinement, and the 
Sett beat the younger Settanee well ; at which time the Setannee acknowledged, and took 
her oath, that it is true that I have committed this fault, but in future, if 1 be guilty again, 
do what you like with me; even now do as you like.'’ On this the Sett made the arrange- 
ment as above stated, and directed that Narron should be kept in confinement for the term 
of his natural life. From this day Shetjee never eat his meal hearty, nor did he go to the 
Durbar; and from, this circumstance he became unwell, and at length died. The elder 
SettanSe further saidT, that by coaxing her, Joitabaee got Narron released; but when Shetjee 
died, Joitabaee liadsflier menses for seven days.^ Now she has raised a false rumour, but 
how will it maintained ? She may raise up many false stories, but how will Shree 
Thakoreje^" (Deity) permit them ? Afterwards Moteeram Doctor and IVebowun Josee were 
sent for by the elder Setannee, and told them, that as both are old and true people, they 
should go \o Joitabaee ; on this they went, and sat on one side. At this time I understood 
Joitabaee tell Mooteeram Dr. and Tribhowun Josee, that it is all false.” In this way she 
confesied. Afterwards Joitefe Setanee’s mother, Larbaee, came to Joitabaee, and spoke a 
few words to her, and abused the elder Setanee, Moteeram Dr., and Tribhowun Josey, and 
afterwards raised false stories. That Joitabaee used to get her monthly visitation, but she 
would not let any one know of it. Her mother used to wash the clothes; after taking out 
the stains, give them to others to be washed. This continued for three and a half months 
after Shetjee’s death. One night, about midnight, Joitabaee went to her father’s house ; I 
went also, and through Nurseejee’s” Pole went to her father’s house, and sat in a room. 
Larbaee camfe to the door, and told me to bring some ashes from down stairs; accordingly 
1 went to the gate of Njorseejees” Pole for the a.shes, but if anything was brought from the 
door leading to Bazzwaclda,” or by some other means, Larbaee must know. 1 went to 
collect ashes, but 1 got none ; and while I was in search for them, Larbaee called out to 
so I went up stairs, and saw a boy lying on the floor. Larbaee was sitting near bith, and 
Joitabaee Setannee was sitting on a stool close to the child, at which time tliere was no mid* 
wife, nor any one else. This is my true statement ; I have made this with my free will and 
consent, and in the possession of my full senses ; that if there be any difference in Uits^ I 
shall be considered an offender of the Sirkar. # 

^ The mark 4* Punnee, Banian Womao. ‘ 

written by Vuzbookun Einwur, by bef 
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( 2 .) 

TransiiATIon pf the Deposition before Trimbuck Shastree and IJapoo Myml Bkastree, 
made on the 14th Bhadurwa Vud Sumvut, (a.d. 26 September 1848), by Larbaee, wife 
of BbAnabhaee Kandass, Hindoo; Vesalar Banian caste, abont j35 years of age^ 
Resident of Baroda ; present residence Dajee Kaknoo, house in Row Poora. 


Question, You petitioned the Bombay Government and the Resideiil, relative to your boy 
being taken from you and delivered over to a kolie by the karkoon of Hurree Bhugtee, 
Baba Nafra; of your daughter, the Settanee, and your husband having been imprisoned, 
and other suTyects, a copy of which petition you sent to this Sirkar; you are therefore 
required to state all the particulars of the same ? — Answer. I, on the 2d August 1847, sent a 
petition to the Bombay Sirkar and Resident, in which 1 stated fully all the particulars, to the 
effect that the Settanee*s son Moteelal was in the habit daily of taking his airing in a paikee, 
and that one day he was for this purpose placed in a paikee, and sent to my house ; that day 
the Settanee was imprisoned and was prevented going out, by the doors and windows being 
all festened up, and a guard being placed over the Gun iallee Pole ; this I heard the follow- 
ing day, also, that none of the Settanee’s relatives were allowed to pass there; on which 
I went to the Baee Sahib (the Ranee) and gave her the lull particulars of what had 
occurred, and afterwards informed his Highness f^^^^iputrow th^it such w^ere iny oppressions, 
the whole of which, through Succarame was made known to the late Mahraj ; 

his Highness Gunputrow bid me not be distress^f^saying that Joitabaee, who is imprisoned,* 
to be released, and that my case would be fully inquired into; a few days after which, one 
day, 30 or 40 men about mid-day (my dinner-time), came and wandered through my house, 
spoiling my dinner, and confined Moteelallbluiee and the nurse Kliooahallee in a room, 
after which my husband (Joitabaee’s father) and his mother were confined, and a sepoy 
struck Bhanabhaee, and whilst I was eating, came to the door and stood staring at me. 
The sepoy, and a jemadar named Seetaram, told me to go up stairs; 1 replied, that if they 
laid hold of my hands they should be denounced by the. Company Sirkar; on which, 
Seetaram Poorbeea replied, the Sirkar's denouncement is on my head, and I am a 
Sirkar^s sepoy;” after which I came down stairs; in the meantime a few people went up 
stairs, and I liaving descended, went outside, and Bhugwan Mujmodar from the outside 
was attaching a chain to the door; in the meantime I raised a cry that I was being killed, 
on which the city people thronged in, and thus prevented the chain being fastened ; the 
Arab sepoy striking me, pushed me into the house ; the city people inquired the cause of my 
being beaten, and 1 in the meantime, crying, went to the Sirkar's palace, and seated myself 
in a room near the Adalut. On the right hand side in a room some Ducnee Brahmins, 
together with a Banian, were seated ; I did not know who they were ; they inquired why 
1 was crying, and said, ‘‘ What have you got to represent to the Shastr8fe? ^ The 3hastree 
heard this, and the Banian told me to go up stairs and inform the Sirk&tr ; on this I went 
up stairs to the inandvee, where the Sirkar was ; I was crying, but no one heard me. The 
Sirkar went up ajtairs, and some people remarked that the Sirkar had heard me, but said 
nothing ; afterwards I went to Baee Sahib’s quarter of the house ; the people told me, that 
the Sirkar had come there to dine; in the meantime 1 went and sat crying close to Baee 
Sahib's room, and I told her people of how I was oppressed, and whottv l ^old to acquaint 
Baee Sahib of it ; one of these people bid me to sit down, saying, he^oul4 go and tell her; 
ab^ut four hours afterwards, one of the people came and told me, that were was no one who 
/^OUld listen to my tale of distress, adding ** the Baba is very powerful ; ” thuti wearied, but 
/a sat for three hours. A person came, and said to me, you have been seated here Vvearyltig 
yourself, but you still are experiencing the same oppression : all this the people said to 'me/ 
but neither their names and themselves do I know. After this I rose and went to Jumboosir, 
and at my relation's, a Banian’s house, I wrote a petition, and sent it to the BombayJ^irkkr; 
a month subsequent to this I went to Bombay ; there I three times petitioned. Suclj is 
my case. ? 


At the time of Bhechurbhoy's dying, how many months gone with child was your 
daughter, Joitabaee, and in accordance with the custom of women, how, and by whom, were 
the necessary arrangements made for her ? — When my case, as contained in my petition, has 
been settled, then 1 will fully and clearly give proofs on tlie subject. 

A settlement in accordance with what you have petitioned for cannot be mliSe, therefore, 
canyon give satisfactory proof on the subject of your petition ?4#On what I have writteu 
^n my petition being settled, 1 will then give my reply. 

After the Shett died, how long after was Joitabaee confined, and what women were present 
at of her confinement ; what nurse, and what wages did she get? — Wheh my case 

is inqiiire4 into, agreeably to my petition, then I will reply and give ihy proofs ; but the 
arrangement i wish made *a8 contained in my petition to tne Bombay Sirkar. 

You have petitioned the Bombay Sirkar ; should you be called on to prove what you have 
brought forward, can you give proof ? — When the inquiry comes on at the residency, and 
the idb|ectof my petition Isarmnged, then 1 will fully reply, |iad imbstantiate all that I have 
brot^hl arrangement to be made is to this effect, that Moteelallbhaee is 

restored to haa, Nafra is confined, and- the safe custody of the wealth is provided 

Tor ; also/ aii account render^ of such as may have been expndedi well b4 the restitution 
of suCii pibpoiitU as iuUidug out^ and that thken fi^tti Joito^ of all this 


•s.o. 


•s. o. 
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Baba Nafra should be called on to explain ; when all this above arrangement is made, then, 
and not till then, can I, nor will I, give any answer. 

Translate of Postscript to the Copy of a Deposition made by Larbaee before the Durbar, 
14th Bhadurva Vud, 1904, received at the Residency etfa October 1848. 

I, Larbaee, intimate to the Sirkar that, when my case is being enquired into, my vukeels 
will speak in my behalf to both Sirkars. 

(signed) Larbaee^ Wife of Bhanabhaee KaRdaAS. 

Written by Ballabhoy Stmdass, at Larbaee’s request, x her mark. 

(True translations.) ^ 

(signed) M. Battye, Assistant Resident 


Appendix (J.) 


CoRKESPONOBNCE with thfj DuRBAH on the Subject of Punchayet. 

liTo.giiA. (No. 1,029.) 

Translate of a Yad, dated the 8th November 1850, from the Resident to the Durbar. 

In the yad, dated 15th Zelhuz Hujree 1251 (22 October 1860), in the case of Joeetabaee 
Settanee, widow of Bhachurbhaee Sammuldass, being a reply to the residency yad, No. 668, 
of 1860, in which it is stated that Bhasker Row Wittu! and others had made out a statement 
of the proceedings, and that all had been sent, the Resident observes, that in the papers 
which have been sent from the Durbar there appears to be sosne mistake, and that Sum* 
booram Khooshall had been verbally desired to communicate this to the Durbar, a yad 
having been given to him, pointing out the errors, requesting such might be rectified. This 
statement is herewith sent to the Durbar, and the Durbar is requested to take a duplicate of 
it, and, after placing a seal on the connecting seams of each bund, return the origiiw to the 
residency. 


2 . 

Translate of a Yad to the Resident from his Highness the Gaekwar, dated the 
6th Moon of Mhorum H. 1251 (11 November 1850). 

In your yad, dated 8 November 1850, No. 1029, which has been received, it is stated, 
that in the matter of Joeetabaee Settanee the yad, together with me summaiy from 
Bhasker Row Wittul, &c. has been received, but owing to some inaccuracies existing in it, 
and regarding which Shumbooram Khooshall hud been informed, were by him returned to be 
submitted to nis Hi||hne8s, and the corrections made, and having been by him returned cor- 
rected, the summary, &c., are again sent for the purpose of the Sirkar’s seal being impressed, 
where the several sheets have been joined togethei/’ Thus it being written, be it known 
that it is only usual to impress the maik of the Government seal upon the joiningaof the 
sheets upon which original ifeummaries are written, and not upon copies of such summaries, 
which in this instance also has been done, but in consequence of some inaccuracies existing 
in it, |be copy of the summary had been sent back to Sumbooram to be corrected. Up to 
the present time, in almost every yad from the Sirkar, enclosures are sent, but in no one 
instance have the joinings of such enclosures been impressed w’ith the Governmefit seal, 
which the Resident is well aware pf; and as the present summary is only a copy, an inno- 
vation cannot be expected to be made in the usual practice, by stamping t^ joinings 
therefore the copy of the summary is returned. 


3 . 

Translate of a Copy of a Yad from the Resident to the Durbar, dated 18 November 1850* 

The Gaekwar fiirlar’s yad, dated 11th November 1850, 6th Mohorrum 1261,i|i tbe case 
of Joeetabaee Settanee, in which, in reply to the residency yad, No. 1,029, the Durbsfr states 
that it is not customary to place a seal on the connecting seams of each bund, has reached 
the residency. In reply, the Resident would acquaint the Durbar that the observance of 
the usual custom in sending papers to the r^idency will suffice; but the inquiry in the case 
of the above-mentioned Settanee is an intricate one, and requires strict ptecautionaiy mea- 
aures, thl^t no suspicion may mrise that foal work has been carried on with the 

sent to the residency from the Durbar and other places. Wfth th& fieir the 
M fhe pipceedings is returned with this yad, and it is r^imsted 

the Wstdenc^ ' "V' \ ^ 
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Tr anslatb of a Yad from his Highness the Gaekwari dated Chundre 1st, Su^er 

(6 December I860), 

A YAD from the residency, dated 13th November 1860, No. 1,046, regarding the case of 
Joeetabaee, has been duly received, from which the Sirkar has been informed that the Sahib 
has received the Sirkar's yad, together with the summary, from which the Sahib has been 
informed that although it is not customary to attach mhoi%s on joining sheets, and that 
papers will be sent to the residency as’usual, yet, as the case regarding Joeetabaee is one of 
a very serious nature, and that nobody may suspect that in the residency there will be mis- 
management of the papers ; with this consinieration the Sahib returns copies of the summary, 
on which, or on the original, if the Sirkar thinks just, mhores shall be attached, and remittM 
to the residency : thus it has been written in the Sahib’s yud. In reply, the Sirkar has to 
gay that the suspicion which the Sahib ^entertained, the Sirkar has concurred in; but it is 
not customary to attach “ mhores” on the joined sheets of copies, therefore the original 
summary, with ‘‘ mhores,” has been forwarded to the residency, and the copy has been kept 
for the duftur of the Durbar. The Sirkar’s wishes are that the usual custom should never 
be altered. 


(No. 1,093.) t 

Translate of Copy of a Yad, dated 26 November 1860, from the Residency to the Durban 

In Settanee Joeetabaee 's case the proceedings from the Durbar have come, in which it 
appears that different papers have been drawn out, therefore it is requested that a list of 
such panel's, and the originals, should be sent to the residency, all which will be returned, 
on completion of the case, to the Durbar. 


6 . 

Translate of a Yad from his Highness the Gaekwar to the Resident, dated 
28d Mhorrum, Kaitick S. 1907 (28 November 1860). 

A YAD from the residency has been received, dated the 25th November 1850, No. 1,093, 
in which U is stated, that In the case of Settanee Joeetabaee the proceedings from the 
Gaekwar Sirkar has been received, and it is requested that the original papers connected with 
the above cise, together with a list, should be furnished, which, after the final adjustment 
of this case, will be duly returned.” Thus it being written in obedience to the Sahib’s 
orders, tlie original papers in this case, together with a list, are transmitted with this yad, 
which, after perusal, and the final settlement of the above case^ you should kindly cause to 
be returned. 


7. 

(No. 1,097.) 

Translate of a Copy of a Yad, dated the 25th November 1860, sent from the Residency 

to the Durbar. 

The Gaekwar SKrkar’s yad, dated 15th Zelhuj H. 1251 (22 October 1860), being a reply 
to yad 668, of 1860. With reference to the case of Joitabaee, widow of Parruck Bbachur 
Sammul, in which Bhasker Row Wittul and others have made a copy of the proceedings 
and other jpapets, and sent them, has reached the residency, with the copy. As re^rds the 
copy; the Resident would observe, that there appeared some errors in it, to have which rec- 
tified it was returned to Sumbooram Kooshull, after which the Maharaj sent the original; 
and the Resident would remark, that when the copy first came, a translation was at once 
taken, and of Che present paper, the original, a translation ^s been also taken, which, on 
comparing, several discrepancies are apparent, therefore the Durbar is requested to explain 
such dii^repancies. 


■'f, 

■f*' ■ , 


* TiuiKSLAtit of a Yad from bra Higlihess the Gaekwar to the Resident, dated 
23d Mhorrum H. 1281 (28 November 1850). 

f 1,097, which hiA, been reeaived, it is 

rtat^ jHiitt **11^ copy of the. mmmary^ the case of jfl^baee Settasoee’s son, 

Rovi^ Wit^ b^n found to some errors, they 

wm pointed ont tofittmbooram ttboshnll, and the copy wint.«i^ra him, upon which 
fan Higlmnii thn soaimary in tlie case tn be furaished ; upon 

i 4 I. 4 the 
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the receipt of the copy, however, received in the first instance, it had been rendered into 
Englishi which translate, upon being compared with the original summary sent, is fonnd in 
many places to differ from the former copy; therefore it is recjnested that the cause of such 
differences between the copy and original may be explained in detail/' Thus is it written. 
In reply, be it known that upon ascertaining that certain eiTors obtained in the copy, it 
was sent for, and replaced at the residency by the original summary, bearing the signatures 
of the members of the Punchayet, and ihe impression of the Adawlut seal ; therefore it is^ 
obvious that differences would ^xiat between tne original summary subsequently furnished 
ana the translate made from the imperfect copy at first sent, and as on the errors obtaining 
in this copy being first made known, therefore % |find out such differences, for the Resident's 
satisfaction, a translation should be made fromilthe original summary, and compared with 
that from the copy, when they will appear. 

JT— ” 

9 . 

Translate of a Yad from the Resident to his Highness the Gaekwar, dated 
24 December 1860, No. 1,194. 

A YAD had been despatched from the residency to his Highness the Gaekwar, to the 
purport, that in the case of Joitabaee Setignoe, the widow of Bhacburbhnee Sammuldass’ 
son, in a lekh for 201 rupees, in the name of Bhucktee Khiindass, which had been executed 
in favour of the Metapoor WaIJa, the writing of the signature resembles the writing of 
Mhounlall Phiirboodas, the private Goomasta of Baba Nafra, and upon the examination of 
this individual, as he had repeatedly contradicted hhnself, and had given various versions 
of the affair in this matter, it would appear that the signature of Bhannabhaee had been 
forged upon the said lekh, and to this extent the Baba appears to be involved ; this man 
also is ; therefore he had been forwarded to the Gaekwar Sirkar, for the purpose of being 
placed in close confinement ; and after the above case had been investigated by the 
Gaekwar Sirkar, with ihe Sirkar’s yad, dated 15th Zelhuj, S. S. 1250 (22 October 1850), 
a summary of this case had been received, and upon inspecting the summary, it is stated, 
that Mohunlall Phurboodas denies having forged the name of Bhanabhaee Khandass 
this much is written about him ; but when the case was being investigated at the residency, 

, it appeared clear that this party had forged the name of Bhaniiammee upon the lekh m 
question ; and Lulloo Bhugwan clearly states in his deposition, that Baba Nafra, having- 
sent Mohunlall Phurboodass for the books containing Bhannabliaee’s signature, he was 
made to sign the lekh in question, by imitating the signatures obtaining upon the books 
which had been procured for the purpose;" and, in the summary, no punishment i^ awarded 
to this individual for the perpetration of such crime, consequently Bhannabhaee had been 
lately sent for to the residency, and caused to give a specimen of his handwriting, which, 
together with the lekh which had been passed to the Meetapoor Walla, and furnished to 
the Resident by the Durbar, a^-e in original, enclosed in this yad, and upon inspecting them,, 
the subject will become elucidated; and further, Sarobooram Koosnall had, upon two 
or three occasions, delivered messages from the said Mohunlall, to the effect that, provided 
his enlargement was effected, he would discover the truth in the above transaction ; in reply 
to which, it was stated, that whatever disclosures he was desirous of making he should 
communicate to the Gaekwar Sirkar, but what had subsequently transpired in this matter, 
the Resident has not been apprised of ; sui?h being the case, what measures had been 
adopted, and their result, should be transroiited for the information of the Resident, in. 
writing. 


10 . 

Translation of a Yad frod^W Highness the Gaekwar to the Resident, dated 
20th Rubbil Ahwiill, b. S. 1261 (24 January 1861). , 

A YAD was received from the residency, dated 24 December 1850, No. 1,194, siting, 
that in the case of Joitabee^ttanee, a bond was given to the Metapoor people in the 
name of Bhucktee Khandass (Bhannabhaee) for 201 rupees, the writing of which appeared 
in that of Mohunlall Phurboodas, private Goomasta of Baba Nafra, but as he had not 
given a proper reply, he was sent to the Durbar for the purpose of being kept in strict 
confinement;'’ and^that in the proceedings of the punchayet it is stated, that Mohunlall 
Phurboodass denies having signed the bond for Bhannabhaee ; but it appears ** tliit he 
did sign the said bond, because LuUpo Bhugwan states, in his deposition, that he caused 
Mohunlall to sign for Bhanabhaee; but that the punchayet has recorded no punishment 
as awarded to him in its proceedings ; that Bhanabhaee wag sent for at dbe miden and 
his handwriting taken from him : this and the bond given to the Metapoor f^ople are sent ; 
that Mohunlall two or three times sent word with Siimbooram Kooshal to tbe teridwmy to 
make knowp to the Durbar that he will confess to the truth, but to cause his i^lea(se| hut 
what it is not known/' this effect the yad was written. In 

Govefiiment be^ to state that/ having laid the above matter before Bhaskur Row^ W 
Beema^unkur Gungadhur, and Gopm Row Myrnl, &c., arbitrators appointed^^ 

into 
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into the compleint nreferred by Joitabaee Settanee, they have submitted a yad and three 
enclosures on the subject^ copies of which are herewith sent ; from a perusal of these four 
papers the Resident will know everything. 


1, Translate of a Yad from Bhasker Row WittuhtKhasguwalla Bheemashunker 
* Oungadbur, Mootalik Narrayen Row Mhadow Mujtnoodar, Gopal Row Myral, and 
Choonelal Lulloobhaee Paruk, dated^fosh Vud 2d, St. 1907 (19 January 1861). 

We beg to submit that it would appear that a yad from the Residency, No. 1194, dated 
24 December 1860, had been received by the Sirkar, and in which it was written as follows: 
i. e. In the case of the abduction of Jpe son of Settanee Joitabaee, the widow of Bachur 
Samul, Baba Nafra’s goomashta, Mohunlal Purbhoodass, who is suspected of having 
forged the signature to a deed in the name of Bhugtee Kandass (Bhanabhaee) passed to the 
Meetapoorwalla, securing to this individual a stipend of 201 rupees, and the punishment 
which should be irfflicted upon him consequently is not at all noticed in the summary drawn 
up in this case. And with reference to the above, Bhanabhaee was made to give a 
specimen of his handwriting at the residency, which, together with the leek passed to the 
Meetapoor walla, received from the Guikwar SSrk^iyare herewith transmitted, and the said 
Mohunlul having sent twice or four times mess^es by Shumbooran Khoosliall to the 
rssidency, to the effect that he would disclose the two particulars of the above affair, pro- 
vided he be released ; therefore, an inquiry should be instituted upon this point, and the 
result communicated, &c., which, together with the two enclosures, have been received, and 
with reference to the above orders of the Sirkar, we beg to submit the following 
explanations : — 

Ist. In the above cases Lulloo Bhugwan, in his deposition at the residency states, that 
Mohunlal Purboodass, intimated the handwriting of Bhanabhaee, and forged the signature 
to the above, adverted to leek,'’ &c., and upon this the deposition of Mohunlal! waa 
taken at the residency, No. 21, in which he stated that he did not write the signature upon 
the above leek, and that he knows nothing about the execution of such a leek. The above 
two documents having been brought up on the proceedings in this case, and no farther 

£ roofs existing to fix the onus of the perpetration of the above mentioned forgery upon 
lohunlal, therefore it is inconsistent witn justice to decide upon the evidence of a single 
witness ; and further, knowing that this witness, Lulloo Bhugwan, was the chief prosecutor 
in this case, no punishment was awarded to Mohunlal. 

2d. In the above yad it is stated that Mohunlal had, by Sumbooram Khoosball, sent 
messages on two or four occasions to the effect, that he was desirous of confessing the true 
particulars, provided his release was brought about, dec. ; and that, thereupon, a yad was 
sent to Sumoooram Khooshall, calling upon him to declare how often Mohunlal had sent 
messages by him to the Resident that he was desirous of confessing the truth, provided bis 
release was brought about, and to declare the nature of the true confession he was desirous 
of making, and that upon how many occasions he delivered Molmnlal's message to the 
Resident ; and that he should, in writing, submit all the particulars about the above affair^ 
&c.; and in answer to the above requisition we beg to submit, that Sumbooram Kooshall 
nia3e answer, upon being interrogated, to the effect ih^t^uHoo Bhtigwan, having inti- 
mated that Mohunlal had thus expressed himself thereupon, that he was instructed at the 
residency to acquaint the Sirkar, and cause Mohunlal to be examined upon this subject 
of the true particulars he was desirous of disclosing ; and that^ ftereupon, having previensly 
obtained the sanction of the Sirkar, he took the deposition of the said Mohunlal, in which 
he stated that he had not written the signature subscribed to the said leek, neither did he 
know anything about the leek in question ; and that further than what he had deposed tb at 
the residency he had nothing to disclose, and to the above effect a yad having been received, 
the above Mohunlal was recently examined personally, when he then also corroborated 
the statement contained in his former deposition, to the effect that he did not write the 
signature of Bhanabhaee to the leek in question, and that neither did he know anything 
about it; and further, he declared that he had never sent any message by Shiimbooram to 
the residency ; agreeably to the above, copies of the above two documents are transmitted, 
from which the subject will become elucidated. 

3d. The leek passed to the Metapoor walla for 201 rupees, and the paper containing a 
specimen of Bhanabhaee's handwriting which had been obtained from him at the residency, 
have been received from the Resident, and which two papers were submitted for the 
inspection of Moorarjee Nisbut, Paruk Mungul Sukudass, and other three persons of the 
city of Baroda, and they were required to give their opinion whether the writing of the 
signature subscribed to the leek in question and that 'obtaining upon the other paper be 
similar, and these parties have given their oninion in writing that it does not appear to 
them that the writing of the signature. of the leck and that obtaining upon the other papei' 
similar; ah4 copy tiiiV decision aad the two original fMpers are herewith sub- 
mitted. 

From ilho coutmned in tlie dbove three paragraphs, in ho way can the onus of 

having forged Bhanabhaee to the leclt pasfed^^ to walla be 

brougid hoine 

Dated as above. 


A . 
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At the deeire of Bhasker Row Wittali and the other four peraonsi do | etga uqr name 
to this. 


(signed) Hurry Oungadhur^ 

JVisbut Nyadist, City of Baroda. 


2. Translate of a Copy of u Yad from Sumbooram Kooshalb sent to the Hoozoor 
Joosee Shreet Mundlee (Durbar Couv^ dated Post Sood Ist, S. 1907 (R January 
1851). ^ 

In the impending case of Joitabaee Settanee, the widow of Bachurbhaee Sarauldass 
son’s abduction, what true particulars did Mohunlal agree to disclose in detail, should be 
submitted in writing, and the prisoner should aik) be transmitted.” A yad to the above 
effect had been received on Magsur Vud 3<)th (2 January 1861), from the oirkar, in answer 
to which I beg to submit, that when the books of the firm of Huny Bhucktee were being 
inspected at tne residency, and when the Sirkar had ordered me to be in attendance, at the 
time Mohunlal was imprisoned on a charge of having forged the signature of Bhanabhaee 
to a deed passed to tiie Meetapoor walla, securing to this individual a stipend of 201 
rupees, and upon Lulloo Bhugwan declaring; that Mohunlal was desirous of confessing the 
truth in this matter, the Resident had ordepd that the deposition of the said Mohunlal 
should be at once taken; the above, after having communicated to the Sirkar, I, in accord- 
ance with the orders on the subject, at once took Mohunlal’s deposition, and upon this 
occasion he declared that he neither signed the name, nor did he know anything about the 
same, and that what he had deposed to at the residency was all he knew about this afiair; 
this, after I had acquainted the Mahaiaj with, I communicated to the Resident, and 
agreeably to the orders on the subject, the prisoner is herewith transmitted. 

(signed) Sumbooram KooshalL 


3. Translate of the Deposition of Mohunlal Purboodass ; Religion, Hindoo ; Caste, 
Dhussa Wagur ; Inhabitant of Baroda, residing near the Bhooranpoor Gate ; aged 
about 34 years; taken in Post Sood 2d, S. 1907 (4 January 1851). 

Question, The leckh passed to the Meetapoor Wallah,‘on account of his son, for 201 rupees, 
has been produced in the case of Joitabaee Settanee,the widow of BachurSamuFs son’s abduc- 
tion ; and upon the leckh it appears that you, having intimated the handwriting of Bhucktee 
Kandass, traced his signature thereupon; therefore you are required to state upon oath 
whether you had so traced tlie above signature, or otherwise '^--Answer, I know nothing 
about the execution of the above-named leckh, and neither had I thereupon inscribed the 
signature of Bhucktee Kandass, as imputed to me, therefore what can I know regarding tliis 
subject; further books obtain at Baba Nafra’s in my handwriting, which send for and 
inspect; but I know nothing whatever about this leckn, or of the signing thereof, therefore 
what am I to depose to about this leckh ? 

Did you send word by Sujpbooraiii Kooshall that you would confess the whole ^oth 
before the Resident, provided your enlargement was effected ; and if you had sent such a 
message, you are required to make such disclosures, and to state how often you sent such 
messages by Sumbooram, i|jpd also the answer Sumbooram made to you on these occasions? 
-^About three months frdm the present day, Sumboorambhaee asked me whether I had 
signed the above leckh, and he further interrogated me upon other points, when I answered 
that I knew niching either about the leckh in question or the signing thereof, and to the 
above effect did I depose to; but I sent no message by Sumboorambhaee to the effect that 
I would declare the truth before the Resident, provided my enlargement was brought about ; 
and subsequently to the above I 1^|f^ver had any interview with Sumbooram, and besides 
I have nothing further to confess ^addition to what I have above deposed to. 

(signed) Mohunlal Purboodass^ in his own handwriting. 


4. Translate of the Examination of Dwarkadass Moorariee Nisbut Parrick Mungul 
Suckeedass, Bachurdass Laldass Nisbut Parruck Kooshallchum Ambajedass, 
Jhogeedass Ghaillah, Nisbut Parruck Manuckchund Jugjeewun and Keer))aram, 
Vajjashunker Nisbut PariifKjk Jhawair Luckmedass, iimaibitantl of the city of 
Baroda ; dated Post Vud Ist, S. 1907 (18 January 1851). 

In the iinf’endmg cose of Jottiii!l)aee Sc^rnbe, the widow w Bachurbha^ 
amldhits son’s abdoctioti, a leckh having been produced before the Siik^r, pnrmrtiag to 
have been passed in the name of Shu Bhucktee Kandass to the Meetapoor Wallah, for 
201 impots, and th^^ leckh has the signature of Bhuck^ subscribed thereto; 

wfidfig thie signature and writing of Bhucktee Kahda^ be has been 

to t^face with his own hand upon a separate paper, are bdfch shown fo you, end are 
required to declare whether the above writing agree with each other, or wnether they eppenr 
to be different from one another Having inspected the writing of the above two 
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papers, *tbe writing of the signature subscribed to the leckb does not appear to us to agree 
with wBrinfe upon the other paper. 

Dated as Soore. 

Noie.r — tJjpon being requested to subscribe their signatures to this, they refused to do so, 
urging that it is not usual with them to do so. In the presence of Gungadhur, karkoon to 
the Adawlut of the city of Baroda. 


of a Yad from the B^sident to his Highness the Gaekwar, dated 
6 Jai^ry 1851, JSo. 8. 

I A yad from his Highness the Gaekwar, dated the 23d moon of Mhorrura, S.S* 1251 
(28 November i860), has been received, together with the summary, in the case of Joutabaee 
Settanee’s%oii’s abduction, and in which it is stated that a yad bad been received from 
the residency, dated 26 November 1850, No. 1093, calling for the original papers connected 
with the above case, which, together with a list, had been dispatched with tte reply to the 
above yad/' Such being the case, the numb^ of the papers adverted to in the summary 
extends to 106 numbers, of which, however#^os; 29, 30, 79, 80, 82, 92, 90, 9^, 102 and 
104, cannot be recognized as to what subject they AiSude ; and further, these numbers are 
also missing, and would appear not to have been received, therefore it is requested that the 
above papers, in original, be at once transmitted to the Resident. 


12 . 

(No. 13.) 

Translate of a Yad from his Highness the Gaekwar, dated 5th Ravil Ahwul, S. S. 1251 

(8 January 1851). 

A YAD is received from the residency, dated 6 January 1861, No. 8, stating that in the 
decision in the case of Joutabaee Settanee, 106 papers have been registered, but as those of 
the following numbers are not received, 29, 30, 79, 80, 82, 92, 96, 99, 102 and 104, and 
their purport is also not mentioned in the decision, so they should be sent in original. In 
reply, the original papers of the numbers ibereiii referred to are herewith forwarded with 
Sumbooram Kooshall, and it is requested that they may be returned after inspection, for the 
purpose of being recorded in the proceedings of the case. 


13, 

Translate of a Yad to his Highness the Gaekwar, jfrom the Resident, dated 

7 January 1851, No. 17. 

A YA0, dated 6 January 1851, No. 8, in the case of Joutaltt^e Settanee, had been dis* 

t utched, calling for the original papers noticed in the summary of the proceedings, which 
ad been suppressed, and with reference to which Sumbooram Kooshall produced the above 
ad verted^to papess, amongst which one noticed in the summary, No. 96, as a yad from 
Maha Luxamee, upon inspection is found to be numbered 95, and No. 96 is a deposition of 
Seetarain Jemadar ; such being the case, the papers noticed in ' the summary do not cor- 
respond with these ,papel!a, therefore an explanation in y^riting should be kindly submitted. 




Translate of a Yad from his Highness the Gaekwar, dated 5th Ravil Ahwul S. S. 1251 

(8 January 1861), to the Resident. 

A YAD is received from the residency, dated 7 Janua^ 1861, No. 17, acknowledging the 
J’eceipt of the Burbar’s yad, containihg the result of th^^oceedings in the case of Joutabaee 
Settanee, in which the number, in the deposition of Maha Luxamee Baee, is stated 96, but 
the original is uuifkbered 96, and the stat»n|pnt of Jemadar Seetaram is numbered 96; 
thug the number put down in the original does not correspond with that given in the yad of 
ix?suU, ifec. In reply, it is^to be infotfiied that, on inquiry/ the dilferetice appears to have 
<KcuiTed owing to a clerical mis^^ 
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16. 

Translate of a Yad from the Resident to his Highness the Gaehwar, di^^d 

7 January 1861. No. 18. 

In the case of Joutabaee Settanee, the widow of Bhacur Satnmuldass, the depositions of 
Lullo Bhugwan, Bhugwan Buwannee, Dada Meya, fee., had been formerly taken, and with 
reference to which it is requested that information be furnished in writing, whether these 
depositions were taken in the presence of the Maharaj, or otherwise. 


16. 

Translate of a Yad from his Highness the Gaekwar, dated 6th Ravil Ahwul 
Soor Sun, 1261 (9 Jatjpary 1861). 

A YAD is received from the residency, dated 7 January 1861, No. 18, requesting to know 
that whether the statements made by Lullo Bhugwan, Bhugwan Buwannee and Qada Meya, 
at the Durbar, in the case of Settanee Joutabaee, widow of Parruck BbachurSammuI, were 
taken before bis Highness, or how. In reply, it is stated for the information of the Resi- 
dent, that after the receipt of the proceedings held in this case at the residency, the state- 
ments of Lulloo Bhugwan, Bhugwan Bewamiee and Phunnee, &c., were taken before 
Govindrow Rhoodeya, Bhow Thambakur, Anna Keeba, second karkoon of the Sudder 
Adawlut, and Sumbooram Kooshall. The depositions of Dada Meya and Jooria of Amlee- 
yara were taken before Anna Keeba and Sumbooram Kooshall 


17. 

Translate of a Yad from the Resident, dated 9 January 1851, No. 27. 

At the investigation of the impending case of Joutabaee Settanee, the will made out at 
the time of his death by the late Bachurbhaee Sammuldass being considered necessary, 
Soorujram Ghungaram, the native agent, had been deputed to the Gaekwar Sirkar for the 
same, and the Gaekwar Sirkar having sent with the native agent Govindrow Biioodeya, 
they both proceeded to the house of Baba Nafra, and obtained from him the said will, in 
original, and after having done so, deposited it with Gopal Row Myral ; as, however, at the 
present time it is considered necessary that this document should remain under the charge 
of the Gaekwar Sirkar, the Resident desires that the Gaekwar Sirkar will bold possession of 
the same from the said Gopal Row Myral, who has been written to on the subject. 


18. 

Translate of a Yad from his Highness the Gaekwar to the Resident, dated the 12th 
Moon of Rubbeel Ahwal, S. S. 1261, post month, 16 January 1861. 

A YAD from the Resident, duted 9 January 1851, No. 27, has been received, requesting 
that the qriginal will, prepared at the time of his death by the late Bhaebur Sammuldass, 
and which, being considered necessary at the impending investigation in the case of 
Joutabaee Settanee, had bipen sent for and deposited with Gopal Ilow Myral, should be 
taken from the said Gopal Row Myral and deposited with this Sirkar; and with reference to 
the above request, be it known that, in accordance with the Resident's wishes, the said 
original will had been sent for from the said Gopal Row Myral, and kept in the dufturs, 
ttnd this is written to acquaint the Resident of the same. 


19. 

Translate of a Yad from the Resident to his Highness the Gaekwar, dated 11 January 

1851, No. 34. « 

In the investigation <of the ca^ of Joutabaee Settanee, the widow' of Bhaebur Sammul* 
'dass, of the firm of Hurree Bhucictee, the following information, &c. is considered neces- 
sary, viz. : 

1st. The original lackh, in the Sirkar s name, dated Chytur Sood 5th, Sdmvut 1908^ said 
to have been passed by the above-named Joutabaee Settanee, and in which she declares 
that she does not wish to retain possession of the child, arid desb^es that he may be restored 
to the parties from whom he had been procured, and which leckh had been brought upon 
the proceedings conducted by the Purtenayet in this case, and noticed in tlieir summary as 
No. 36, and copy of which had been submitted to the Resident with the said summary/ thi^ 
original document being considered necessary, should be iurnished.^^^^ T^^ 
appears to be in the name of the Sirkar, consequentily its execution should have taken place 
in the presence of the Company’s Kamdar, which wouljd appear not to have been the cascr 
but that Baba Nafra, Bhugwan Buwanneedass, and Besaye Dyashankur were present, and 
£Ot the said leckh prepared, and that the said Desaye had signed the said leckh on behalf 

of 
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^of^he said Baee; and further, the said leckh had been attested in the name of Runchoreju 
Mabar^/rt.e. the Almighty ; whereas a document of such a desciiption should have been 
attested bv other parties, which has not been done, and at the execution of the said leckh 
only the three parties above-named were present, notwithstanding many of the goomastas 
of the fim could have been called in to attest and be present at the execution of this leckh 
without inconvenience ; therefore the &aba should be called upon to explain why they had 
not been called in to witness the execution of the said leckh. 

2d. The date of the death of Desaye Dyashunkur should be ascihtained, as also the 
several amounts debited to the said Desaye from the date of the Settanee Joutabaee^s par- 
turition, in the books of the firms of*^ Hurree Bhucktee,’^ and that Narrain Runchore.’^ 

3d^ The deposition of woman Phunnee Vanneen is brought upon the summary as 
No. 48, but in the deposition the deponent had been questioned about her former deposition, 
<lated Chytur 8ood 7tb, Sumvut 1903 (23 March 1847), taken from the firm of Hurree 
Bhucktee^ and Ih which she admits haying so deposed, but the substance of such deposition 
^has not been noticed in the above sumlbary, conseauently the said deposition, in original, 
*should be famished, together with an explanation why its substance baa not been noticed in 
the summary. 

4th. When the deceased Bhachurbhaee was very ill, and his faculties impaired, a will 
would appear to have been drawn up appointing the Baba to the sole management of the 
affairs of the said firm, and this document the Baba would appear to have got executed 
in his favour when the Sett was in the abpve unconscious state ; consequently, at the 
execution of such a weighty document, it wan. necessary that several persons of character 
should have been present, which, however, does not appear to have been the case, and, 
further, the document in question is unattested ; therefore it is necessary that an inquiiy be 
instituted, and the opinion of the Maharaj be submitted as to whether deeds of the a^ve 
description, and under the above circumstances, are admitted or otherwise at his court. 

6th. The deposition of the Amleeyara Tullaveeya Bhanna is noticed in the summary as 
No. 4lJ,* (his deposition would, however, appear to have been tampered with by the addition 
of a fresh piece of paper, containing ouestions and answers, and dated Asveen Sood lOtb, 
S. 1904, but the substance of such addition does not appear to be noticed in the summary; 
and at the foot of such addition a further piece of paper is added, about the breadth of 
six or seven fingers, containing the signature of the said deponent, consequently this ori- 
ginal deposition is returned with this yad, and it is requested that your opinion should be 
furnished as to whether, from the appearance of the deposition in question, it is not cal- 
culated to arouse suspicion or otherwise ; and, further, that an explanation be furnished as 
to why the substance contained upon the addition to the depositiou not having been noticed 
in the summary of this case. 

An answer is lequested to this yad at the Maharaj’s earliest convenience. 


20 . 

Translate of a Yad to the Address of the Resident from his Highness the Guicowar, 
dated 20th Tubbeel Ahwal, S. S. 1261, post S. 1907 (23 January 1861). 

In a yad received from the Resident, dated 11 January 1851, No. 34, calling for imme- 
'diate information regarding certain points connected with the case pf Joutabee Settanee^s 
son’s abduction contained in the five paragraphs of the said yad, I beg tq submit as 
follows: 

Ist. In the first para, the Sahib writes, The original leqkh in the name of the Sirkar, 
purporting to have been passed by Joutabaee Settanee, upon tlie occasion of her declaring 
•her unwillingness” to retain possession of the boy any longer, and ‘‘ that he should be 
■restored to the patties from” whom he had been obtained, should be produced without 
delay, the copy has been “ already received with the summary in the” above case, but the 
original being considered necessary, it should be transmitted.” In compliance with the 
above request, the original leckh is herewith transmitted/ with the remark that, in the pre- 
paration of leeks in the Sirkar’s name, it is usual for a government employ^ to be present at it3 
execution, which, however, does not appear to have been the case at the passing of the abofli 
leckh, but on the occasion of the preparation of this leckh, it would appear that Baba Nalra^ 
Bhugwan Buwaneedass, and Desaye Dyashunkur were the parties present, and that on the part 
of the Baee, the Desaye appeared to have signed this leckh. And further, the Sahib writes, 

** this leckh does not appear to have been attested with the signatures of any dmnterested * 

C rties, and as besides the above” named parties, there were many other ** gbomashtas 
longing to the firm, it appears” rather extraordinary that they were not present at the 
execution of Ais leckh,” tnerefore the Baba should be called ‘‘ upon ^ explain this.” With 
reference to the above, Baba Dao Row had been seiit to the Baba for the above explana- 
tion, and the Baba replied that he had obtained the Sirkar’s purwangee for the preparation 
of this leckh, and that such being the case; after its execution he made over the leckh to 
the Sirkar/ and that be had received uo orders from the Sirkar to have this leckh executed 
in the pres^Oe of h governraent employ^ or any other goomashta; upon which, the above 
explanation heing wntteni under the question, Baba Nafra was desin^ to subscribe his name 
tlmretOr but The copy of this paper is herewith transmitted, and 

from ]tii perusal 

2d para* la this paivtgthph the Sahib writes, ** The date of the death of Desaye Dya- 

560; ^ ^ 4x13 
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fihunker should^’ be furnished ; and from the date on whicb ^ Seitanee had given birth 
to her son^ what sum is written ** against this f^rsoH'S name in the firm and toe books of 
Narrian Runchore should be ascertained and reported/^ &c. In reply, be it knb^ that^ 
from the investigations instituted into this suWect, it appears #at tjhe aboye^named OSAgye 
died on Vysack Sood 3d, S. 1906 (a.d. 14 may 1660) ; and after the Settanee's accouche* 
ment of a son, there appears to be no money wnatever written a^inst the name of the said 
Desaye, either in the firm or in the books of Narrian Runchore; further, from the time of 
Bhachurbhaee in tlie firm, an account obtained in his name and in tins account, the wuttun 
of the said Desaye appears to have been received in pledge by the firm, and money advanced 
thereupon to him, and upon the death of the Desaye, 500 rupees was presented by the firm to 
his kahta,'’ and a copy of this “ kahta” is herewith transmitted, and upon the perusal of 
which the subject will become elucidated. 

Para. 3. la tliis paragraph the Sahib write.9: ‘‘The deposition, No. 46, of Phunnee, 
woman, is noticed,’’ in the summary in this case ; bnt in it it is admitted that she had given 
a former deposition at Hurree'’ Bhucktee’s, which 4ias not been noticed in the summary, 
therefore it should be explained, “ for what reason the original deposition of this woman 
had not been noticed,” &c. In answer to tliis, be it known, that the original deposition of this 
woman, Phunnee, has been sent with Siimboorum Kooshalland Hurree Punt to theResidentj 
and the reason why this deposition had not been noticed in the summary, Bhasker Row 
Wittul, Bhemashunkur Ghungadhnr, &c., the parties appointed by this Sirkar for conduct-, 
ing the investigatidn in this case, were called upon to explain, and copy of their written 
explanation is herewith transmitted for the information of the Resident. 

Para. 4. In this paragraph the Resident writes : “ During the illness of Pannuck Bha* 
churbaee” it appears that Baba Nafra had got him to “ pass a paper constituting him the sole 
manager” of the firm, and which paper he retained possession of; therefore it is extraordi- 
nary at the arrangement for the affairs of such a great firm that “ none of the respectable 
inhabitants of the city had” been present ; and further, this paper does not “ appear to have 
been attested by any other party; such being the case, tlie Sirkar ’s opinion on this subject 
is required,” &c. In reply, be it known, that the granting of such a deed under the above 
circumstances is a matter of pleasure with the party granting it; and, in case of such 
a deed beiog passed in the handwriting of Ithe party granting it, and bearing his signa- 
ture, even if it be not atte.sted by witnesses, and no sufficient reason be shown for such 
omission, still it would be difficult to declare such a document” null and void. 

Para. 6. In this paragraph the Resident writes ; “ The deposition of Dliulleeya Bhannah, 
No. 41,” is noticed and brought upon the summary in this case, and to this deposition is 
attached voluminous dc^tails, which however is not noticed in the said summary; further, in 
the last bund of this deposition a piece of paper of “ about the size of seven or eight 
fingers breadth ” has been introduced, and which original deposition has been transmitted, 
and consequent “ upon the circumstances above noticed, the opinion” of the Mahara^ is re- 
quested as to whetlier suspicion attaches thereto, or otherwise ; and the reason for the 
contents of this deposition not being noticed in the summary should be furnished, &c. In 
reply to the above be it known, that in the investigation of this affair, Bhusker Row Wittul 
and Bheemashunker Ghungadhur Shrastree has been appointed, and they have been re- 
ferred to regarding the suspicious circumstances attached to the above adverted to deposition, 
and copy of their reply is herewith transmitted, from the perusal of which the Sahib will 
become irifoimed upon this point. 

From the above paragraphs the subject will become elucidated. 


Enclosure 1 to the above Yad, 

Translate of the Examination by Baba Dao Rao of Woman Rao Venkettesh, alias 
Baba Nafra, dated Post Sood 12, S. 1907 (14 January 1861.) 

Question. From Bbachurbhaee ^immurs widow, Joutabaee Settanee, you obtained a leckfa, 
in the name of the Sirkar, and which leckh contains an admission upon the part of the afore- 
said Suttanee, that the boy is not her son, and a request that he might be restored to the 
parties from whom he had been obtained, &c., in the handwriting of Bhugwen Buwaneedass ; 
and a copy of tins leckh had been produced by you before the investigation instituted in 
the above case before Meer Surfrag Aii, &c., therefore you utt required to explain whether 
the above leckh you caused to be 4#ecuted by the orders bf the Sirkar, or otherwise, and 
where the original leckh obtains at present, and what prevented you to get a leckh of such a 
description executed in t he presence of a government employ6 and some of the other goo- 
mashlas of the firm, inst<?ad of liaving it executed and witnessed by Desaye Dyashunkur 
and Bhugwan Buvvaneeduss; “answer upon the above three points you are required to 
subscribe to this question.” 

Remarks by Baba Dao Row. — Upon the above question being put to Baba Nafrat he, 
Baba Nafra, has replied, that he had got the leckh executed by the Sirkar's orders, and 
that he had delivered the said leckh to the Sirkar after having got it executed and further, 
that there was no order from the Sirkar to have the leeah attested bv the government 
kamdat or any other goomashta of the firm, and that therefore the leckn in question bad 
not been attested with the signatures pf the government kamdar or any pf the other goo- 
of the firm; and further, he said that he would not, after writing his answer, 

subscribe 
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subscribe his aigaature thereto; upoo which, k the presence of fhe Baba, has this remark 
been made. s 

Dated as above;; 10 or 1& minutes after 6 o’clock p. m; 

In the handwriting of Baba Dao Row. 


Enclosure 2 to the above Yad. 


Or. 


Translate of an Account with Desaye Dyashunkur in S. 1902 (1846). 

4 ; 

Rs, 

‘ Assoo Vud 30th, 8. 1901 
JaistVudad - . . . 

Balance due up to Jaiat Vud 30th 
AasooVudoth 


Received in 8* 1903, Jaist 8ood 6th 


Received in S. 1904, Jaist Sood 2d 
Ditto - • „ - Jaist Sood 10th 

Total Rs, - 


Received in S. 1906, Jaist Sood 2d 
Ditto - - - Jaist Sood 5th 

Total Rs. • • 


Received in S. 1906, Jaist Sood 2d 
Ditto - . „ - Jaist Sood 15th 

Total - • 


l^uneral 


expenses 


Rs. 


850 - - 


200 

950 


1,150 - - 


200 

950 


1,160 


200 

950 


1,150 - - 


590 - 


1,650 - - 


Total Rs. - 


S. 1903. 
Balance due 
Post Sood 8tli 
Maha V ud 9lh 
Maha Vud 11th - 
PhalgoonSood 10th 
Phalgoon Vud 3d 


Totals Rs. - - 


Balance due - 
Bhadurwa V ud 8th 


Deduct 

S. 1905. 

Balance due - 
Jaist Sood 11th - 
Assad Vud 4th 
Bhadurwa Sood 15th 
AssooVudeth 
Assoo Vud 10th - 


Total - - - 


Deduct - 


Total Rs. • • - 


Balance due - 
Karteck Vud Ist - 
Vysack Sood 3d - 
Jaist Sood 2d 
In 'the month of Jaist 
Interest for four years 
On account of Bate 
4 Bulsees of Mut - 


Total Rs. 


turn - 

Balance due - 


pd. 

pd. 

JLJT. 

Rs. as. ds. 

20 - - 
801 - ~ 

400 - 17i 

800 - - 

- - 

1,521 - 17i 


1,521 - 17} 

pd. 

100 - - 


2,025 - - 

9, 

200 - - 

ff 

125 - - 


50 - - 

- - 

4,021 - 17} 


3,071 - 17} 

pd. 

600 « - 

• 

3,671 - 17} 

• 

1,150 - - 


2,621 - 17l 

pd. 

201 - - 

W 

550 - ^ 

97 

300 - 

99 

24 14 - 

99 

125 - • 

• . 

8,722 - 5} 


1,150 - - 


2,572 - 6J 

pd. 

61 - - 

99 

6 - - 

99 

950 - - 

99 

500 - - 


737 6 - 

A 

- 

4 — — 

48 - - 

- - 

4,868 4 17} 


3,218 4 17} 

Nuns- 


• 

2,306 4 - 

• 

912 - 17} 


The abote BdliAee LnUoobiee agrees to as correct. 


560. 


4M4 


Enclosure 



64 « PAPERS ON THE REMOVAL OF COLONEL OUTRAM 

Enclosure 3 to tlie above Yad. * 

Translate of a Yad from Huriw Ghungadhur Karkoon in the Adawlut at the City of 
Baroda, to his Highness the Guicowar^ auted PostSood 14th, S. 19d7 (16 January 1S51.) 

A MANDATE from his Highness the Guicowar Sirkar having been directed to us, ascertain 
from Bhasker Row Wittul and the other members of the Punchayet appointed to invea* 
tigate the case of Joutabhaee Settanee^s son’s abduction, their reasons for not having noticed 
in their summary, and bringing upon the proceedings in such case the first deposition of 
Phunnee, woman, dated Chytur Sood 7th, S. 1903 (23 .March 1847), deposed to by her at 
Hurree Bhucktee’s, and adverted to by her in her subsequent deposition, I called upon 
them for such explanation, when they answered, that in consequence of the two subsequent 
depositions given by this deponent, Phunnee, and the substance of such depositions regard- 
ing the boy being similar to the first deposition given by her at Hurree Bhuckiee’s, that 
therefore they did not consider it necessary to notice it separately. This is submitted for 
the information of the Sirkar. 

(signed) Hurree Ohungadhur. 


Enclosure 4 to the above Yad. 

Translate of a Yad from Hurree Ghungadhur Karkoon in the Adawlut at the City of 
Baroda, to his Highness the Guicowar, dated Post Sood 14th, S. 1907 (lO January 1861.) 

. In obedience to the mandate issued to me to ascertain from Bhasker Row Wittul and the 
other members of the Punchayet (nominated to conduct the investigation in the case of the 
abduction of Joeetabaee’s son), their reason for not having noticed the details of the deposi- 
of the Amleeyara Tullaveeya Dhulleeya Bhanna, No. 41, I called upon the above 
parties for such explanation, and they replied that they had noticed in their summary, and 
introduced upon the proceedings in this case such portions of the evidence as they con- 
sidered to be useful and necessary. The above is submitted for the information of the 
Sirkar. 

(signed) Hurree Ghungadhur. 


21 . 

Translate of a Yad from the Resident, dated 13 January 1861, No. 42, to his 

Highness the Gaekwar. 

The following information regarding the impending case of Joeetabaee Settannee’s son’s 
abduction is considered indispensably necessary. 

Para. 1. From the deposition of Baba Nafra, noticed in the summary as No. 100, it 
would appear that the proofs of the payment to Sulloo Bhugwan of the sum of 15,000 ru- 
pees, on account of this boy, obtain in the books, therefore it should be ascertained on what 
date the affair of the boy had transpired, on which date tlie above sura had been disbursed, 
and in what book the entries of such disbursements had been made. 

2. From the deposition of Bhugwan Buwanneedass it would appear that a leckh, in the 
name of Purshotum Bhachurbhaee, securing to Bhannabhaee, the father of Joeetabaee 
Settannee, an annual stipend of 200 rupees for ever, had been executed and granted ; but no 
notice of this, however, appears to be taken in the summary; and further, it does not 
appear that Bhannabhaee bad been interrogated upon this point, therefore an explanation 
regarding this leckh, together with the original leckh, should be submitted. 

3. Information should be furnished as to the period within which the Bhaesa” cere- 
monies should be performed on the birth of a child. 

4. Information should be furnislied regarding the respective dates on whioh Baba Nafra 
had imprisoned Lulloo Bhugwan, Ac., at th^ firm of Hurree Bhucktee ; and subsequently 
had caused those parties to be incarcerated by tl)e Gaekwar Sirkar, and the reason why they 
had been so confined. 

6. From the depositions of the Meetapoor people, taken at the Durbar, during the 
investigation of the case of this boy, the exact age of the child when said to have been given 
up does not appear, therefore it is requested that the exact age of the boy determined upon* 
by the Gaekwar Sirkar should be furnished in writiijig by the Maharaj. 

From whatsis above written, the subjfct will became undetetood, therefore the necessary 
information should be at once submitted. 




,v ‘22. 

Translate of a Yad from his Highness the Gaekwar to the Resident, dated the 20& Moon 
of Ruhbul Ahwul, S. S. 1231, Post S. 1907 (2d January 1851.) * 

A tAD from the Resident has4}eeQ received, dated IStb'Jantiary 1851, No. 42, callitffi for 
immediate mforitmtion regarding the points mooted iu the five paragfopbs of the 
ahd which i* submitted as under . 

Pauti. 1, In the first para, the Resident writes as follows: “ In Baba Nafra’s depoiilipn,. 

No. 100,. 
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No. 100, adirerted to m the summary, it is stated that the sum of 15,000 ru^es had been 
given to LuQoo Bhugwan in the affair ^.bout this boy, and that proofs in substantiation of 
such payment obtained in the choprasj therefore it is requested that information be obtained 
and furnished regarding the particular date on which the affair about the boy had been con- 
cluded ; also, that on which the payment was made, and what date and in what chopra was 
the same entered.” With reference to the above, Sumbooram having been instructed to 
make inquiries, he has presented a yad, together with two enclosures, on the subject, and 
copies of these papers are sent with this memo., from the perusal of which the subject will 
become elucidatea. 

2. In the second paragraph, the Sahib writes as follows : From the depositions of 
Bhugwan Buwanneedass and others, it would appear that a ‘ leckh’ had been drawn up in 
the name of Parruck Phurshotum Bhachur, in favour of Bhannabhaee, the Settannee's 
father, securing to him a stipend of 200 rupees annually for services rendered ; but as this 
leckh is** not noticed in the summary in tnis case, drawn up by the puncbayet, it would 
appear that Bhannabhaee and others had not been examined regarding it.” In reply, be it 
known that, in the first instance, we nominated Meer SurfrazaTi and Gopal Row Myral to 
investigate this case ; and, subsequently, we named Bbasker Row Wittul and Bheema 
Shunker Ghungadhur Shastree to the same office of these parties upon Bhow Thambakur 
making inquiry, the members of the first punchayet answered that they had interrogated the 
Baba regarding the leckh in question, and that the Baba replied that the ot^tnal leckh had 
been by him given to Joeetabaee Settannee ; and that upon this, that they intended to have 

interrogated Joeetabaee and her mother Laeedhaee, but were prevented carrying out such N» B. — Joeetabaee 

intentions, owing to the nOn-attendance of the above parties at the investigation of the case ; was examined by 

and upon the members of the subsequent punchayet being referred to, they replied, that several times. 

upon their inquiring of Joeetabaee Settannee about this lemth, that she answered that she 

had it not; and that, consecmently, the particulars about this leckh had not by them been 

noticed in their summary. From the above, it will become known why the original le^kh 

had not been brought in upon the proceedings in this case. 

3. In the third paragraph, the Resident writes upon the birth of a child within what 
space “ of time is it usual for the ^ bharsa’ ceremonies to be performed,” With reference 
to the above, be it known that it is the established rule to perform this ceremony upon the 
12th day after the birth of the child ; but in cases where deaths occurring in the family, and 
other causes occurring to prevent its being observed upon that particular date, it may be 
performed at any future time before the infant commences to use food. 

4. In paragraph fourth, the Sahib writes, Information is required as to the date on 
which Baba Nafra caused the confinement of Lulloo Bhugwan and others, at the firm of 
Hurree Bhucktee ; and the space which intervened from the lime they had been so con- 
fined, and their beipg made over for confinement by the Gaekwar Sirkar, and the cause of 
their being so confined.” Witli reference to this, be it known that the Baba confined the 
above parties in the month of Chytur S. 1906 (April 1860), but the particular date cannot be 
ascertained; and Lulloo Bhugwan having entertained certain mercenaries, corrupted the 
goomastas of the/firm, and got them to leave the finn, and join him ; for the above reason, 
in Vysaok Vud 30th (10 June 1860) he was caused to be imprisoned by this Sirkar. 

6. In paragraph fifth, the Sahib writes, ‘‘ From the Meetapoor people's depositions 
regarding this boy, taken at the Durbar, it cannot be determined on what date, and the 
exact age at w^hich the boy had been given, therefore the Gaekwar Sirkar is required to 
afford information in the above points.” In reply, be it known, that upon the members of 
the first punchayet, Meer Surfrazali, &c., being referred to upon this point, they have 
presented a yad, copy of which is herewith inclosed, from which the Sahib will become 
informed. 

From the above paragraphs, the subject will become elucidated. 


Enclosure 1, to the above Yad, from his Higlmess the Gaekwar. 

Translate of a Yad from Sumbooram Kooshall to the Gaekwar Sirkar, dated Post 

Vud 3d, S. 1907 (20 January 1861). 

In the deposition of Baba Nafra, taken at the investigation instituted regarding the 
abduction of the son of the widow of Bhachur Samiuul Joeetabaee Settannee, be states that 
the sum of 16,000 (fifteen thousand) rupees, bad been paid to Lulloo Bhugwan, and 
having been ordered by the Gaekwar Sifkar to institute every inquiry to ascertain in what 
^opra, and bow this sum had been debited, I beg to submit that upon inquiry at Hurree 
Bhucktee s, they gave me a memorandum of the *^juinma kurch” regarding tnis sum of 
IMOO rupees being to be paid Lulloo Bhugwan by the Buba; and upon oonsulting this 
^^ 0 ., it vronld appear that this sum bad been debited to the accoint of Treekum Bhookun, 
to Mbod^ Phurboodass ; and upon this the said Pharboodaf^ |t»n»gee was called, 
nnd madte to jjive in his depcsition noon this subject, and his chopims 1 inspected. It 
vould appear tbit in the month of Jaist, % S. leOB (May, June 1849), % different entries, 
^ Moa of lUMes hed^^^b^ Wiiwmn said Treekum 

tbe «nm of rup^ to have been drawn 

^ said 10,988 rupees from that tioio appears to remain diere 

DJ credited 
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credited to the said Lulloo Bhugwan* And from the memo, from Hurree Bhucktee^i^nil 
copy of the deposition of Mhc^ee Phurboodass Amerjee sent enclosed with this yad, the 
sutyect will become elucidated. ^ 


Enclosure to Sumbooram Kooshairs Yad* 

Than SLATE of the Memo, from Hurree Bhucktee’s, dated Post Sood 16th, S. 190T 

(7 January 1851). 

It being stated in the depositions in the case of the abduction of Joutabaee’s son, that the 
sum of 15^000 rupees had been given by Baba Nefra to Lulloo Bhugwan, and the Sifkar 
having ordered that the date on which this sum had been paid, and in what ciiopra the 
entry of the same had been made, upon inquiry from the firm, it has been ascertained that 
the Meetapoor walla, on account of Moteelalibhaee, had gone to Bhannabhaee% and from 
thence haa come to the firm, and produced aleckh, passed in the name of the said Bannab* 
haee on the 11th Phalgoon Sood, S. 1903 (25 February 1847), and upon that same 
day is the sum of 15,000 rupees entered in a memo., as paid to Lulloo Bhugwan; and, 
upon inspecting the chopras of the firm on Vysack Sood 8th and 9th, S* 1903 (23 and 
24 April 1647), this sum is debited to the account of Bhachurbhaee Sammuldass, tbe^ 
jtimma kmich’’ of which is credited, through Parruck Hurgovind Nurrotum, to the account 
of Parruk Treekumdass Bhookundass, in Vysack Sood 8th, S. 1903 (23 April 1847), and 
which, by the owner’s orders, had been paid indirect^ to the Mhodee Phurboodass 
Amerjee, on 1st Jaist Sood Sd, S* 1903 (17 May 1847). Thus is it written in the chopras* 


Enclosure 2, to Sumbooram’s Yad. 

Than SLATE of the Deposition of Mhodee Phurboodass Ameijee. 

Question. In S. 19U3 (1847), it would appear that upon the adjustment of the jumma 
kench” of Treekum Bbookun, the sum of 16,000 rupees had been brought to your shop 
from Hurree Bhucktee’s. and if this sum had been actually brought, you are required to 
prove by your books under what circumstances it had been so brought ? — Afisuwr, In 
S. 1906 (1847), Lulloo Bhugwan came and said to me that the sum of 16,000 rupees was 
deposited in the firm of Hurree Bhucktee, to the credit of Treekum Bhookun, and requested 
that I should receive charge of the same; to this I replied that I did not then need the 
sum, but that if he chose to deposit the same he might do so upon Sowcarry terms”, and, 
he having agreed to this, the firm of Hurree Bhucktee caused this amount to be paid over 
to me by various Sowcars ; but the dealing was between myself and Lulloo Bhugwan^ and^ 
agreeably to his instructions, this sum 1 carried to his account. 

You are required to state particularly how you had credited this amount in your books? 
~In my books, the sum has been carried to the account of Treekum Bhookum as 
under 


Heceived from various parties in S. 1903 (1847) . . - 

Viz. : — 

Beceived from Eshwar Kessow Lalla, up to the 1st Jaist Sood 2d, 
S. 1908 (vide leaf 69) ....... 

Ditto - Pamick Moolohund Sowlall - 1,660 - - 

Amount due by me to Eshwar Kessowlall, ad- 
justed ....... 1,500 - - 


Bit. 8,050 


Caused to be paid by Purmanund Nurbaram, up to Jaist Sood dd 
(vide leal 69) - 

Received from HaimchundVuckutchund - - 1,000 - - 

Ditto - Gunnesh Eshwur ... 2,000 - - 


8,000 


Beeeived up to Jaist Sood 8d, as under (vide leaf 69) 

From Parruck Hurree Bhudktee, the name 
of the party who bad paid thie amount not 
entered - - «• « « » 2,180 - 

Ditto PuimaimQd'Marbamii * « 2,600 


JRs. 4,e60 


- • • Jt. 


Be. 


3,050 


8,000 


4,860 


Be. 

15,000 - - 
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4 !^ 


Brought forward 


^ Bi. 

10,700 


Received from Purmanund Nurbaram, up to * - 
Ditto, on Sood 11th, by Nurrotum Keijee - 600 - 

Ditto - ditto by whom, however, not men- 
tioned (virfe leaf 69) 400 - 


1,000 


M$. 

11^000 - - 


Received from Purmanund Nurbaram - - - jBi, 1,000 - - 


Beceived from Purmanund Nurbaram, by the hands of Parruck 

P^rboo SueceedasB (vide leaf 76) 

OnJaist Sood 4th, Purmanund Nurbaram paid to Lallbhaee 
Hurjeoujui and carried to the credit of J eekum Bhookum - 


2,000 

1,800 

16,000 


Prom the above sum, Lulloo Bhugwan drew the following amounts 
Viz. 


Paid, on Jaist Sood 4th, ready cMb,by order of Lulloo Bhug- 
wan, to Kalleedass (tSdjt lem 60} by the hands of J ummadass 
Ditto - Jaist Vud 2d, by ready cash (tide leaf 80) to Lulloo 
Bhugwan himself, who paid it to Kalleedass ... 
Ditto - Jaist Vud 8d, - ditto - - leaf 80) delivered* 
toKalleedass, at his own house ...... 

Ditto - Assoo Sood Ist, - ditto - to Kalleedass, who delivered 
it over to Lulloo, at his house (vide leaf 80) ... 

Bhadurwa Sood 6tb, paid by re^y cash to the son of Lulloo 
Bhugwan Jummaaass (tide leaf 169) . . . • 


1,226 

1,500 

500 

776 

12 


Be. 


4,012 


Balance - - 




10,9 88 - 


8 Date not inserter 
in the original. 


According to the above, the sum of 16,000 rupees was, by Lulloo Bhugwan, caused to be 
paid by Teekum Bhookun; and subsequently, as detailed above, he drew the sum of 4,012 
rupees from the amount deposited with us; and; the balance, 10,988 rupees, as before 
alluded to, remains with us. This is my explanation, and there is no difference in what is 
above stated. 

(signed) Mhodet JPhmbooda$$ Amerjee. 


Enclosure 2, to the above Yad, from his Highness the Gaekwar. 

Tkanslate of a Yad from Hurree Ghungadhur Karkoo Naibut, Adawlut Baroda, to his 
Highness the Gaekwar, dated Post Sood 14tb, S. 1907 (16 January 1851). 

It not appearing how many days or months old the Meetapoor boy was at the time of his 
being given away, in the case of Joitabaee Settanee, from the proceedings instituted in this 
case, therefore it is directed, that Meer Surfraz, Ali Gopal Row Myral, Trimbuck Shastree 
Munnore, and Bappoo Myral Shastree, be called npon to supply such information/' Thus, 
it being ordered, thereupon, upon inquiry of the above parties, they state that the required 
information might have been obtained when the incjuiry was going on; but, consequent upon 
Landbaeeand Joitabaee Settannee having failed in attending the inquiry when required to 
do 80 , that they were prevented from obtaining the information at present required. 


23. 

TRAtfstATE of a Yad from the Resident to his Highness the Gaekwar, dated 

18 January l€61, No. 64. 

Ik the investigation of the case of Joitabaee Settanee, the widow of Bhachur Samuld ass, 
of the firm of Hurree Bhucktee, the following, information is consideied vk,,— 

Para. 1. f he yad from Seimnee Maha dated SMIl^wim ¥od lltbt S, 1903 

(6€cptemb«r 1847), is noticed in the Stimmary ad No, 90; the origiiiid^^^^^^ 
kindly furaisbed to the Resident 

2. Amongst the members of Goozarattefe Brahmin caste, if any boy be mairied to the 
daughter pf a Brahmin^ and Bubsequehtl^, htion its being dtacoverad that the boy in question 
belongs to a difl'erent caste, what measure adopt to have this lad admitted 

in^ the Bt mbmin caste, and whether the parents of the girl so married, together with the 
fkimerflilf, expelled from or permitted to remain in the caste. 

560. 4 N 2 
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d. The date on which Meer Surfraz Ali, 8cc«, had been appointed to investigate the case of 
Joutabaee Settanee's son’s abduction should ^ furnished. 

The above should be taken into consideration, and an early reply sent to this yad. 


24. 

Translate of a Yad from his Highness the Gaekwar to the Resident^ dated the SOth 
Moon of Rubbil Ahwul, S. S. 1251, Post S. 1907 (23 January 1851). 

A Yad has been received from the Resident, dated the 18th January 1861, No. 64, calling 
for immediate information on the points mooted in the three paragraphs contained therein, 
and which I beg to submit as under. With reference to the request contained in the first 
paragraph, that the original yad from the Maha Luxamee Settanee, dated Shrawun Vud 
11th, S. 1903 (6 September 1847), copy of which, No. 95, had been brought upon the 
summary in this case, should be submitted, I beg to transmit with Sumbooram Kooshall : 

In the second paragraph, it is stated as follows “ If any boy of the Goozerattee Brahmin 
caste be affiancea to a girl of the same caste, but, upon its subsequently being discovered 
that the said boy belonged to another caste, what ceremonies require to be performed to 
sanction such boy’s admission into the caste, and whether the girl so affianced to such boy, 
together with her parents, be considered as out of the caste, or otherwise ” In answer to the 
above, be it known, that as there are many sects amongst the Gbozerattee Brahmin caste, 
each sect have their own peculiar rules ; therefore it is stated that the particular sect of 
Goozerattee Brahmins with whom the above parties are connected be pointed out, so as to 
enable an inquiry to be instituted. The necessary information will be obtained and 
furnished. 

In the third paiagraph, the date of the appointment of Meer Surfraz Ali and others, to 
investigate the case of the said Joutabaee Settanee’s son’s abduction, is called for; for the 
attainment of such information Meer Surfraz Ali, Gopal Row Myral, and others, being 
referred to, they state that they have no recollection of the date upon which they had been 
so appointed by the Sirkar ; this information the late Maharaj possessed, but no documents 
^xist at present from whence to glean such information ; but if the date from which the 
case had been commenced be required, and the Resident writes to signify his wishes, the 
same will be submitted for the Sahib’s information . 

Rrom the above paragraphs the subject will become elucidated. 


25, 

Translate of a Yad from the Resident to his Highness the Gaekwar, dated 

26 January 1861, No. 67. 

In the case of Joutabaee Settanee, Maha Luxameebaee, the elder widow of Bhachurbhaee 
Sammuldass, of the firm of Hurree Bhucktee, had presented a petition to the Gaekwar 
Sirkar, dated Shrawun Vud 11th, S. 1906 (5 September 1847.) Tliis yad the Resident had 
written for, and has been received; and, with reference thereto, the Resident desires that it 
be ascertained by whom the yad in question had been written, and the result submitted for 
his information. 


26. 

# 

Translate of a Yad from his Highness the Gaekwar to the Resident, dated the 20th Moon 
of Rubbil Ahwul, S. S. 1251, Post 8 . 1907 (23 January 1851). 

In the yad received from the Resident, dated 20 January 1851, No. 67, it is reauested 
that the name of the party in whose handwriting the yad, dated Shrawun Vud 11th, S. 1908 
(5 September 1847), presented to the Gaekwar Sirkar, and subsequently transmitted by this 
Sirkar to the Resident, on the part of the widow of Parruck Bhachur Sammuldass, Maha 
Luxameebaee Settanee obtains, should be ascertained and furnished for the information of 
the Resident. With reference to this request, be it known that Sumbooram Kooshall, 
having been deputed to obtain this information from the said Maha Luxamee Settanee, the 
Settanee informed him that, without inspecting the yad, she could not inform him in whose 
handwriting it objtains ; cdpsequently it is requested that the said yad be furnished to this 
Sirkar, for the purpose of being submitted for the inspection of the said Settanee, with the 
view of procuring and furnishing the required information. 


27 , 
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27. 

Tbanslats of a Yad from the Resident to his Highness the Gaekwar, dated 

22 January 1861, No. 76. 

Thb attendance of Jhossee Treebann Khan, of Baroda, being considered necessary at the 
impending investigation of Joutabaee Settanee^e case, the Ga^war Sirkar is requested to 
kindly cause the attendance of this individual at the residency ,* but, in the event of this 
individual not being at the present time alive, it is requested that the date of his demise, 
a memo, of the amount disbursed on the above account, and proofs of the sums drawn 
on this occasion from the firm of Hurree Bucktee, should be furnished for the informa* 
4:ion of the Resident. 


28. 

TransIiATE of a Memo, from his Highness the Gaekwar to the Resident, dated 
24th Rubbil Ahwul, S. S. 1251 (26 January 1851). 

In a yad received from the residency, No. 76, dated 22 January 1851, it is stated, '' as 
the attendance of Jhossee Treebann Khan is considered necessary, he should be sent; and, 
in the event of this person not being alive, the accounts, with proofs of the disbursements 
made consequent upon his demise ; and, regarding such disbursements, any amount which 
may have been advanced from the firm of Hurree Bhucktee; proofs on this point also, 
together with any writing obtaining in the hand of the said Jhossee, should be^ascertained, 
and the above adverted to documents should be transmitted.^’ In reply, be it known that, 
upon making in^iry into the above points, it has been ascertained that the said Jhossee 
Treebann had in Phalgoon Sood 12th, S. 1904 (a.d. 12 March 1848), died, and, upon inter- 
rogating his widow al^ut tlie disbursements made on account of his funeral, she has given 
in a deposition, and copy of which is herewith transmitted ; and from such deposition it 
would appear that, incluaing the disbursements made on this account at Cambay, and in 
the city of Baroda, amounts to about 4,000 rupees ; but this deponent states that she did 
not keep an account of such disbursements ; and, upon this point, to ascertain the advances 
which might have been made from the firm of Ilurree Bhucktee, upon inquiry of the 
manager of the said firm he states that, from the books of the firm there does not appear 
that any advances had been made upon this account ; and further, a paper being shown by 
the manager of the firm of Hurree Bhucktee, and which is stated to oe in the handwrififcig 
of the said Treebann, is herewith submitted for the Sahib’s information. 


Translate of the Examination of Jumna, Woman; Religion, Hindoo, Widow of the late 

Josee Trebhowun Khan; Caste, Mhode Brahmin ; agea about 30 years; residing at the 

Pole of Samul Bechur, at Baroda, taken on Post VuaSth, St. 1907 (26 January 1861). 

Question. When did your husband, Trebowun Josee, die, and how many years has since 
elapsed ? — Answer. On Phalgoon Sood 12th (14 March 1851), of the present year, three 
years will have elapsed since my husband’s death. 

What sum of mon^ was expended on account of your husband’s funeral ? — The people 
of my caste, and the Chorasee Brahmins, were feasted to the amount of 2,000 rupees; as 
also eveiy caste p^ple at Cambay, of which place I am a native, another 2,000 rupees were 
expendea. This is what I recollect, and the same I, from recollection, make known, but 
being a female how can I be expected to know correctly? 

Did you, on account of the funeral expenses of Trebowun Josee, receive anything from 
the firm of Hurree Bhugtee; and, if you did, state how much? — From the above-named 
firm I received nothing on account of my husband’s funeral expenses ; although, upon my 
sending a person to the Baba, he kept promising to assist me, but up to the present time 
I have received nothing whatever from him ; no differeqpe exists in what I have above 
deposed to. 

The mark x of Junna, 

Dated as above. traced with her own hand. 

Witness. (signed) Brahmin Nurrotum Hurjeevun. 


Examination resumed. 

Question. Have you an account of the amount expended on account of yout husband’s 
fcneral ceremonies ; and, if so, where is it ?— Anwer. Being a female, and childless, why 
should I have kept any account of the amount expended? and further, since the above 
amount was expended in charity, what necessity existed for any account heing kept? for 
the above reasons I have kept no accounts, and neither do I polios any such accounts. 

^ , 'She mark X of Junns, 

liatCo M above. braced with her own hand. 

Witness. (signed) Brahmin Norrptom Hurjeevun. 




4 N 3 
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29 . 

Tbakslate of a Yad from the Resident to his Highness the Oaekwar, dated 
26 January 1861, No. 90. 

Ik answer to a yad from the residency. No. 04, a yad, dated the 20th Moon of Riihbel 
Ohwul, S. S. 1261 (23 January 1861), bad been received from his Highness the QmAmx, 
and with reference to which it is written, |8 follows : 

Para. 1. The Gaekwar states in the second para^aph, that, consequent upon>4h8re b6^ 
many sects amongst the Quaerattee Brahmins, the^sident stupid name the sect he requires 
information about.’* With reference to the above, be it known, that informatiou is mi 
needed about the Brahmin caste, but should, amongst the Veesa Land” caste, a boy be 
discovered as belonging to another caste, what ceremonies would it be necessary to adopt, 
and what steps taken in the matter; and, regarding this point, inquiry should be ma&, 
as directed in the second paragraph of the Resident’s yad, No. 04, 

2. In the third paragraph, the Oaekwar Sirkar states, that as Meur Surltwz Ali, and 
his colleagues, do not recollect the date in which they had been nominated members of the 
punchayet, to investigate the case of Joutabhaee Settannee, that such date cannot be 
furnished, but that the date upon which the investigation bad been commenced will be 
furnished, and with reference to which it is requested Siat such information should be kindly 
expedited. 


30. 

Tbanslation of a Yad from his Highness the Gaekwar to the Resident, dated 
27th Rubbd Ahwul, S. S. 1261 (30 January 1861). 

A YAD was received from the Resident, dated 26 January 1861, No. 90, requesting cer- 
tain information regarding the custom prevailing amongst the Veesa Land Banians, and the 
date on which the punchayet first sat to investigate the case of Joetabhaee. In reply, I beg 
to state as follows. It is asked in the yad from the residency, if the supposed son of a Veesa 
land Banian turns out to beihat of another caste, what ceremonies are performed to bring 
that boy into the caste ? On this subject, inquiries should be instituted. In reply, tlug 
government begs to state that the chiew of the Veesa Land Banian were called, and having 
been asked, through Sumbooram Kooshall, they state that, amongst tlie people of their 
caste, no such circumstance ever occurred, except once ; therefore, they cannot say what the 
necessary ceremonies are on such occasions. In tlie year S. 1903 (1847), they say that the 
son of the younger Settannee, of Bhachurbhaee, of the firm of Hurree Bucktee, was found 
to be of another caste, and was accordingly returned. On this, they were asked how they 
came to know the boy to be of a different caste, atid whether the bride and her parents were 
also departed from the caste or not. They replied, that whose son the boy was, and from 
whence he was brought, they did not question, nor did any one tell them but Nafra, See., at 
the shop, and asked them whether it was customary to admit the son of a kolie in their 
caste ? They replied that it could not be done ; that the girl was not married, being of tender 
age, and was not knowingly betrothed to a kooiee’s son. Consequently, the cast^^ people 
made no arrangement regarding the difference of caste. Copies of the questions put to the 
above-stated p^^sons, and their replies, are herewith sent, from which the Resident will 
know the whole. 

It is stated in the yad, to furnish the date in which the punchayet sat to investigate 
Joetabhaee’s case ; in reply, this government begs to state that, from a reference to the 
proceedings, it appears that on the 9th Bhadurwa Sood 1904 (7 S^tember i848)|, the 
punchayet just sat to investigate the case. 

The above paragraphs are written for the Resident’s information. 


Enclosures to his Highness the Gaekwar’s Yad, of 30 January 1961. 

Teakslate of the Deposition of Dulput Dyaljee, Damother Gopul, Bhucktee Bhugwan, 
Ruttonjee Khandass Parruck, Nurrotum Keshour Parruck, Goviridass Kalledass Dosee, 
Dolub Hurjeewun Parruck, Hurgovind Bhucktee, Parruck Phurboodass Kussee, Kes- 
sowlul Goolabhaee, Goredhan Nurseedass, &c., made at the Durbar in Psut Vud 
12, S. 1907 (29 January 1861). 

Que&tion. If a person in your caste marries his son to the daughter of another in your 
caate, and some time afterwards it is found out that the said boy is of a different eaete, 
state what ceremonies are TOrfbrmed to adpiit the boy into your caste, and whether the 
bride and her parents are mrned out of the caste, or how ? — An$wtr. From our infanov to 
Represent time we never heard of the sons of a person of our caste, viz. Veeshfatid 
Brahmin, having turned out to be of a different caste, consequently how eau i^ 
monies be performed to admit the children of the parents into the caste, when such a thing 
is not known ? No arrangement whatever has been made on this account in our castd np to 
this time ; and as the Sirkar has put this question to how can we feply ? About the year 
S. 1908 (1847), in our caste, the son of Joetabha^ Settannee, the widoiir of Bhachd|l|^ 
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of the firm of Hurree Bucktee, turned out to be of a different caste, and was accordingly 
returned ; besides this no other case has occurred. 

You have stated that you never heard of a boy supposed to be of raur caste, state what 
steps then did you take to ascertain whether Joetabbaee’s son was 01 a difierent caste, and 
what arrangement was made regarding the bride and her parents, and according to the 
oaslem or shaeter the same was made ?— In the year S. 1003 >(1^47), the date is not known, 
bat one day Baba sent for us, about 25 persons of our caste, and merely asked us if we 
would admit a koolie’s son m our caste ; we replied, that> a Banian would never keep a 
koolie’s sonashisewn : thus, in an ambiguous way Baba put the qumtiou to us, but wnat 
boy, of what kolee, how brought, and whether the boy was really a koolie’s son or not, no 
one told us, and the parents of the boy were not sent for, nor any inquiry instituted for our 
satisfaction. We were merely asked if we would admit a kolie’s son; we replied in the 
'negative. Baba himself made over the Settanaee’s son to the kolie, at which time w« were 
not present, nor can we satisfactorily say whether the boy was of a kolie or not, nor was the 
girl <3 years old) knowingly betrothed to the boy as the son of a kolie, nor were they 
married, consequently no ceremony or punishment was awarded to the girl or to her 
father. 

(signed) Dulput Dyaljee, kc. kc. &c. 

Que$tion. If, in your caste, a betrothal takes place between a boy and a girl, but before their 
marri^e a dispute occurs between the parents of the children, does the betrothal become 
void? — Answer. In our caste on a betrothal a writing is made, signed by the “ gor” or priest 
of our caste as a witness ; should a dispute hereafter take place between the pamnts of the 
children, the betrothal does not become void, so long as the bride and bridegixxHU are 
living. 

(Signed as above.) 


31. 

Tbanslate of a Yad from the Resident to the Durbar, dated the 25th January 1851, 

No. 94. 

In the Gaekwar Sirkar’s yad, dated the 20th Moon of Rubbil Ah-wul (23 January), in 
rraly to the Resident’s yad, No. 64, it being stated, that the yad presented formerly by 
Maha Luxamee Bhaee to the Gaekwar Sirkar, dated Shrawun Vud 11, S. 1908 (5 Sep- 
tember 1647), having been sent to the Resident, the necessary information regarding it can- 
not be obtained until such yad be returned, therefore it is requested that as the original yad 
in question has been handed over to Sumbooram Kooshall, the Maharaj will have the kind- 
ness to find out, as before desired, in whose handwriting the yad in question is, and subtnk 
this information as early as possible. 


32. 

TsAMSitATB of a Memo, from his Highness the Gaekwar to the Resident, dated the 
27th Moon Rubbil, S.S. 1261 (30 January 1851), Post S. 1907. 

Im a yad received from the residency. No. 94, dated the 25th instant, it is stated, ** in 
the case of Joutabaee Settanitee, Maha Luxamee Settannee had given in a m^so. to 
the Gaekwar Sirkar, dated Shrawun Vud. 11, S. 1903 (5 September' 1847), and which has 
been returned to Sumbooram Kooshall, for the purpose of finding out in whose hand- 
writing it is ; and this information, it is requested, might be fiiraished in WQting.” In dix* 
rmly, be it known, that the original yad adverted to was taken by Sumbooram KooshaU lo 
Mua Luxamee Settannee, and, upon his inquiring, she said, that Baba Nafin used not to 
consult her about anything he did, and that as a long dfaie had intervened she bad notecd- 
lection about is, thereupon her father was referred to as to the handwriting, in wtnoh the 
sigmtUire subscribed to the yad in question had been written, and in whose handwriting the 
yad itself was ; he replied, that the Baba had prepared the yad at his own house, and then 
OTought and asked him (the Settannee’s father) to sign it, and that being so desired he 
had signed it, therefore the above information is submitted to the Resident, and Ilie yad 
returned to the Sirkar with Sumbooram Kooshall, by the Resident, is herewith re^nuisiiiitted, 
and which, when no longer required, diottld be o^umed. 

-<* . ■ 


EneloBura i,4o the ining 

Tbahslate of the Deposition of Settanee Maha Luxamee Biee, the ^ddiir of the late 
Bhaehar Sammuldass, of the firm of liultrae Bhihdcteei 11, 1907 


. „ A MBiio. in your name, dated Shrait«m Vnd tl, S. 1»08^( September 

1847)j.io ^ Maharattaciharaetera^l w aafiaaa^fe^ ia being read over, and 

aad #w^ a^ required to declare whether tins yad bad been written and 
- 4J»4 presented 
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presented by your desire, or otherwise, and if you had desired it to be written, you are 
required to declare to whom, and under what circumstances you did so ? — Ansu)ei\ The yad 
adverted to in the above question having been read, and explained to me, I declare that this 
yad, being dated in S. 1903 (1847-48), three or four years nave since intervened, and, con- 
sequently, how can I be expected to retain any recollection about it? Whatever BabaKa^a 
used to do, he never obtained my permission for so doing, neither used he to perfectly 
explain to me the nature of the measures he was about to carry into execution, therefore, 
in the same mamier, this yad to the Durbar, the Baba having got written out and brought 
to me, I saw, and he might have informed me that he intended presenting it, regarding the 
Scttanee's son, to the Sirkar. As he used to administer to the affairs of the firm, being duly 
appointed to do so, and everything connected with the firm being carried on agreeably to 
his wishes; therefore, this yad also may have been prepared in the same manner, l)ut I have 
no recollection about this affair. 

Dated as above. (signed) Bate Maha Luxamee, 

in the handwriting of Waggoobhaee, by her permission. 

Having been ordered to do so by the Hoozoor, Karkoon Purshotum had been despatched 
to take the above deposition. 

Wednesday, Post Vud lltb, S. 1907*(27 January 1861). (signed) Sumbooram, 

This deposition, and the Settannee's father’s deposition consequ^t upon the receipt, from 
the residency of the yad, in the name of the Settannee, complaining about the son of Jouta- 
baee Settannee, and which had been presented in S. 1903 (1847) ; this yad by whom and 
under what circumstances written, to ascertain which a yad having been received from the 
residency, and by the orders of the Hoozoor, the several depositions were taken, and the 
particulars written and transmitted for the information of the Sirkar. 

Dated Post Vud 12th, S. 1907 (28 January 1851). 

(signed) Sumbooram KooshalL 


Enclosure 2, to the foregoing Yad. 

TeA'NSlate of the Deposition of Wujjoobhoy Vancheedas Nisbut Hurree Bhucktee 
Parruck, dated Post Vud 11, S. 1907 (27 January 1861). 

Question, A yad in the name of Maha Luxamee Settannee, the widow of Bhachurboy 
Samuldass, dated Shrawm Vud il, S. 1903 (5 September 1847), rerarding the son of 
Joutabaee Settannee, which had been presented to the Sirkar, is this day shown to you, 
and you are requested to explain whether the Settannee’s signature, which this yad bears, 
be in your handwriting, and if it be so, you are directed to declare by whose orders you 
wrote it, as also to faithfully declare in whose handwriting the yad in question is written ? 
— Answer, The yad adverted to in the above question having been shown to me by the 
Sirkar, I having inspected it, do declare that the signature which it bears is in my hand- 
writing, but that when and under what circumstances this yad had been prepared, I have 
no perfect recollection about; all that I remember is, that Baba Nafra having prepared the 
yad at his own house, had brought it with him, and desired that the Settannee’s signature 
should be written upon it, that, thereupon, 1 wrote the signature upon the yad in the name 
of the Maha Luxamee Settannee ; therefore, by whom the yad bad been written, I do not 
recollect. 

Since the signature of Maha Luxamee Settannee had been attached thereto, was it done 
by the orders of the Settannee, or how ?— Up to the present time Baba Nafra had supreme 
power over the affairs of the Sett^tb%refore, he having directed me to sign, I, agreeably to 
the orders of the Baba, signed th^ame of Maha Luxamee Baee. There is no difference 
in what is now written. 

(signed) Wi^oobhiy Vancheedass, in his own handwriting. 

Regarding this matter, by the Hoozoor’s mandate, a karkoon had been deputed, and the 
above deposition taken. 

Dated Post Vud 11, S. 1907 (27 January 1861). 

(signed) Sumbooram KopshalL 

On this subject a yad had been received firom the residency, nnd an answer to the ^IbpT^ 
has been written. t 

Dated Post Vud 12, S. 1907 (28 January 1861). 

(signed) Suminmom 

■ ' I, .-I.* ■ 
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83 . . _ . 

Tiui;iiAf£ of a Tad from tha Resident to bis Highness the Gaekwar, dated No. ion. 

28 January 1881. 

In the mvestlgation of the pending case of Joutabaee Settan^ the widow of the late 
Bhaofaarbhaee Sammuidassf from amongst the gentlemen oomposing the committee, ^ajetter 
hali^beeii received by the Resident from the medical committee^ wted the 27th January 
I8&I1 from which the following information eonnected with the above Oavo would appear to 
be 'necessary; via. ’ ■ • . s/- ^ ^ 

ist Was the woman l^buimee employed by the abd^ Siettaneh Jo^itabaae |h the 

capacity of the f^ “ loundees"’ or domestic 8eiv|m^8, enter^^ 

upon wages tor the purpose their mistress in bathing, 'diessinli 

was she employed in any other capac%? ‘ ^ 

2d. Is it usual with ladies in the family-way, who may have t^n deprived of their 
husbands by death, to the house qf their husbands to that of "their 

parents, for the purpose of being accouched; oris it usual for such ladies to remaiu ^ 
andbe conftned at the house of their husbands? 

8d. Is the woman Phunnee considered to be of sufEcient standing to have been per- 
mitted to be present when the said Settannee Joutabee is stated to have confessed 
that she had never had a son, and at the execution of the deed to the abovu purport, 
which the Settanee i|^ said to have passed to Baba Nafra? 

From what is above the Maharaj will be informed, and it b ii)queste4 he 

will be pleased to obtain ariid transmit the necessary information at hia earnest convcxiience 
for the llesident’s information. 

— 


34. 

TxANSiiATU of a Yad from his Highness the Gulkwar, to the Address of the Resident, 
dated the 2d Moon of Rubbeel Abkur, S. S. 1231, Magsur Sumvut 1907 (4 February 
1861); Camp Jumboosur. 

In a yad received from the Resident, No. lOO, dated the 28tlf January 1851, it is stated, 
that in the case of Joutabaee Settunee, a cohimitt^ of gentlemen sat, and irom tiie said 
committee a letter having been received from Dr. Ogilvie calling for information, wliicb^ is 
considered necessary by the said committee, the same should be furnished the topty to 
the above request is contained in the following three paragraphs : 

1. In the first para, it is stated was the woman Phunnee employed with the above- 
named Settanee in the capacity of any other menial servtot, on wtfge9,or as f slave gjtfl for 
the purpose of assisting in bathiUg the Settanee, dressing her mistress; or waa she ei^ged 
in any other capacity^*’ in refily be it known, that toe manager of the firm of Herree 
BhucKtee, and the goomastas being questioned whet^ this wdnian Phunnee toad been 
attached to the service of the said Settanee during tlU Rjietime of the ^ttjee, tor subse- 
quently, and whether, besides this woman Phunnee, any other female was attached to toe 
oettai)^, or whether she alone had been so attached, they replied, that from the date of 
the Settjee’s death, this woman, Phunnee, was attached to the S8|tanee as a confident 
servant ; and that subsequently a disagreement took place with her and the Sett&uee, owing 
to which the woman Phunnee was expelled for about 8 or 15 days, and after vrbich she 
was again taken into service, that the nature of the duties performed by the skid 
woman Phunnee in the employ of the Settannee, either herself or the Settanee should 
know, and any information upon this point cannot be nad frotn the depositions of the said 
goomastas ; but it will be ascertained that excepting this woman Phunnee, no other foilkide 
from the firm had been attached to the service of the said Settannee. 

2. In the second para, it is stated, womans husband sliould die and leave sucto 

woman in toe family •way, is it usual for si|qh woman to the house jdf* her parents for 
the purpose of being confined, or is it usual for the wqmn to be ac<mublibd 8t tim 

of her late husband?'* with reference to which, toe goomastas of 
examined, and from their statements it would apfiear, that any woman's husband dying, 
his widow, be she enceinte Or otherwise, is not expected to leave the house of her husWnd 
for a tufelvemonth after his death, and this practice is observed by both toe {Kmi^ and^ 
members of their caste ; but should any disagreement ejeist between such feqiale aitid to 
late husband's relatives, and if she has nobody to assist her, then, from ndcessiiyi 
female generally goes to the house of her parenm for the purpose of beii^ eonfinodiVeuch 
was tbe nfture of the information fumisned by the goomastas; yet notwitj^tanding the 
Setts of the ^ Veesaland Bunnian" caste #are sent for and examined upon the same point, 
and from^ their statements it would appear, tout any woman, being in the family-way, losing 
her to itor own^ whetoer she .g^s to to# 

pareiito for toe purjpoie of being c^nfined^^^^ i^ she reiteihs at ter 

busbaikd ; toiiit in most oases, fomabs circuim^tec^ as aboi^i gepe^ of 

her being confin^ ; this it appears^ trojoi' In 

<>f the ResidentV inlWmatioi^^ 

. 8. to ttetoi ^Va4 tte * leckh' by the 

was toe woman,, 

Vhumm qf steh idtedi^ to have^^^^^ tliat occasion ?’* 
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in reply, be it known, that a dependent person in personal attendance is considered to be 
a fit person to be present on such occasions ; but it solely rests with the owner to pei^it^ 
urgont cases, such dependents to be near, or to order them to ^6 away* 

From the contents of the above three paras., the subject will become elucidated. 


Traivslate of the Examination of Pe^mbur Sewlall, the Chief Goomasta of the Pwm 
of Hurree Bucktee, Wajjoobhaee Vanebeedass, Itchalall Venarsee, Damotfauf l>opttub, 
Bbugwan Buwanneedass, Bhyeiee Ghailla, on Post Vud 14, Sumvut 1907 (31 January 
1801 ). ^ ^ 

Qm$tUm. WoBiAN Phunnee used to be in attendance upon the Settanee Joitabaee, there- 
fore you are all required to declare, i^hetber she had been so attached to the Settanee during 
the lifetime of the ^e^ee, qir after his demise, and whether there were any other females in 
attendance upon the ^ttanee brides this woman Phunnee, and if there were, used the 
woman Phunnee to be more constantly in attendance upon the Settanee, or were the other 
females to be so ? — Answer, From the date of Bhachurbhaee’s death, the womaU Phunnee 
was attached to the Settannee Joitabaee, and before the above event, she usedto be engaged 
in the house, bu||i,not near Joitabaee, and at which time, excepting the woman PhunUee, no 
ot^er female was in attendance upon Joitabaee; but after the Settannee had been eon^ned 
of a son, other females commenced frequenting at the Settanee’s house, but these females 
were uot employed in her service ; the only woman employed wptsjphunnee, and she used to 
do all business of importance ; this we state from what we hay^Peard ; but of business of 
importance amongst females what knowledge could we be ex^fed to have ? but the sum- 
mary of our statements is, that after the death of the Settjee, Phunnee woman wag in 
attendance upon the Settannee Joitabaee, and subsequently after the Settanee's accouch- 
ment, about 16 days, the Settanee expelled the woman Phunnee from her service, and 
aftei-wards the rumour had gone abemt of the child having been procured, after which, the 
woman Phunnee was reinstated in her place. 

Any woman being enceinte, losing her husband, and her time of accouchement drawing 
nigh, is it customary for her to be accouched at her parents’ house, or at the house of her 
husband; the usage amongst your caste upon the above subject you should declare, and 
whether such usage is resp&ted equajUly by the poor and aj63uent zpembers of the caste?-— 
Amongst our caste a female, eitheir enceinte or otherwise, is not supposed to quit her 
hijMlband’s house for a twelvemonth, i, e., a year after her husband’s death, and this practice 
is equally observed by the poor as well as the opulent members of the caste, consequently 
females in the family-way, after the death of their husbands, are prevented from going to 
the house of their parents for the purpose of being accouched, but in cases of poor people 
being so circumstanced, if 4hey have not the means of being provided with food and the 
necessary assistance required on such an occasion, they are compelled to quit their husband’s 
house within the above-mentioned term, and go to the house of their parents for the purpose 
of being of onfined ; but this is in cafes of necessity ; but if the circumstances of the husband’s 
family be such as to secure to the widow food and the necessary assistance requisite upon 
such occasions, then it is not usual for the widow to go to her parents, but her accouchement 
takes place at the house of her husband’s ; this usage is respected equally by both the rich 
and p^r members of QUt caste. 


Dated as above. 





(signed) , ‘peetamburbhaee SewlaUdaa. 
'^Wujjoobkaee Funcheedau, 
Itcharam Vunnarsee. 
Damothvr DooUub. 
Bhugwan Buremee. 

Bhoytjee GhaiUa. 


Taken in the presence of the f o<teoor, coniequent upon Sumbooram Kooshall Bhaee 
haring gone on hia private affairsw Broach, by me. 


(signed) Punotum Jhaddow, Koi^oon. 


Tbanslate of the Examination of the Baroda Setts of the Veesa Land Caste, i. e. Dhal> 
put Dyaijee, Damotfaer Ohokul, Bhucktie Bhugwan, Kessow Lall Gbailla, Ruttdnjee 
Kandass Parruck, Nurrotum Purboodsss, Bhaiitonnee Dass Kalidasa, Bulliibjm Hur- 
jeewan, and Nurrotum Kodbair, on Maha Sood Ist, Sumvut 1907 (2 February IdSl). 

Question. Ant woman being enciente, losing iier husband, and) her Ume of accoui^iDent 
dMkii)4ng nigh, is it customary for such female to be accouched at.tpe house of W parents, 
or at,4hat of W husband ; in such cases vrhat jis the usage amongst your caste Y->r«dlili 0 rr. 
AmOitgsi our caste, if a fenmle, who is enceinte, lose her husband, and such the 

time pelting at the house of her husband, when the tmail of her ali^oQeheio|Rit"^^ 
nigh, It iClift optional to her whether idi^f pe accouched at Ihe house of he^ M 
tc^e iMillie of her parentkv for ibk pntwm; butf^tpon this ss^eetjf la on# 
obtains no definite course to foBow, but it is left optioital with tie ftmide to 
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eirer Ofniiiie may think proper, but in the majority of caaes it ia usual for such females to 
go to the house of their parents for the purpose of being coiiHned. 

As stated ia the above reply, is the rule equally respected by both the poor and affluent 
members of your caste, or does any difference exist ?— As stated above, the usage is equally 
respected by both the rich and poor members of our caste, and no difference obtains. 


Dated as above. t 

(signed) Seth Duhut Dtttd. 

i/ -Ddmtkitr Cfhoeul. 

" BhuckteeBhumean. 

Sett K«a(Ao LaU Ohug^hMtog, 

„ PurriiA Ruttanfee Xhankm, 

♦ by Abbarum. 

Nurrotum Moovurdass. 

, Sett Phurhoodau Kcatteedass, 

by Bhowanneedass. 

fi * Bheewatmeedati Kalleedau. 

Bhullubdats Hurieewun. 

. ‘ ' Hnrgovind Bhua^dau. 

Taken in thp presence of the Hoozoor Kutcherry, consequent upon Sumbooram RhooteU 
Bhaee having gone on his private affairs to Broach, by me, 

(signed) iVaotuat «/Aiddo», Karkoon. 


« 


35. 

Translate of a Yad from the Resident, datecl 1 February 1851, No, 131, 
to his Highness the Oaekwar. 

Amongst the caste of Goozeratte Brahmins and Banians it is usual to tie a rackdee^* 
(amulet) around the arm of a female enceinte with her first child, on the fifth month of ges- 
tation, and to feast the caste, &c. in the seventh moigth; but 4h the meantime, owing to 
such nN^man's ill luck, should her husband fall sick or happen to die, or in the event of any 
other obstacle intervening, are the above ceremonies to be omitted, or how ? tnformation 
upon the above points it is requested that the Maharaj will be pleased to obtain from the 
Brahmins and Banians of the city of Baroda, and transmit in writing for the information of 
the Resident, 


36 . ^ , 

Translate of a Yad from his Highness the Gaekwar to the Resident, dated 

6 February 1851. 

In a yad received from the Resident, No. 121, dated 1st February 1851, it in stated Riat 
amongst the Banians and Brahmins in Goozerat it is usual for a female in the fifth month 
of gestation with her first child to have bound round “ her arm a * rackdee,’ and on the 
seventh month to feast the caite. Information is required as to the practice obtaining 
amongst the Brahmins of the city of Baroda in cases where the said female being in such 
a state losing her husband, or her husband being sick, whether the above ceremionies are 
observed, or otherwise.*’ In reply, be it known that upon referring to the scokul/’ chief 

E riest of the Shreegode sect of Brahmins, named Unoopram^ snd to the Setts of the Veisa 
and Banians, on this point, they have answered the qt^Gons put to them, copies of which 
are transmitted with this yad for the information of thdv|^ldent, and frbiu wnich it woa|d 
appear that with reference to any female who may be liiiiilanstancedaa is the 

to bind a rackdee'* round the arm of such female oh the fifth month or^6tatioh, and 6n 
the seventh month to fill her lap with sweets,” ^^kola bhuma,” but that it is not usual to 
feast the caste ; but in cases where the husband may have died before the fifth or seventh 
month of tiie wife’s gestation, the above ceremonies are altogether dispensed with,%nd in 
cases where the husimnd is sick, the ceremonies are in some cases observed, whereas in ot|eis 
they are dispensed with. Thus will it become known toihe Sahib, / 


Fu. the ceremonies 
styled ^ Piuiche* 
naasee” and Satt- 
massee.” 


Enclosure l, to jlfe foregoing Yad. 

TaAHsLiAta of the Examination of Unoopraih Savuckram Sopki4 (01^ 1^ the 

S Erahmins, dated Maha Sood 2d, Si 1807 (d iOhl). 

your caste any ieaiale ^wbo ma;^ be enceinte^^ v^ child, is it 




qf her gestatipn te jbihd r^ her iprni a and on the 

enceinte 
the fifth month 

the seventh but ftis not necessary to feast the caste ; 
560, 4O2 
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ifa^ caste people b&ve no claim to being feasted, neither is it the usage on suoii oceasiotia^ 
but it is left optional with the parties concerned whether, tbejf? least the caste or otberwms^ 
this is the usage amongst our caste, or otherwise ; this is the usiige amcmgst our caste. 

Since it is the usage to bind ‘^rackdees^' on the arm of the female who may be enceiiito 
with her first child on the fifth and seventh months of gestation, aliould, however, such 
female's husband die, or any other jcause transpire before the fifth miA seventh moiitW of 
gestation, would such prevent the mctdee ceremonies being observed, or are thciy only to be 
observed in cases where no suph impediments exist?— In observing the " rackdee^' ctere- 
momes, in cases where a fen^S be enceinte with her first. |:hild, it may be jKMStponed for a 
few di^s in cases where any impediments exist, but shoula such female’s husband chance to 
die before her fifth or seventh month of gestation, thep the ** raibkdee'' ceremonies are alto« 
gether dispensed with, and, from th^date of her husband’s death, SH ceremonies aro put a 
stop to, but, excepting on account ox the death of the buslumd, no other causes prevent the 
rackdee ceremonies being observed. 

Should the female fti question's husband be sick when the time arrives for the peifonnance 
of the *^ Tackdee” ceremonies, would such prevent the said ceregionies from being observed 
or otherwise? — If the husband be sick they may be performed, *but if the husbind should 
happen to die, then the ceremonies cannot be observed. 

Does the rule laid down above apply equally tp bOth the rich and poor members of your 
caste ?^Yes, it is applicable equally both to the rich and poor members of our caste. 

Dated SS above. 

(signed) Unoapram Savuckram Socfikifin his own band writing. 


Enclosure 2, to the foregoing Yad, from his Highness the Oaekwar. 

TRANsiiVTB of the Examination of the Baroda Veesaland Caste Setts, Dulputram Dyaljee, 
Damother Ghokul, Bucktee Bhugwan, Kessow Lall Ghailla, Ruttoniee Khandass, 
^ Parruck Nurrotum, Phurboodas, Buwannedas, Kalledass, Dullubjee Kurjeevun, and 
Nurbaram Roobairdas. 

Question. Amongst your caste, any female who may be enceinte with her first child, is 
it usual in the fifth month of gestation to bind round her arm a rackdee,” and on the 
seventh month to feast the caste ? — Armoer. It is the practice amongst our caste to bind a 
rackdee” around the arm of an enceinte female on the fifth month of gestation, and to fill 
her lap with sweets, &c. in the seventh month ; but it is not the usage to feast the caste, but 
this is a matter of choice; but in the event of the female losing her husband by death before 
the fifth month of gestation, the rackdee and other caste ceremonies consequent upon her 
being enceinte, cannot be observed. 

Should, however, the enceinte female’s husband be sick, are the ceremonies at the appointed 
limes of gestation to be observed, or otherwise ? — ^There is notliing definite about this 
point ; the observance, or otherwise, of the ceremonies is left to choice, to be performed or 
not, there being nothing definite laid down upon this point. 


Dated as abpve. 


(signed) Dulputram Dyaljee. 

Sett Damother GhohulL 
Bhugtee Bhugwan. 

Kessow Lall Ghailla. 

Nurbarant Koobair. 

Parruck Ruttonjee Khandass. 

^ „ Phurboodats Kasseedass, 

by Buwanneedass. 

^ itf. Dossee Buwanneedass KaUeedass^ 

V ^ Dullubdass Hurjeevundass. 

Hurgovind Bhuckteedass. 


37 . 

Tiunslate of a Yad from the Resident to his Highness the Gaekwari dated 

8 February 1851, I|o* 147. 

A YAD dated the 2d moon of Rulibil Ahkur 8. S. 1261 (4 February 1861), tic^eth^^^ w^^ 
its enclosures, from his Highness the Oaekwar, in answer to a yad from the Resident, dated 
2i J^uaiy 1861^ No. loq^ has been received, and in which it is stated with refeipncl td the 
infoftiarion required by the members of the, committee, convened 
gating th^ case of Joutabee Settannee, iite widow of tlm late ]l^acbmbbaae^ 
t|e 6^ of H^e Bhucktee, that thf s#i|i firm, lui alsp^^ 

Veersaland Bannian sedt, pad: b^en 
furnidied by bae beep 

Witn reference to the above, be it known, that edhaednMt upcifi llpr 
the ahbve yad and enclosures, not being aufficiendy lucid, and fuiiiler 
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in being of « conilictmg nature, and at variance each other, it is necessary that 
these points be Store Ittlly ex^ined as under. 

Para. I. In the a^pond paragraph, with reference to the practice m force regarding the ac- 
couchement of fhniales, after the aenaise of their husbands taking places at their own or their 
parents* houses, it is stated diat the Setts of the Veersaland Banian toct, upon being intel^ 
rogated upon this point, have given it as their opinion, that in the m^'ority of cases it is 
the practice for females circumstanced as above, to be aMOuched at the hi^^ tbdr 
parents, but the opinion of the jp[ooma8tas of the said firm who had been ynhunriggated upon 
this point, would lead to the infei^ce, that it is not usu^l for females situated as uhow, to 
quit the houses of their husbands,^ finr at least, a year aferv the demise of thepr hnshfuids, 
&c., th^fore such being thie'confiictiUg nature of opinions advanced umu 
both practices would appear to be permitted, and it iei tlterefore necessary that the fSK^Wtr 
courw sanctioned by the rules of tbe caste to which Joutabaee belongs, uhonld be ascettsined 
and submitted ^for the informaliun of the Resident in this matter. j' ‘ 

Para. 2. In the first paragraph it is stated, that upon interrogating the goomastas of the, 
said firm, it had been ascertained, that tbe woman Phunnee had been entertained to assist 
in bathing and dressing the Settannee Joutabaee, but notwithstanding this, the informatioa 
does not appear sufficiently satisfactor}* ; riz, 

Ist. It is stated in the examination|of the said goomastas of the firm of Hnrree Bhucktee, 
that because the woman Phunnee was attached to tbe service of Joutabaee Settanee, tbe 
^ttanee took her into 1^ ‘confidence, therefore if this be true, these mebtas should be 
desired to state from whom they had heard so ; or whether they had advanced this from the 
promptings of their own roihds. 


2d. Information should be furnished as to the number of females who were in the service 
of the Settanee Joutabaee, previously to the woman Phunnee being entertained by the Settan- 
nee, as also by whom tbe woman PJiunee bad been so engaged. 

3d. The elder Settannee Mabaluxmeebaee states, that the woman Phunnee used toper form 
the duties of a slave girl, whereas the woman Phunnee at her examination before toe com- 
mittee, stated that the nature of her duties at the Settannee Joutabaee’s were to supply 
water for the Settannee to bath with, to assist in dressing the Settannee, and to wash out 
the oil stains from the clotlis worn by the Settannee, previously tp sending them to thedobee. 
Such being the nature of the statements made, it shoilld be ascertained whether such were 
really the nature of the duties performed 1^ the said woman Phunnee, or whether, as stated 
by the goomastas of the firm of Hurree Bhucktee, she was. & confidential servant of tbe 
Settannee’s, and whether if a female were employed by any other respectable lady in the same 
capacity as this woman Phunnee had been by the Settannee Joutabaee, such remale would 
be considered as a confidential servant or otherwise. 


4tb. From the statements of the goomastas of the said firm of Hurree Bhucktee, it would 
appear that at the time of the rarturition of the Settannee Joutabaee no other female 
attendants, excepting tbe woman Phunnee, was with her, and that 15 days alter tile said 
Settannee’s accouchement, this woman Phunnee had left the service of tbe said ^ttannee, 
and therefore it would appear, that upon her doing so, no other female attendant trained 
with the Settannee, therefore, if such really was the case, it should be ascertained whether 
in tbe families of opulent Banians of the Veersaland sect, such a state of things be asmd. 

6th. It would appear from the statements of the goomastas of the firm, that 15 days 
after the parturition of Settannee Joutabaee, that the Settannee Joutabaee had dismissed the 
woman Phunnee from her service;^ whereas on the other hand, the woman Phunnee in her 
deposition, states that she had quitted the Settannee's service in consequence of being 
unwell ; the truth of the above two versions of the story should be ascertains and submittea 
for the Resident’s information. 


6th. In the third paragraph of the yad received, it is stated, that at the time of the passing 
of the leckh by the Settannee, declaring that she had ^ child, and as it is usud 

for the personal and confidential servants to be present^t il^ssible that such Mrvante might 
have been near, therefore it is necessary to have this poinf elucidated, t. e. whether a woimlu;i 
of Phunnee’s standing would be considered as a person of such a position its to be permitted 
to be present in the family of a respectable and opulent Banian, at .the execution of sneh a 
document as the one stated to bttve been passed by the Settannee Joutabaee. I'he Mahan^ 
is requested to give the Resident bis opinion upon this point. 


7th. It should be ascertained with whom this woman Phunnee had been living, prevkidily 
to her bring employed at the firm of Hurree Bhucktee ; whether she had been liviiig with 
&tiy«of ffie goomastas engaged at the firm, and if she had been, whether such goomasta is 
at the present tiine employed by the said fine, upon what amount of wages, what are the 
<luties ^i^prih«d by him, and from what timev^e had beeU: so employed. 

Sth. of the relationship existing between the woman P^honnee slid ^n’goomasta 

she had should also be ascertakied ; and ful^er^ wlh^irir idieris raatod to 

»ny.<^.the.:|^PBMeasta8>of 'the : 


would appe^to have bisei employed tt Ihe firm of Hurree 
)uel^ sbonid 

:tii# the’ amount ' 

■■ ■ ■’ ' ^ Para.'S. 
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Pam.3. la tlie above case, fur^er infonnation i» . 

let. If any other party of the Veersalaiid Banian ca8<|f of the aa:me^ as the 

late BhacW Satnmuldass had died, and had left a wife ih the ^mily^way, what number of 
attendants would be considered necessary to be allowed to wait upon the widow during the 
periodof her gestation, and what number after her accouchement had taken place, and What 
party would considered vested with the power of engaging such attendants, 

2d, Under the above circumstances, would the widow have the power of enjgaging or 
dismissing any of her attendants, 

3d, At the present time, shoald the widow dismiss iliy of the servfuits, would the 
moonim goomasta be justified in re-*employing such parties, without the concurrenoe of such 
widow; and fiirdier, make over such parties whom he had re-empldyed to wait upon the 
Baee against the Baee’s wishes. It should be ascertained whether such a 
proper and according^ the usage of the caste. 

4th, Under the Gaekwar Strkar’s rule are moonim goomastas permitted to incarcerate, 
and treat as a prisoner, the widow of a member of any firm, 

5th. If the widow be imprisoned as above, and that it appearing the woman Pbuniiee 
had been in the |mploy of the Settannee Joutabaee previously to her being accouched, 
and reinstated ih her service on the said Se^annee Joutabee’s |^ing again placed under 
surveillance, it should be ascertained whether it was reasonable ortught to nave so employed 
this woman Phunnee in the service of the said Settannee. 

From what is above written, the subject will become understodfr, and it is requested that 
the Gaekwar Sirkar will be pleased to kindly collect and furnish the above desired informa* 
ti<m, at his earliest convenience. 


38 . 


TifcAifBLSTE of a Yad from bis Highness the Gaekwar to the Resident, dated 10th Rubbil 

Ahkur, 0.8. 1261 (12 February 1861). 


A YAD of three paragraphs has been received from the residency, dated 8 February 1861, 
No. 14*7, in the case of Joubibaee Settannee, stating that tlie reply sent by the Government 
to the yad from the residency, No. 100, is not only contraaictory but ambiguous, and 
requesting a more clear reply in the matter, which this Government begs to submit, as 
follows : — 

Para. 1. It is stated that the Setts of the Veersaland caste have declared that a majority 
of widows leave their husband's house to be accouched in their father’s house, but that the 

f oomastas of the firm of Hurree Bucktee say it is not lawful for widows to leave their 
ouse for a twelvemonth, which shows that there are two dustoors ” (usages), therefore 
this Government is requested to state distinctly what is the usage of the caste to which 
Joutabaee Settannee belongs. In reply, this Government begs to state that what the Setts 
have declared, must be considered as the true usage. 

Para 2. It is stated that Phunnee w oman was employed by Joutabaee Settannee to bring 
bathing water and the clothes to Settannee, but the statements of the goomastas on this 
]>oint not being explicit, nine questions were submitted to this Government on the subject, 
to which the following is a reply : 

Ist. That the goomastas of the firm say, they heard that Phunnee was attached to. 
Settannee Joutal^ as a ^confidential servant,’ if so, from whom did they learn this, and 
do they themselves declare that she was a * confidential servant,’ ” or how ? In reply, this 
Government begs to say, that on the goomastas being questioned, they declared that 
Phunnee woman used to ask them, on the part of the Settanee, for money, clothes, 4c.; on 
this, they supposed her to be a ^uicllift^ential servant,” and not from any other circumst^ces. 
From tnis, it will appear that ^ey (the goomastas) themselves, declare that she was a 
^^confidential servant,* 


2d. Who was in attendance on Joitabee Settanee before Phunnee, and by whom was 
Phunnee attached to the Settanee.” In reply, be it known that so long as the Settjee was 
living, women Hurry and Phunnee served the two Settanees; but none was appointed to 
each, separately; 13 days after the death of the Sett, Phunnee was attach64 to Joietabee 
Settanee by order of the kamdar of the firm, Baba Nafra, Such appears from the state- 
ments of the goomastas of the firm, but on questioning Joietabaee, she declared &at 
Phunnee was not in her service either before or after the Sett’s death, that Phunhee woman 
was kept only as a spy on her when she was imprisouec}, and when a guard of sepoys was 
placed over her. . ^ r 


T^at ^^Maha Lukamee Settannee has stated that Phunnee 4^ the 


; what Maha Luxamee Bnee may have 

it is the ^tom to 


l^qmasta.^ 
sime' shdyi4, 
cbnld^al eervaht . wjho 


^ nioiW ineiiM duti^ atttibuted tq in repty, lie it Inown, (iiftii 
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etaploys a 0ervant» knows hpst whether be be, Ojpnfidenlial ^ not But it is not custopiaty 
to say that a woman or women are conhdentials, hiere^4ll(c^^ she pt they happeh^^^^t^ be 
in the j^rrice la^y f Mrt if the tpsster has great regard for the servant, t)je 

persons in the hohp; and i&se whom he associates with^ call him a confi<kntial 

4th, '^Irhat when Joietabaee Settanee was delivered of a son, no female servants were 
employed to attend her, that the gopmashtas say that Phunnee left the Settonee about 15 
days after her delivery, and is it true that no other females were employed in her service ? 

If BO, is it customary in great Setts of the Vee^beiand Vanee Caste ?** 

that whether among the great pr poor, it is customary that when a woman IS obnftned, some 

of her relatives or a servant shdtliid remain with her for 20 days. 

5th* ^'The goomastas state that 15 days after the birth of the child, Joietabaee ea^Ded 
Phunnee; Phnnnee declares she left on account of sickness; which is the tlmtli, the 
Resident Wishes a clear aniWer ?^* In reply, be It known that, ^m inqmries 
appears that Phunnee had no fixed salary from the shop, she omy received food aiiii 
clothes. Formerly, she used to eat her meals in the kutcherry, ther^re there is no proof 
to show when she was expelled. On questioning Joietabaee, she says Phunnee was not iitl 
her employ, consequently (she says), how could she dismiss h^r. On asking for proofs 
from the goomastas and Phunnee, they have nothing to offer except ora| testimony. Sat 
the goomasta, who has the key of the shop, and other goomastas as a^mnaittee, having 
^aid that Phunnee was ^{^lled, it is but proper to place reliance on their word. 

6tb. ^VTbe Resident wishes the opinion of his Highness, whether a person fulfilling the du« 
ties that were dischargediiy Phunnee was of a standing and respectability sufficient to make 
her a proper person to be preWit when a lady gives a leckh V* In reply, be it known^ that up io 
the present time it is not known that a leckh like that of Joietabaee’s was ever made by any 
lady. The person who may have servants under him, knows best which of them is good 
or trustworthy, and it is left to the pleasure of the master whether he is to keep such person 
near him, or at a distance ; nor is it laid down that a person of such a standing should be 
present in such or such a case, therefore this Government is unable to give a decided opinion 
on this point. 

7th. It is of importance to know the name of the goomasta in whose bouse Phunnee 
lived before she received service at Hurree Bhugtee’s, whether that goomasta is still in the 
employ of Hurree Bhugtee, the precise position he now holds in the house of Hurree 
Ehugtee, the amount of his salary now, and from what time he came into possession of his 
salary?’’ In reply, be it known, that on inquiries being made from Phunnee, and the 
goomastas of the shop, it appears that she did not live ith any of the goomastas before she 
came to the house of Hurree Bhugtee ; if this was known, a clear answer would have been 
made. 

8th. It is requested to know, whether Phunnee is any way related to any of the goomastas 
of the firm?” In reply, be it kaown, that on instituting inquiries from Pliiinnee and tbe 
goomastas, it appears that she is not related to any one of them. 

9tb. To be distinctly informed, what were the exact nature of the duties performed by the 
woman Phunnee in the house of Hurree Bhugtee, before she was attached to Setitanae 
Joietabaee, and what remuneration she received for the same ?” In reply, be it known, tbat 
Phunnee was employed to wash an<|, clean the cooking pots, so that she was engaged in the 
service of both Settanees ; she received no pay, but food and clothes ; such appears from Ibe 
statement of the persons in the shop. 

Para. 3, The Resident further requests the opinion of this Government in the matter 
which is given, as follows : — ^ 

Ist. ** What is the proper establishment of personal servants to the second Vfidow of a 
great Sett, like Sammul Bachur of the Veesa Land caste, when it is understood that the 
second widow is pregnant at the date of her husband’s death ; that after the confinemei^t, 
how many servants are allowed, and whose duty it isip appoint personal servants to a^terf^ 
on the widow? ” In reply, be it known, that triere iSi iowcar in th^^^y of the Vedsa 
Land caste who can equal Sammul Bhachur in respectability, nor is it known kbnt alft^k 
death of the husband the second widow was ui'iderBtood to be pregnant ; theiafdiii this 
Government is unable to furnish any proof on this point. ^ 

2d. Whether the widow of kich a Sett has a right to send away their personal aeirvalits, 
and to employ others ? ” Sd. When the widow of a great sowcar has dismissed a senwt, 
is it usual or correct for the moonim goomasta of the firm to send back that aervant to 
attend on the widow, against her will, or without first obtaining her consent and sanction T’ . 

In reply to these two questions, be it known, that the answer above given (para. 1) is aj^li- 
catle to theua. 

W^hether it is the custom, under the Baroda (government, fmr goomastas of a ^w- • S. 0, 

car firm to lock up the widows of the deceased sowcar, and u^t them aa j^^ In 

reply be itkaown, that excepting the case of imetabaeoi such a ming neve^ occurred in the 
firm of any one in this city, therefore how can this Government say ivhettier mch a thing is 

(the moonim goomasla of a4rm take| on ymi^ to^^ master*s 

in at^ on the widow a 
(Joietabaee), or any 

■ - ^ -other 
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cit^ servant than ,tbe lady wiahent?^' I%i|ply;f be i» diwpMMd 

Soim offence, or filireninity, it ia^proper to^^poy that peiiqb a^u in the atq’yicff 
^ prom the alwve replies, the RePdent wa|4p|W ^ whcda. 

‘ '' , , , ^ , _ ■ ; ^ _ -'■■'■li.vy' '■■- ' ■ ■ 

•’ "— -T"« r- r — — . r'- 

''aC' ■■"' . ' v- - . 

■ TnANSLATB of a Yad from the Resident, No. X48, dated the ioffi Febi^ty iaoX, 

to"hi8 Uighne88"dM"(|Bek^sr. 

In reply to the ReaidenVa yad, dated the Ist instant, a yad» together w|^ en> 

closures, has been received, dated the 4tb moon <ff RuldSl Ahknr,i S. S. 1^. (d Rebtuaty 
ISfil), submitting, that with refereneeao the obaervanoe^j^ the ** rackdee” eerentonios, in 
cases of females of Brahmin and )|aoian castes being enceinte with their lent chbd,. ^st 
thip ceremoni^ is umally observed, excepting in cases when the husband of such lemale 
happens to die, when this.ceremony is iiever observed, but in cases where the bufbwd is 
only sick, the ceremony in some cases is observed, and in others not, but that there is no 
definite or fixed rule in the case upon this point; and transmitting, for the infitrmatioo of 
tiie Resident, cmBjhs of the examination of Sookul Anoopram of ^e Shree Qodh Bribntin 
eeot, and tboM m the elders of tlie Veesa Land Banians,” upon^his subject. With refer| 
enoe to the above, as the information upon this subject, furnished by the above^iamea 
Sotdrol, is obscure, therefore it is necessary that such explanation be called for ai' to render 
it more clear. i *', 

1st. If any person, froin illness, be in an insensible state, and before liis death, if his wife 
attain her fifth month of gestation, then would it be consistent with the usage of the caste 
to perform the rackdee ceremonies. 

2d. From the day before the Settanee’s parturition being taken into account, she would 
appear to have completed her fifth month of gestation, 10 days before the day of her 
husband’s demise ; and before the death of Bbachurbhaee, about something more than a 
month, it would appear that he was very ill indeed ; therefore, as the Settanee Joietabaee 
had not the rackdee bound round her arm on the fifth month of her gestation, would any 
doubt occur as to her having been pregnant or otherwise. 

The information required above, the Gaekwar Sirkar will be pleased to fiiimish at his 
earliest convenience. 


40. 

Tbxnsuits of a Yad from his Highness the Gaekwar to the Resident, dated 
12 Rubbil Ahkur, S. S. 1251 (14 February 1851). 

A VAD of two paragraphs has been received from the Residency, dated 10 February 1851, 
No. 148, regarding the practice amongst the Wania Brahmins of tying rackdee on a woman 
who may be in her fifth month of pregnancy. As the replies of Anoopram Sookul, formerly 
sent, were ambiguous, and requesting a more explicit reply firom him on the subject; in 
r^y, be it known, that on questioning Anoopram Sookul on the matter, be gave his reply 
as follows: 

1st. It is stated that ' a man is stretched on his deatb^bed ; within a few days of his 
death, his wife comes to her fifth (5) month of pregnancy, is it proper that under such 
mFsomstances the rackdee should be performed ? ’ In reply, 1^ it known, that if tbe busband 
be very ill, the ceremony of rackdee is not performed.” » 

2d. '* It is farther stated, ' that in calculating back from the day of the lady’s (Settanee’s) 
accoudiement, it is discovered that she must nave come to her fifth mouth of pVegnatiny 
about 10 daysbdbre the deathJtf b» husband, and her husband had been very ill for hidre 
than a month before his death, no rackdee is put on at the fifth month. Is tnat a clrcuih- 
stanoe which throws suspicion on the lady’s pregnancy?’ In reply, be it known, that if a 
woman was in her fifth month of pregnancy, it cannot be hid, and though no rackdee is pvt 
on on wccount of the husband’s severe illness, still that would not throw suspicion on tlie 
lady’s prepiancy.” 

The above is the reply made by Anoopram Sookul, copy* of which is here forwarded. 


41. 

TgAN8i:.aTB of a Yad irom tife Resident to his Highness the Guicowar, dated the 

15th February 1851, No. 175. ^ ^ ^ ^ . 

A TAD frmn die Guicowar has heiM received, dated the lOth Mooin of 
8,’fiL 1351 (12 February 1851), butW the information adfforded Bterein 

atfolHi'i - : - — ^ ^ ^ j liiiii'iii'ii'iiiir ''lisii i • ''iiin i'Vlr'i¥r‘-| i-' 'lir 1 1 -Hi'Hiiiieiiiiiiiiii n li li i M Sii jA itLiyiii’ iiiy iiiajiiir'ili|»tilll|^^ 

* The enclosure being of the same umor yiu], translation of the former is W s^ 
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ofJoitabaee Settaiinee not being sufficiently lucid^ furtbe|niid more de|ailed explanation is 
required, as under : . ^ 

1. From the statements of the goomastai df the firm of Hunee Bhugtee, it would appear 
that it is not usual for ladies to leave the house of their husband and go to the house of 
their parents to be accouched, for, at the least, a year after the death of their husbands, 
whereas, from the statements of the settjeeyas of the Veesaland Ban\an sect, it would 
appear that the practice for ladies circumstanced as above, is to remove to their parent’s 
house for the purpose of being delivered ; and as every person must be well acquainted with 
the rule obtaining in their respective sects, therefore, it would appear that the above goo*- 
mastas and setteeyas must have cbnspired together, and intentionally given false information 
upon the above subject. In reply to the Resident’s former yad upon this subject to the 
Mabaraj, requesting to be informed which of the above parlies’ statements should be con- 
sidered as correct, the Maharaj intimated that the settjee’s statement should be considered 
as correct ; thereupon, it is recj^uested that the above goomastas be calfed upon separately to 
explain the discrepancy obtaining in theirs and the above setteeya’s statements upon this 
point, and which should be transmitted for the information of the Resident. 

2. In the yad under acknowledgment, it is stated that it is not usual in respectable 
families for ladies to admit to their friendship and confidence their femalomenials, but this 
reply is not considered tOfbe sufficiently lucid, therefore, it should be explained whether it 
be usual for female servants of the class to which the woman Phunnee would appear to 
belong, in the employ of respectable families, to be admitted to the confidence of tneir mis- 
tresses, and whether such lewants are allowed to touch the person of their mistresses, supply 
water to their mistresses for culina^ and other purposes, to be constantly in attmdance 
upon, and to sleep near them in their bed-rooms. 

3 . In the families of respectable and wealthy Setts, is it usuah after the death of the 
husband, for a servant employed about the house in a low capacity, such as washing clothes; 
fetching water, &c., to be appointed by the moonem goomasta, as a personal attendant upon 
the widow of such Sett, and whether the moorum goomasta would oe justified in doing so, 
and whether it would be consistent with the respectability of such families if such a party 
had been so appointed. 

4 . From the declaration of the goomastas of the firm it would appear that the woman 
Phunnee was admitted to the Settannee’s confidence.” Thus is it stated in the former yad 
of his Highness the Guicowar ; therefore, upon it being desired that these goomastas should 
be called upon to declare from what source they had ascertained the above, and submit such 
explanation for the information of the Resident, such explanation was submitted by his 
Highness the Guicowar to the following purport ; i. e. that as the said woman Phunnee 
used to be sent by the Settannee to the firm for funds, the goomastas, from the dictates of 
their own minds, concluded that this woman enjoyed the said Settannee’s confidence, and 
testified to the same effect. Therefore, it should be explained whether it is the practice, in 
respectable families, for female domestics of the class to which Phunnee belongs to be sent 
by their mistresses for cash, clothes, &c. ; and further, it should be explainea from what 
particular goomasta the Settannee Joitabaee had sent Phunnee to the firm for cash, 
clothes, &c., and the names of the paities who saw the woman Phunnee come to such 
goomasta for the same should also be furnished in writing. 

5 . ** The woman not having been employed upon wages, but only upon food and clothes, 
it cannot be ascertained from what time she had been dischai'ged.” Tnis is the explanation 
given by the goomastas of the firm ; and in the yad received from the Guicowar Sirkar, it 
IS stated that, conseauently, excepting from oWl, no other testimony would appear to be 
procurable to establisn that the woman Phunnee had been dismissed. Whereas the woman 
Phunnee states, that, in Consequence of being ill, she had quitted the service of the said 
Settannee, therefore the goomastas should separately be examined as to who were all 
present when the woman Phunnee had been aismissed ; who had so dismissed her, and 
their conception of the meaning of the words being discharged and the above explana- 
tions should be furnished for the information of the Resident. 

e. Previously to the entertainment of the woman Phunnee in the service of ihe Settannee 
Joitabaee, with which of the goomastas was she living? and after her dismissal from such 
service, with which of the goomastas did she go to live ? The names of the above parties 
should be submitted for the information of the Resident, and particular information should 
be further furnished as to the situations held, and the amount of wages enjoyed by such 
goomastas at the time of the Seetyee’s demise, as also in February 1847 ; as also the situa- 
tions and wages they at the present time enjoy. 

7 . Upon information being desired as to the number of servants usually in attendance 
'Jpon the wife of a Banian of respectability, in reply, it has been submitted that as there are 
no Banians of the Veesaland sect of equal respectability with the late Bliaehurdass Sam- 
muldass, the desired information could not be given ; but as there appeara to be no reason- 
able obstacle against the attainment of full information upon this point, therefore it is 
requested that information be furnished in detail as to the number of servants in respectable 
farnilies in attendance upon a pregnant lady, and the nature of the duties to be performed 
by each and every of such servants. 

8. The Resilient cannot at all understand upon what grounds the remark has been based 
to the effect, that it cannot be ascertained whether or not the Settannee Joitabaee was 
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pe^omi alh the tinaa of her huahand’a deaiitii^’’ beeaa^ of the Punchy 

summary of the impending case, which had been received, with other papers, it is staled that 
at the time of the demise of Sett Bhadatui^aee the Settanee Joitabaee was enmnti^ emd at 
the time of her parturition the necessary arranfl^ments were inade> and that this Baba 
Nafra had admitted ; further the eider Settanee Maba Luscamee Baee would appw to have 
not entertained any suspicion about the Settanee Joitabaee’s pregnancy ; and still further, 
previously to the Buba*s causing it to be rumottred and circulated about tbab the Settanee 
Joitebaee had procured a spurious child, the son of a Meetapoor KaUee> neittmr tW 
Gaekwar Sirkar nor the people of the Settanee’s caste would appm to hav#not entertained 
any suspicion or doubt as to the truth of the Settanee’s peegnam^ ; and the Baba has been 
punished by the Sirkar for having concocted and tried to establish the above falsehood, and 
therefore, under the above circumstances, the Baba cannot now, in any way* have it in hts 
power to advance that the Settanee Joitabaee had not been pregnant ; and further, it would 
appear that the Baba bad previously made every arrangement afa^ the Settanee Jmtabaee’a 
accouchement with the Gaekwar Ssrkar. 

9. After the death of opulent Sowoars, what number of servants are allowed usually to 

attend upon their younger widow, who may chance at the time to be pregnant ? and for the 
purpose of obtaining sudi information, take the case of a Sowcar at Baroda of lesser note 
than was Bhachtur Sammuldass, and what number of servants would be allowed after the 
parturition of such widow had taken place ; and by obtaining information in the above case, 
the number of servants to be allowed in the case of Joitabaee Settanee can easily be 
ascertained. ^ 

10. The number of servants attached to the Settanees Maha Luxamee and Joitabaee 
respectively, after the death of their husband ; the date on which such servants had been 
entertained ; the amount of wages, and the nature of the duties performed by each of them ; 
a statement containing the above particulars should be made out and submitted for the 
information of the Resident 

11. Similar statements as the above should be drawn out of each of the Settanees’ 
respective establishments after their separation from each other, and after being submitted 
to each of them to endorse on them any remarks wiiich they may feel disposed to make 
they should be transmitted to the Resident. Full information on the above points it is 
requested should be furnished as early as possible, to obviate the necessity of making any 
further reference regarding them, and giving trouble to the Maharaj. 


42. 

T&a^sIiAts of a Yad from his Highness the Gaekwar to the Resident, dated the 22d Moon 
of Rubbil Ahkur, S. S., 1261 (23 February 1861). 

A YAD from the Resident has been received, No. 176, and dated the 16th instant, and 
as it is therein stated that the explanations submitted in our former yad regarding the case 
of Joitabaee Settanee were not sufficiently lucid, the subjoined further detailed particulars 
are submitted in eleven paragraphs for the Resident’s information, viz. : 

Paca.. 1. The Resident asks tlie reason of the discrepancy between the statements of the 
goomastas of the firm of Hurree Bhucktee and the writing of the Setteeyas, and suggesting 
that the several goomastas should be separately examined upon this point, and their dep^ 
sitions furnished. In accordance with the above suggestion, the goomastas of the said 
firm were separately examined, and the copies of their respective depositions are with this 
yad transmitted, and from the perusal of these depositions it will appear that the whole of 
the goomastas does not belong to the Settjee’s caste, and consequently the information 
submitted by them is in accordance with their own respective notions, and not acoordiiig 
to the Wywut and the Dbacklass ” of the case, and they now coincide in the opinione 
on the subject given by the Setteeyas of the caste, consequently such opinions as have been 
given by the latter as to the usage of the caste it is advisable to be guided by. 

Para. 2. In the second paragraph, the Resident writes as follows: In the yad which 
had been received, it is stated that it is unusual for the females of respectable families to 
have friendship with their menials, but this does not appear to be true, &c. but as the 
above had not been advanced in the Sirkar’s yad, we are at a loss to find out why the 
Resident had attributed it to this Sirkar; but never mind. Farther on, the Sahib writes, 

Are females of the same standing os Phunnee, employed by the families of respectable 
parties, admitted to their mistress* confidence and friendship, and are females of the standing 
of this woman Phunnee permitted to touch the person of their mistress, to give water for 
culinary purposes, to be in constant attendance, and to sleep with their mistress in the same 
bed*room ?” Upon interrogating the parucks, they declared that it is not usual for menials 
to be confided in by their mistresses, but that so long as such menials discharm their 
duties to the satisfaction of their employers', they are treated with kindness; and wnen the 
mistress bathes, should assistance be required, females of the class to which Phupite 
betongs are generally called upon to afford such; and with reference to such females % 
Phunnee assisting in cooking, and being present to give water, and sleeping in the same 
roem wi& the mistress, &c., it is not customarv ; but i^ould the mistiess give m 
in the above case, for the servant to disobey such orders is not usual. 

Farm 3. 
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Fftra 8. Basi^ktit, in iha third |iai^0mph, ai^ «hetheri upon tfie doatli of my 
iMpeulabb lea^ a wicbw^ ii^t proper Kbr tihe moonim goauuiBU to «p^ 

a low menial to in peiaonai aitendanee upon such wktow^ atd is the doing so oakulated 
to maintain the respectability of such widow ? In reply to thisi be it known/ that ^n eon- 
suiting respectable Sowcars upon this point, they declare that so long as the Settjee be 
aike, the entertainment of servants to wait umd the Settannee re^ with the pleasure of 
the Settannee and the Setjee, and the moontm W nothing to do with it ; but after the death 
of the Settjee, it has never transpired that the moonim entertained any female attendants 
to tend upon 4he Settannee without the concurrence of the Settannee ; aui^ that, therefore, 
that they were at a loss to give answer upon this point. 

Para. 4 . In the fourth paragraph the Resident wishes to know whether it be usual for 
the wife of a respectable Settjee to send a woman of the standing of the woman Pltunneeto 
the goomasta to ask for dothes, cash, &c. Having inquired of the Sowcars, they bave declared 
that there is no rule upon this point, because, accoraing to the arrangements made, many 
things are from time to time required by the Settannee, and, upon some oceasions, should 
the Settannee be in want of any particular thing ; L e. money, clothes, &c., a goomasta 
kidtnatgar, or a female menial, whichever of them may be at the lima near, is dispatched 
to the firm for them. Further on the Resident writes, Ascertain and fUrnish the name of 
the goomasta from whom it might appear the Settannee Joitabaee had sent the woman 
Phunnee for things.” Upon this subject, the goomastas, Keeleedar Bhyejee Gbailla and 
Bappoojee Koobair, being examined, two copies of the depositions given by them are 
herewith submitted, aq^d from which it would appear that the woman Phunnee used to 
come on the part of the Settannee Joitabaee to ask for trifling sums, but it not being usual 
to enter upon the books such trifling disbursements, therefore these sums had not been 
entered upon the books. 

Para. 5. In the fifth paragiaph, the Resident writes, Phunnee was not entertained upon N.B , — I see in 

wages, she used only to get food and clothing, therefore I cannot say when she was dis- Baba Nafra's ac- 
charged this is the goomasta’a statement ; therefore, besides what was stated by word of counts of his 
mouUi, no other proofe would appear to obtain regardmg this woman’s dismissal, and which disbursements on 
appears from the yad which has been received, but from the statement of Phunnee it would account of the 
appear that she quitted her place in consequence of being sick; therefore the parties who 45 rupees paid 
may have heard of Phunnee's being discharged, and any other proofs upon tnis subject, unnee. 
together with the meaning of the words ‘ being discharged,’ should be ascertained by the 
examination of the goomastas of the firm separately, and furnished for my information.” 

With reference to this, upon interrogating the goomastas of the firm separately, in their 
reply they state that for two or three days the woman F^hunnee did not attend to her duties 
at Joutabaee Settannee’s, and that she had remained at the house of Meetalall, whose bro- 
ther had died, and that for this reason the Settannee had dismissed her, and that this at the 
time was talked of at the firm, but who had spoken about it, and who were present at the 
time, they state that they do not now recollect. Copies of the above parties’ depositions 
upon this subject accompanies this yad, and from the perusal of which the subject will become 
understood. 

Para. 6. ** The woman Phunnee, previously to her being entertained by the Settannee 
Joutabaee, with what goomastas was she engaged ? and after her leaving the Settannee, with 
whom was she residing? the names of the above two parties should be furnished ; and at 
the time of the Settjee’s death, in the month of February 1847 , and at present, liow are the 
above goomastas employed, and on the above three occasions what pay used they to enjoy ? 
this information is particularly required by the Resident.” Thus the Sahib writes, and 
upon this subject the goomastas had been formerly examined, as also at present, but it 
cannot be ascertained with what goomastas the woman Phunnee had been living previously 
to her joining the Settannee’s service, or with whom after she had left her place, conse- 
quently the names of the goomastas inquired by the Resident are not famished ; but if it 
had been ascertained with whom this woman Phunnee had been residing previously to her 
taking service with the Settannee and after she had quitted, the names of the parties and 
ftie nature bf the gcomasta’s services, and the amount of pay enjoyed by these goomastas, 
would have, as cdled for by the Resident, been furnished in detail, but it cannot be ascer- 
tained from the inquiries set on foot which of the goomastas this woman was living with. 

Para. 7. “ The number of attendants necessary to be with the wife of a great person who 
may be enceinte^ there can be no difficulty in ascertaining, therefore the number of parties 
who should be present, and the nature of the work to be performed by each, should, in 
detail, be furnished.” Thus the Resident writes, and upon the Sowcars being consulted upon 
this subject, they state that the females who may have been in attendance upon the Settau- 
nee also wait upon her during the period of her pregnancy, and that it is not usual to enter- 
tain extra parties upon such occasiorts ; and in the service of the Settannee from one to four 
or five attendants are employed, and the nature of their duties are to dress her hair, rub and 

shampoo” the Settannee^s arms and legs, to dress the Settannee, assist the Settannee at 
the bath, fee., and to do anything else vrhicn the Settannee may be pleased to order them. 

Paiu. 3 . It has not been ascertained whether the younger Settannee, Joeetabaee, was 
encebite Vit iht time of her husband’s death.” Thus the Resident having written, I beg to 
Observe thdt thi#p6int had not been mooted in the Sirkar’s former yad, and the Sahib now 
Writes to the above effeetj, consequently it has been a source of much sorrow to this Sirkar 
thkt the substance of the information furnished in the yad from this Sirkar is not taken into 
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consideration, but other and irrelevant subjects are brought forward ; therefore, if such be 
continued, at some time or other a true and just affitir of this Sirkar will be liable to a 
misconstruction by the Resident, therefore it is requested that the Kesident will always 
have the kindness maturely to consider all yads the Sirkar may from time to time send^ 

Para. 9. After the death of a great Sowcar, should the younger widow be delivered of 
a son, how many parties usually attend upon her? this information should be furnished; 
and for the purpose of obtaining it, take the case of a Sowcar of a lesser standing than 
Bhachiir Sammul, whose wife may be so circumstanced, and fiom the number of parties 
entertained by this woman it can ne easily concluded the number which should have been 
employed by the Settannee Joeeta Baee/’ Thus the Sahib having written, upon inquiring of 
the great Sowcars and the lesser ones, they declare that in their caste in no any one case 
has a woman been confined after the death of her husband, but that upon the parturition of 
the elder or }*ounger Settannee during the husband’s lifetime, independently of the midwife, 
two or three servants or female relatives attend her. 

Para. 10. After the demise of the Sett, how many servants were there in attendance 
upon Settannee Maha Luxamee Baee, and Settannee Joeeta Baee, and from what period 
were they entertained, and what amount of wages did they respectively receive, and what 
was the nature of the business they were called upon to perform ? the detailed particulars of 
the above should be submitted.” Thus it being written, agreeably to the Sahib’s desire, 
the detailed particulars, contained upon a separate statement, is sent with this yad, and 
from the perusal of which the subject will become elucidated. 

Para. 11. ‘‘ After Joetabaee Settannee had separated herself from Maha Luxamee Settan* 
nee, how many servants were in the employ of Maha Luxamee Settannee, and how many with 
Joetabaee Settannee ? this should be ascertained, and separate statements drawn up em- 
bodying the necessary information, and furnished, after being first submitted to the inspection 
of both the Settannees.” Thus the Sahib having ordered, both the statements have been 
prepared, and after having been submitted for the inspection of both the Settannees respec* 
lively, agreeably to the Settannee’s dictation, endorsements have been thereupon made, and 
are transmitted with this yad, and from its perusal the subject will become elucidated. 

From the above paragraphs, the subject will become elucidated. 


Enclosure 1 to the above Yad, from his Highness. 

Translate of the Examination of the Goomastas of the Firm of Hurree Bhucktee, i. e., 
Peetambur Sewlall, Itcharam Venarsee, Bhyejee Ghailla and Damother Dullub, taken 
by the Durbar on Maha Vud 8, St. 1907 (23 February 1861). 

Quesiion, At your former examination on (date not inserted), you stated that for a year 
after the husband’s death it is not usual for the widow to go to the house of her parents 
for the purpose of being accouched, whereas the Setteeyas of the Veesaland Banians give 
it as their opinion that it is customary for the widows to go and be confined at the house 
of their parents ; therefore you are required to explain the reason why you had given the 
opinion recorded above ? 

Answer of Peetambur Sewlall . — At the least, the widow after the death of her husband, 
for a year, should not show her face outside of her house, within %vhich period if her 
accouchement draws ni^h, should this woman be permitted to exercise her own pleasure, 
and if her parents and friends attend to assist at her parturition, then, decidedly, it is not 
customaiy for her to go to the house of her parents to be accouched, but should she not be 
permitted the above indulgences at the house of her husband’s friends, then it is optional 
with her for to go to her parents, or remain and be confined at her husband’s house. But 
after the death of the husband, the cases are few and far between where the widows being 
left enceinte have been accouched after their husband’s death, and since such cases but 
seldom occur, therefore as to where the widow goes to be confined have not often occurred, 
and consequently I do not possess full information upon this subject, but in the majority of 
cases, it upnolds the practice of not showing their faces outside their own houses. Widows 
so circumstanced generally do not go to be accouched at the house of their parents.” I, 
from my own judgment in the matter, had formerly given the opinion to the above effect, 
but as to the rules of the caste upon this subject, tlie Setteeyas of the caste should be better 
acquainted with. 

(signed) Peetambur Sewlall^ in his own bandwriting. 

Anstver of Itcharam Vennarsee . — I do not belong to my Settjee’s caste, the Settjee being 
a ‘‘Veesaland,” whereas I am an “ Ahnaedabad Kunbie,” but from myself and my fore- 
fathers haying been brought up amongst refpectable families, consequently taking into 
consideration the high standing of the mttjee, 1 was induced to give it as my opinion that, 
at the least, for a year the widow of such a respectable person should notquit her husband’s 
house for a year, and this my opinion was founded upon my own personal notions of things; 
but regarding the caste rules upon this point, the caste “ Setteeyas ” are the most competent 

judges, 
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judges^ therefore what they may have stated the subject must be correct^ i^nd as for 
the opinion iipou the subject advanced by msi it was^ as above stated, from what I fancied 
should be the usage to he adopted. 

(signed) Itcharam Vurmarsee. 

Answer of Bhygee Qhcdllah.^l do not belong to the Setts castCi I being a Seemalleeya 
Banian/^ whereas the Settjee . was a Veesaland Banian/’ therefore the usage of tne 
Settjee’s casta people should be known to the Settjee’s caste Setteeps/’ As for the practice 
amongst my caste, any woman losing her husband, for a year after the Recurrence she is not 
permitted to show her face outside of her house, and this practice qbtains both with the 
rich and poor members of the caste ; and as the Settee’s family great respectability, 
I took this circumstance into consideration and pve in my opinion upcordingly ; but up to 
the present time, no cfise bad ever occurred to ray knowledge where the widow had been 
accouched after the death of her husband, and consequently the opinion upon this subject 
given by the Setteeyas of the Settjee’s caste as to the practice in vogue with reference to 
this subject must be correct. 

(signed) Bhyejst Qhailalh 

Amwtr of Damother DAttUuWoss.— -The Settjee was a Veesaland ’* and I am a Vydo ” 
Banian, consequently the rules obtaining amongst the Settjee’s caste people, the Setteeyas’' 
of the Settjee’s caste should know ; but in my caste any woman who loses her husband, for 
a year after the event she does not show her face outside of her house, and further the 
accouchem^t dr widows have not often taken place to my knowledge, therefore nothing 
^lehnite can b^^^vanced by me regarding the practice in vogue ; but as for such females 
going to tkeliot^ of their parents, or husband^s family’s house for the purpose of being 
accouched, depends upon their own pleasure, because if they be permitted to exercise a will 
of their own by the husband’s family, and if their parents ai^ permitted to come and assist 
them upon such occasions, and further, if the parents are not in affluent circumstances, then 
they generally are accouched at the house of their husband’s family, otherwise they go to 
the house of their parents upon such occasions ; therefore such being the rule, and as the 
Settjee’s name was great, and it not being usual for the widow to leave the house for a year, 
I, from my own views of the case, gave in my opinion ; but the rules of their caste, as denned 
by their caste Setteeyas, must decidedly be correct. 

(signed) Damother Dhullah 

(True copy.) 


Enclosure 2 to the foregoing Yad . — Vide para. 10. 


Translats of a Statement of the Parties in the Employ of both the Settannees daring the lifetime of the Sett Parruck 
Bhachur Bhaee Sammuldass, sent as an Enclosure to the Durbar's Yad, dated 24 February 1851. 


No. 

NAMES. 

Date of Engagement* 

Rate of Pay. 

Nature of Dutiee, Ac, 

1. 

Kedmutgar Ooko 

- - an old servant of 
many years. 

8 rupees - 

- - When the Settannees were living together 
these two kedmutgars used conjointly to do all 
kinds of work for them, and when the Set- 
tannees nsed to go out, the kedmutgars present 

2. 

Ditto • " Jhetto” 

- ditto - - - 

- ditto • 

used to accompany their suwurree. 

3. 

Woman Hurree” - 

- ditto - . - 

--food, clothes 
and 7 rupees per 
annum. 

- - Used to wait upon both the Settannees and 
do the business or a slave-girl, wash clothes, 
&c. &c. 

4. 

Four sepahees • 

- - by turns, therefore 
date not given. 


- - When both the Settannees nsed to live to- 
gether, one guard used to wait upon them, and 
when either of the Settanneie’i suwarree used 
to go out, the sepahees from the Daveeree used 
to accompany it 


JV.D.-»-Dartug the Sett’s lifetime the above parties were in service, and this both the Settannees admit, and declare 
that they have nothing further to urge. 

Dated Maha Vud 0th, S. 1907 (24 February 1861). 


Ai 
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Enclosure 3 to the foregoing Yad.—Fufc para. 11 • 


Translatb of a Statement of the Parties in the Employ of Settannee Joutabaee after the Demise of her Husband 
Parruck Bhachur Samuldass, sent as an Enclosure to the Durbar’s Yad, dated 24 February 1851. 


No. 

NAMES. 

Date on which Ensigcd. 

Hate of Bi^y. 

NitiiTe of Datiei, Ac. 

1. 

Kidmutgar Hurks - 
and Ameechund - 

during Sett’s lifetime 
• ditto - - . 

1 

3 rupees - •"! 

- ditto • -J 

T- - Servant of all work, and in personal ntteud- 
ance upon the Settannee, and accompanying 
abo the snwarree. This person being an old 
servant, the date upon which he had been en- 
tertained must be in the Khangee, but many 
years having elapsed, at present not forth- 
Icoming. 

2 . 

j 

1 

Woman Phunnee - 

- ditto - 

food and clothes 

- - This woman Phunnee used to work at the 
firm, and lately for a short time had been at- 
tached to the Settannee’sdRiite, when she used 
to do all kinds of work, and after her dismissal 
from the Settannee’s she had been continued in 
her former employment at the firm. 

3. 

Four sepahees - 

- - these parties being 
constantly changea, 
therefore the dates on 
which they had been 
entertained have not 
been inserted. 


- - One guard at the Settannee’s, and to accom- 
pany the Settaimee’s snwarree. 


N.B , — This Settannee, after the demise of the Sett, her husband, had separated herself; and from which time the 
above parties have been in attendance upon her ; and when, however, further assistance was required, the sepahees 
from the firm used to be called in ; but these latter sepahees were not exclusively made over to her suite. 


Declaration of the Settannee Joutabaee. 

Two kidmutgars used to be in attendance upon one, but one of them, Hurks,” died, and consequent upon Ahme- 
chund having gone to his home, Jaychund, who had been employed in his place, is still continued; Phunnee had 
never been in m;^ employ ; Ghunga is at present in my employ, and had been engaged from the time of Moteelall’s 
birth ; one guard attends upon me, and the sepahees of the Daveree” accompany my suwaree. 

Dated Maha Vud 9th, 8. 1907 (24 February 1861.) 


Translate of a Statement of the Parties in the Employ of Settannee Maha Luxamee Baee, after the Death of her 
Husband Parruck Bhachur Sammuldass, sent as an Enclosure to a Yad from the Durbar, dated 24 February 1861. 


No. 

NAMES. 

Date on which Employed, 

Rite of Piy. 

Nitnre of Duties, &c. 

1. 

Kedmutgar “Ooko” 

during Sett’s lifetime 

i 

3 rupees - 

- - This individual is a personal attendant, and 
in constant attendance upon the Settannee, and 
a servant of all work accompanying the Set- 
tannee when she goes out, &c. ^uiedateon 
which this individual had been entertained, he 
being a very old servant, must be noticed in 
the Khangee,” but at the present time cannot 
be found. 

2. 

Woman Harree 

- ditto - 

- - food, clothes 
and 7 rupees a 
year. 

- - Discharges the duties of ** koonbim,” wait- 
ing-woman to the Settannee, washes clothes, 
accompanies the Settannee’s suwarree, and does 
other work. 

8. 

Four sepahees - 

- - these parties being 
constantly removea, 
the date of Aeir en- 
gagement cannot be 
fixed. 


- - Mount guard by turns, and accompany the 
Settannee’s suwarree, and do other work usual 
with sepahees to do. 


— Indenendently of the above Nemn 00 k employes of the Settannee, after the birth of Piirsbotura Bbaee, 
three additional Kedmutgars were entertained to wait upon him, and, when necessary, they also used to do the 
Settarmee’s business after the demise of the Settjee; 13 days afterwards both the Suttaniiees separated, and ft^m 
which time the above-mentioned sepahees used to be in attendance upon the Settannee, and, when required, other 
sepahees from the firm used to go and assist. But these latter sepahees were not exclusively made over to wait upon 
the Settannee. The above information has been gathered from inquiries made at the firm. 

The elder Settannee declares that the parties enumerated above are in her eniplbyment, and that she has nothing 
further to add. 

Dated Maha Vud 9th, S. 1907 (Monday, 24 February 1861). 


43. TiuksUTB 
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43 . 

Thamsjlats of a Yad from the Resident to bis Highnc^ss the Gaekwar, dated the 

22d February 1851, No. 210. 

Iv the case of Jeutabaee Settannee^ the widow of Bhachurbhaee Sammuldass, informa- 
tion upon the following points^ as to what^ according to the general Hindoo custom^ or that 
of Jeutabaee^B caste, is considered necessary ; via. 

1st How many months is a lady’s pregnancy supposed to exist ? 

2d. Suppose a lady is delivered on the Ist May 1861, on what day is it supposed 
that she Wd been impregnated ? 

3d. On what date, suppose the lady been delivered on the date above specified, 
would idle be supposed to have come to her fifth, and what date to her seventh montti ; 
and in what way do pregnant ladies reckon, or by what rule do they calculate that it is 

E r time to perform the ceremonies of the fifth and seventh month, t. e. Punch 
a” and ^^Sath Massa.” 

4ith. In calculating the time of their confinement, how do they fix the date of their 
impregnation? 

atib* What ate all the ceremonies which it is proper for a pregnant lady to perform 
at the fiAh and seventh month of pregnancy ? 

From what is above written, the Gaekw^ar Sirkar will be informed of the nature of the 
information required by the Resident, and it is requested that the same be expedited. 


Translate of the Examination of Bappoojie Koobair Kiliadar Nisbut, the Firm of 
Sammul Bbucktee. in Maha Vud 8th, Sunrvut 1907 (23 February 13151). 

Question. In your former deposHioii, you stated that from the dictates of your own mind 
you advanced that the woman Phunnee was a confidential servant, because she used on the 
part of the Settanee Joitabaee to come to the firm for clothes, money, 8lc. ; you being the 
kiliadar, are requested to state whether it be usual for ii woman of the class to which 
Phunnee belongs, who might be employed by any other Settanee, to be sent for clothes, 
money, 8lc. ; and further, at what time and under what oircumstances did the said woman 
Phunnee come for the clothes, money, 8ic« on |lie part of the younger Settanee : if you are 
aware, you should state The daily expenses were taken from the firm of Hurry 

Bhucktee, consequently the occasions and under what circumstances she used to come for 
money cannot be ascertained from our firm. It is true that I used to see her come to and 
fro, to which effect I have oertified in my former deposition ; and further, every male or 
female servant employed by any Settanee is of course expected to obey the orders of his or 
her mistress, whatever they may be. 


Translate of the Examination of Bhyejee Ghaillah Kiliadar Nisbut Hurree 

Bbucklee Panuch. 

Qmtiam In your former deposition you stated that the woman Phunnee was a servant 
of Joitabaee’s, and used, on the part of the Settannee, to come to the firm for clothes, 
money, &€., therefore you mentioned her as being a confidential servant ; explain from 
whom the Settannee Joitabaee used to send for the things, and under what circumstances 
such things were taken away? — Answer. I being the killedar of the firm of Hurree 
Bhucktee^ any trifling sums required by the younger Settannee Joitabaee, she used to 
send the woman Phunnee to me tor; and upon any large sum being required by her, the 
Baba used to be informed of the same, and a goomasta used to be sent with it. Phunnee 
used only to come for trifling sums of money, which I used to let her have ; and conse- 
quently i mentioned the same in my former statement. 

On what occasions and under what circumstances did you give money to Phunnee: you 
should point out in the chopras ? — No great amount used to be given to Phunnee, but she 
used to only have trifling sums given to her ; consequently it is not usual, with such trivial 
sums, for the names of the parties through whom they were disbursed to be entered upon 
the chopras. 

Amonnst such opulent and great people, if a woman of the description of Phunnee be 
aihployed as a servant, is it usual to send for money. See. thiough suen a person ? — People 
who are employed as servants are expected to do anything they are told, and if it be neces- 
sary to send them for money, they are expected to go for the same. This being the 
practice, in the same manner Phunnee used, by the orders of the S^tmmee, when necessary, 
to come for sundry trifling sums of money to the firm. 

(signed) M, Sattye, 

Assistant Resident. 


5 ^ 
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Teanslation of the Examination of the Goomastha, of the Firm of Hurree BhugieOi dated- 

Movud 8th, 1907 (23 February 1861). 

Question. You having? formerly depoaed that consequent upon the woman Phunnee not 
having been remunerated with money, but merely with food and clothes, the date of her 
discharge from the service of Joitabaee Settanee cannot be ascertained ; therefore you are 
required lo state particularly from what source and at what place you learnt of her being 
dismissed, and to name the parties in whose presence the am>Ve had been communicated 
to you ? 

N.B , — The above question being put to each of the sevemi goomastas separately, their 
respective answers are recorded seriatim^ as follows : — 

1. Answer of Ooomashia Keela Lulloo.^When it was ascertained that Joiteebaee Settanee 
had been accouched at this time, the woman Phunnee was in the service of the younger 
Settanee ; and subsequently, within the space of one month’s time— -the day and 
date I do not know, but it was rumoured at the firm that consequent upon the woman 
Phunnee absenting herself from her duties at the younger Settanee’s, for the purpose 
of assisting for two or three days at the house of Meetalal, whose brotlier had died^ 
and who had no person^ lo assist at his house, that the Settanee had dismissed her 
from her service. At this time the Settanee was living at the house of her father. 
To the above effect did I hear rumoured, but from what particular individual, or under 
what circumstances, and what parties were at the time present, I do not recollect; but 
having heard the above when the whole of the goomastas were being interrogated by 
the Sirkar, I made the same known; but I did not institiiie any inquiries at the time 
to ascertain the truth or otherwise of the above mmour, and 1 merely repeated what I had 
heard. 

(signed) Keela Lulloo. 

2. Goomasta Itcharam Vunarsee^ Answer . — I was, at the time of the Setjee’s death, 
absent upon some business of the Setjee at Bhowungjee, from which place, whea I arrived 
at Ahmed, I heard about Joiteebaee Settanee having been delivered of a son; and about 
eight months afterwards I arrived at Baroda; conseqiienlly, I know nothing of what had 
taken place rei^rdiiig this woman Phunnee before my return. 

Question. Since you plead ignorance of what had taken place in this affair, what caused 
you to depose to such facts as are contained in your former deposition? — The deposition 
referred to was taken from the whole of the goomastas conjointly ; therefore, what I heard, 
the whole of the goomastas talking about |pis affair I also deposed to ; but I did not so 
depose from my own knowledge of what had transpired. The particulars are as above. 

(signed) Itcharum Vuransee. 

3. Answer of Lulloo Dhulluchund.^X having been employed at the above firm as a* 
goomashta, to keep an account of the daily' expenses, consequently I know that the 
woman Phunnee had been employed at the younger Settanee Joiteebaee’s, and about 
15 or 20 days after the said Settanee had been delivered of a son at the house of her 
parents, it was at the firm rumoured that Meetalal’s brother having died, the woman 
Phunnee had attended there for about two or three days, and that therefore she was 
unable to attend jto her duties at the Settanee’s, and that therefore she had been 
dismissed. This I learnt at the firm ; but three years having since elapsed, and further, 
any one who pleased came to the firm. It being a large one, many goomashtas are 
employed in it, and whatever rumour they hear is generally here repeated, but not re- 
corded; therefore I do not recollect who mentioned the above to me, nor in whose pre- 
sence it had been mentioned to me. Since I had heard the affair I spoke about it, when 
questioned by the Sirkar; but I am unacquainted with the proofs as to its truth or 
otherwise. 

(signed) Lulloo Dhulluchund^ 

^4. Answer of Dhajee Rvgnath, — Phunnee was in the service of the younger Settanee, 
and when the .Settanee Joiteebaee had removed to the house of her parents, for the 
purpose of bdng confined, Phunnee accompanied her. Subsequently it was made known 
that the Settanee had given birth to a son, mid 15 or 20 days afterwards it was 
rumoured that Mutalal’s brother had died, and that therefore the woman Phunnee 
had gone to assist at the house of the said Mutalal, and that therefore, as she was 
unable to also attend at the Settanee’s, the said Settanee had dismissed her. A rumour 
to the above effect at the time I heard at the firm; but three years have since elapsed, 
consequently I do not recollect the names of the other goomashtas who vvere present 
when I heard the above rumour at the firm; neuiier ao i lecuuect who it was wiiu 
first circulated the above rumour, or the name of the party from whom I heard it. The 
younger Settanee being at the time at the house of her parents, I do not recollect the name 
of the party who had brought the news to the firm. Upon the above subject the Sirkar 
took my deposition in last Post Vud 14tb, St. 1907 (27th January 1851), on which occasion 
I made known the above rumour which 1 bad heard ; but I know not the truth or otherwise 
of such rumour. 

(signed) Ruggoo^ath. 

5. Answer 
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. 6. Attswer tff JBhtfgee GhftUlah.-^'Phunnee woman accompanied Joitabaee Settanee to 
tbe house of bar parentof and about 16 or 80 days after I had beard about her having had 
a son, it was rumoured at the 6rm that JoetabaeS Settanee had dismissed the woman Pbhnnee 
from the service ; l>ut I ^did not ascertain for wbatres^on she heul been so dismissed, bieither 
do I lecoUect the 'party froto'wbom X heard the atovev ruhlour, or the parties who were 
present at the time, becaoi«n|bout tlwee years have since efatp8ed,attd at the drm toere being 
many goomastas, any rumohUjvfaich each may have heahl is commiiiiiDated to one anotoer; 
besides, the aboyif was noi iiipli^ such weight as ' to cause the proofs regarding it to be 

comtodted to writing or retora^ in one’s memory. Tbetetore, what 1 bad id: the time lieard, 
upon recollecting, when emmined by tlte Sirkar, I made known ; further 1 recollect nothing 
regarding this anair.' 

* (signed) GhtdUak* 

6. iXnniwr of Damodur ‘Immediately after the Settjee’s death the %onian 

Phunnee was attached to the service of 'the Settanee Joitabaee, from which time she coii> 
tinned in the said Settanee’s service; and when tli^ younger Settanee had removed to the 
house of her parents for the purpose of being confined, she also accompanied her. Eighteen 
or twenty days afterwards — the day and date 1 do not recollect, but about this time a 
rumour obtained at the firm to the efiPect that the brother of Goumashta Meetharam had 
died, and that the wbmah PhunneC having assisted for two or ihret days at the house of the 
said Meetharam she was unable to attend at the Settanee’s, and that for this reason the 
Settanee had dismissed her ftom her service. The above rumour I heard, but from what 
particular party, at wbat time, and in whose presence it bad been mentioned to me, three 
years having since elapsed, I at present cannot rbcall to my recollection so as to be enabled 
to meniion ^ir names, 

(signed) Damodur Doolluh. 

7. An$w«T ^ Bapocjm Kooburdas.'^l do not perfectly know for what reason and under 
what circumstances the woman Phunnee was dismissed.'but nt the time the deposition was 
being taken, the whole of the goomasbtas commenced talking about what they had beard 
amongst thems^ves about the affair, and consequently I also made known what 1 had also 
beard. 

’ (signed) Bapoyee KodburdoM. 

8. Annoer of Dulputram Ktsowdas.-^Ahout three years ago the Settanee Joietabaee was 

living at the house of her parents, and tlie woman Phunnee accompanied her for the pur> 
pose of assisting her at her accoucbemeni. About a month afterwards the following rumour 
was circulated at the firm that the brother of died, and as Phunnee became 

acquainted with Meethalal from iivpig in the same neighbourhood, she remained therefor 
two or three days, for the purpose of rendering assistance, and therefore she was unable to 
attend the Settanee’s, and tnat for this the said Settanee bad dismissed her from her 
service ; a rumour to the above effect I heard at the firm, but from whotii or in whose pre- 
sence such rumour had been communicated to me. from the length of time intervening, I do 
not recollect, because there are many goomashtas at the firm, and whatever each of them 
hears, they generally repeat; therefore if a person be seated at the firm be cannot help 
hearing the same; in the above manner, what I bad heard I madp known when my depo- 
sition was formerly taken, but any further particulars, as to its truth, 1 kpow not. 

« (signed) Dulputram Kesowdw. , 


44. 

Tbakslate of a Yad from his Highness the Guikwar to the Resident; dated the SSd 
' Moon tff Rubbil Abkur, S. S. 1281 (26 February 1851). 

A YAD of five paras, regarding the case of Joitabaee Settanee, dated the 22d instant. No. 
810, has been received from the Residency, and the reply thereto in detail is as follows 

Para. 1. ** For what length of time is a woman supposed to be with chHd previously to 
her being delivered”? — ^This the Sahib having written, 1 beg to submit Uiut the u»uid‘ 
period that the child is supposed to remain in the womb is nine months, and in the tep^ ’ 
month for it to be brought forth ; but there are many cases in which famales are pccoucp^ 
in the seventh, eighth, and eleventh months of gestation. 

Para. 8. “ If a woman be accouched on tlte ist May 1861, wHen will it be reckoned 
that t^ had been impregnated”? — ^lltus it being written, I b^ with referenoe to this to 
submit that, allowing the woman to have been pregnant for nine months, i:adk|inii^;. back 
froto the date given above, it would appear that the woman must have beam ijlapreguated 
ot) the 1st Augout 1860. ' 

Pure, g, ** If a woman be accouched nn the dpte given abo've, on atbaf dsite roust she 
have aitived pfc bta- fifth and seventh months of gestation, and by ndiitt do such 

temates of having attained ihi above months, fur tlte pui|mse of observing 

neccMary ctireindnies” ?— Thus it being whtton, be it known, that eaglahation ha# been 

f ;iven upon tgis ppint in , the 2d pma. t. e. that by reckoning bacb from the date of de- 
ivery, the tioto whc A s^^ fifth and seventh months is sscertaiqed, and in cases 

5t)0, 4Q of 
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of females who have had their tisual courada^ such fe|mfe ^ i^elatiwi reckon the time 
of her pregnaiicy from the month in which such cborseii to floiv ; aed hy^ 

the same meatiB» as also from the said famale^s l^rsooaA a^^peatani^^ AM 
tatibn if ascei^iiiedi and IVom ,thc'abb?e means the iiecidssary Ceipeij^ 
seventh iftoliths are fixed upon and observed^ /» > s < ! - ^ 

Para. 4v ^^Ifow do ptegnant females, by teckold^^^^ U|e meath of 
determiae the exact date in which thi^ bad^ hepn impr^nateiiil ** 
ahbfe, I beg to submit that the exa^^^date 
iheekidanattofi upon this isvgiven^id'ihe 

I^ra. 6. ^ All that is necessary for piegnant femii^ pterin in the l^th 
months of their pregnancy should in detail he submUtedt^'r-rWith^prfii^ah^ 
it known, that amongst the Qooiterattee people, in canes of females btdnc pr^dant for 
the first time, the ‘‘rbackdee bhundan^’ ceremony iS performed, and if ii l>e their plea* 
sure they either feast the eaate or their friends only; and after the sixth modtli^ 
seventh and eighth months the *'abgunn<^*' cerenoohy is formed, by filimg the said j^ale^s 
lap with sweets, &c. ; upon this oecMsion the caste is generally feasted, but in certain ^ses 
where the parries have not the means, the rhadkdee bhundan** and the ^^ahgnnnee ** 
ceremonies are performed at one and rife sapae occasion. ^ 

From wnpt is stated in the above five paras.. the Siibjeei will be nhdhrstood. 


45 . 

Translate of a Yad from the Resident to his Highness the Guikowar, dated the 
^ 1st March 1861. 

Ik the investigation of the finding case of Joitabaee Settanee, the want of the deposition 
of Landbaee is considered an obstacle to the above purport ; formerly many ynds had be^n 
received from the Guikwar, subsequently however the deposition of the said Landbaee 
would appear to have been taken by the Guikwar Sirkar, and consequent thereupon 
Joitabee cettanee having petitioned the Bombay Government, the orders of the said 
Government had been received; but after the invi stigutioii of the case of Joitabaee Set- 
lanee, the reason why the said deposition of Landbaee, taken by the Guikwar Sirkar, had 
not accompanied the rest of the papers connected with this case which had been irans* 
initted to the residency, the Resident is at a loss to undersiand, and there it is 
requested that the transmission to the Resident of the said deposition in original be 
expedited. 


46. 

Translate of a Yad from his Highness the Guikowar to the Resident, dated 30th 
Rubbed Ahkur, S. S. 1251 (4 March 1851). 

A YAD from the Resident, dated 1st March 1851, No. 231, has been received, in 
which it is stated that at (he investigation of the case of Joitabaee the deposition of 
Landbaee had been taken bv the Sirkar, and that the Resident cannot understand why 
the said original deposition had not accompanied the rest of the papers connected with 
this case, which had been transmitted to the Resident, and requesting that the trans* 
mission of the said original deposition to the Resident be expedited. In reply to the 
above, be it known, that copy of the deposition of Landbaee accompanied the proceed- 
ings in the case of Joitabaee, which had been transmitt(^d to the residency, and by 
examining the papers connected with the proceeding, this will appear; but agreeably to 
the request contained in the Kesident^s yad under acknowledgment, Landbaee’s depo-^ 
sitibn in original has been sent to the Resident by Sumboor^m l^ooshall. This is written 
for the information of the Sahib. 


47. 

Translate of a Yad from his Highness the Gaekwar to the Resident, dated the 2ptb Moon 
of Jammadil Abwel, Soor Sun 1261 (24 March 1861). 

In a yad received from the residency, dated the 7th instant, No. 250, it is stated that 
formerly, constantly yads were received from the Gaekwar Sirkar, intimating that great 
obstacles existed consequent upon the deposition of Larbaee not having been taken, and 
tbeteupon such deposition was taken ; and the proceedings which subsequently tbok olace 
IjMive been brought upon the summary in this case; whereas the above depositioti, a ooeu« 
iweiit of such importance, being left out, tlie Resident cannot understand tbe reason for, 
and therefore it is requested that explanation in writing upon this point be submitted# A 
fprlbeT yad utcu the above subject has also been received, and, in reply, be it known, 
that Bbssker Row Withul, Bheemashunker Gaiigsdur Sbastree, &c#, ibe parties wife bad 
baen nominated to conduct the investigation in the above cafe, upon being called upon to 
e«plkitt¥fe reason why this deposition had not been recorded in the summary of ihts case, 
they, in reply, so bmi tied a yad of particulars, copy of Which is herewith tiuosmitted fe 
abd, from its perusal, the subject will become elucidated. 
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■1tusii^0t ' Cff a Yad <m tlie bj Karkooii Hurree 

Gun^dhur to liU Highness Gaekwar, dated Fhatgun yud 5lb# Sunavut {*12 

|n thiB of the Joeetabaec^ Settanee, flie * a^idbw of Bcchurbhaee 

Saihuldas^ ahd the of been taken oti thb l^th Bhadurwa 

Vud^ 8. 1904 (26 September I|I46)|^ the teasoh why (shice it was indiSpehshbly necessary) 
it had hot been w in the summary of the said case, the Sirkar directed should be 

ascertained from the members of the punclinyet appointed to invcBtigate the case ; viz. 

Bhasker Ro*w \Yitliul, Khasgeewala^ BheemashunkurGungadhur Mootdiick, Narfatn How, 

Mahdae Mujmoodar, Gopalrow Myral, and Chooneelall Lulloobhaee, anc^ reported to the 
Sifkar. In reply they stated that, m the above deporiition, Larbaee deposed that she bad 
petitioned the Bombay Government, and that all the particulars of her case, which she 
w^as desirous of making known, were contained in her petition, and that agreeably to which, 
after arrangements were made, she would produce suen proofs as she was desirous of pr<w 
ducing, &c. ; thereupon, as the substaiSce of the petition'adverted to above, had been brought 
upon the summitry, therefore i t did not appear necessary to notice Jthe substance of the above 
deposition in the said summary. *^The above having been made known, I beg to submit # 

for the Resident’s information.” 



48. t 

Translata of a Yad from the Mah^gj to the Resident, dated the 2l6t Moon of Jammadil 

Ahwul, S. S. 1261 (26 March 1861). 

Ik a yad received from the residency, dated the 24th instant, No. 302, it is statedt that 
** in the investigation of the pending case, Jbitabaee Settaiiee, the depositions of Wamun 
Row Vurkettish alias Baba Nafra, Nos. 03, 100, and 102, had been taken at the Durbar, 
and the papers upon which such deposition were written, from the first to the last btmd, are 
not similar to one another; and it would appear that first bunds have been subsequently 
introduced, and in some places the last bund agrees with ike first, but the interuiediate 
bunds disagree from one anbtht r ; but pieces appear to have been patched on : and in the 
backs of the joinings of each of the bunds the signatures obtaining do not agree with each 
other, neiiher do the chumciers ofsMcIi writing agree with each oiher. And in the baok of 
the deposition, No. 100, in the joinings of the bunds in some places, the name Womunrow 
obtains * in Guzerathee characters, whereas, in many of the joinirigs, Baba Nafi‘a obtains in * 
Muharatha characters ; thus the signature appears. Therefore Soormram Gungaram, the 
native agent, bad been sent to Baba Nafra, and he interrogated the Kaba about the above 
writing, when the Baba distinctly informed iiim (the native agent), that he would give no 
explanation whatever ; therefore the above depositions are sent for the purpose of this subject 
being investigated, and detailed explanation furnished, &c.” With reference to the above be 
il known, that the deposition, No. 100, having come to hand, it has been ascertained that, 
upon the joinings of the bunds of such deposition, Gozerathee signatures were made by the 
Son of Baba Kkfra, and the sicnatures in Maharatha by Tutteeyaba and his son, ]iy the 
orders of the Baba ; and at the bottom uf this deposition, signature of the Baba in hiA p^ti 
bandwriting obtains; and there appear to be no piece> of paper patched to the bunds of 
this deposition. The Suddur Nyadaishee Kamdar, and the Katndar of the Rowpoora 
Ghubbootra, these two parties were engaged in taking the above depositiqns, therefore, from 
Amongst their duftprs, as was needed, the paper was taken, and consequently the bunds ate 
not uniform. The depositions, Nos. 93 and 102, these depositions, during the investigaitibn 
of the above case, in ihe lifetime of the late Maharaj Mursurfrazaii, Gopal Row Myral, 8u:., 
were nominated a punch, and in the presence of the above parties these depositions were 
taken ; and therefore, upon interrogating them, thly state that, at the bottom of deposition 
No. 93, the signature obtains in the Baba’s own handwriting; and that the signatureAmlsib 
npon the ioiningsjd the bunds of this deposition were made by the Baba; and upon fJhe 
joiningjg bf tbebun^ls of the deposition No. 102, being directed to do so by the Baba, his son 
h^^d signed bis name, and therefore there is no necessity for eniertaining any suspicions about 
ibe pieces of paper supposed to have been patched to ihe bund of this deposiuon ; and the 
Osage also is, that after the deposition has been taken, and^ead over and explained, if the 
deponent should contend that the siatements in the deposition be not in Accordance with 
what be had deposed to, the portion of the bund contaltiing such disptitod'statemed^^^^^ 
cut out, ttitd a new one glued to the bund from which it had been separa^d, itid 
ture of tiie deponent taken updn such paper, couAequ^btly it ie nOt reasoddbtd'% 
any gugpieinn about such substituted or Curtailed bunds. 

Further, this case was for a long time lending, and therefore a the size of 

JWer cimnot be ^xp^ Js-itthe time the peper was 

'^wd for of the depostd^^ lime* id tbw the •S. 0. 

put^ioee bf the Sdhib Bhadodr with Hie Abort peHieaiimi lA Hiis membraodurn 

Writtetjl. ’V ‘ .v ■ -[i 

Further, id d frieodly '» coiaildtinUsafed Id tltd Stkltib; that SodlfBjraui Bhtee :lwd 
' 560. ‘ 4’-Q-2 been 
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b«(w gent to Baba Nafra for the purpose of haring tiM doabts regarding the aignaturea in 
the above depoeitions explained, but in the Sirkart Hooxoor Kuteheiee, the depositions 
taken had been sent to the Saiiib, upon which, tsowever, the Sahib placed, less reUance than 
what it appears the Sahib was iocliued to place upon htid beep advanced 1^ the prisoaer ; 
but wbetner auch be proper for the ends of juatiee, or otherwise, the Sahih Bhadoor should 
be pleased to take into consideraUoOfc Rut -ifit.bad been inteiftled to take tor grrated the 
Btatoaieuts of the prisoner, there existed no necesai^ efhatever for toe evi^nce pf other 
parties to have been taken, and an adjjustnMnt df tow caae made ; )mt' «rhait*ooca)ra to the 
sahib Bhadoor’s mind is true. To write more there is no necessity ; it is leit to the Sahib's 
pleasure. In accordance with the orders of the Sahib Bhadoor, tkie ordinal depeeitions 
(three in number) which accompanied the Sahib’s yad, undejf acknowledgment, Are herewith 
returned. 

(True translations.) 

* (signed) M. Battye, Assistant Resident. 


Appendix (K.') 


JiJDicjAL CoMMi8SioNEK*sREPO]tT, with Enclosure. 


From Gregor Grant, Esq., c. s., to Colonel Outram, c. b.. Resident, Baroda. 

# ■ 

Sir, 

I HAVE toe honour to acknowledge the receipt of your letter of the 2d instant, and of 
the accompanying papers and proceedings in the case to which it refers, in respect to 
which you liave done me the honour of asking ray opinion. 

2. On receipt of the papers, I desired my sherestidar to examine them, and to prepare a 
short summary of the case, together with a statement showing any exhibits to which sus- 
picion appeared to him to attach, and the nature of the suspicious indications, if any. 

3. I now forward to you his summary and statement, which I have tested by an exami- 
nation, though not so careful a one as I wish my time had enabled me tp bestow on them, 
of the documents to which they refer. 

4. Without adopting the summary altogether, I think I am justified in saying that it 
diaws a tolerably correct picture of the case. The framer has, in submitting his ow 
opinion so extensively, gone beyond what I intended he should do ; but it is too late now 
to make any alteration. 

5. The statement particularises the documents which appear to have been tampered 
with, and endeavours to show how. 

6. You ask me whether toe papers and proceedings submitted by the punchayet appeu 
to me to contain internal evidence of fraud and untrustworthiness. 

7. I have been able, as stated above, to bestow only a very inadequate atlention on their 
inspection; but it has been sufficient to enable me to pronounce them, with the exception 
of those made before yourself, not only wholly worthless and untrustworthy, in my opinion, 
as evidence, bat .to bear the strongest marks of fraud. None of the depositions, save those 
taken by yourself at the residency, show even before whom they were made. They may 
have been made belbre the punchayet, but they are not authenticated by any of its mem^ 
ben, nor is it stated where, nor by whose authority they were taken. 

8. In almost all depositions, especially in the most important ones, there are palpable 
substitutions of fresh bunds, mutilations, erasures, and forged signatures; the chief ooject 

* of which seems to have been to give, retrospective existence to an alleged confession which, 
if proved, must have been fatal to the prosecution, and secured the prisoner's acquittal, at 
all events of t^ most serious portion of the charge on which he was being tried; 1 allude 
to the confession of guilt and supplication for forgiveness alleged to have been made on 
the 2igt March 1847, by Settanee Joitabaee, for presentation to his Highness the late 
Guicowar. ♦ 

9. That this document is a forgery, and that its fiibrication was an after-thought, toere 
can, 1 think, be no rational doubt. ’ It is altogether incredible that, bad such a fact been in 
exibtenee when the first investigation at Baba Nafra’s house was going on, and thin, ha #e 
are now told, it was within the knowledge of the Baba and tyo of hu witnesses who were 
examined at that trial, it should not have been once alluded to in any of the statements or 
croa^Xiuninations. It would have turned the prosecution out of court. It bears date, 
and is said to have been signed and passed on 21st March |$47 ; aqd Baba NtUra, PfattO^ 
womap, And Daduo Havildar, have subsequently declared Ibat they Witnessed its writing 
and nisriito« Phunee Iras examined by Baba Nafira on the Sd Apnl 1847, 10 days after^ 
wards, and yet not one syllable is there in her examination of tois clinching document Its 
noD-pFoduotion in original before the punchayet, toe omission on toe part of that tribunal 
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to call for the origj^ial^ not only in the face of the strong Btiapieioxi attaching to it, as shown 
above, but after the writet hm d^lared on oath that it was a forgery, written at Baba 
Kafra^s desire, m the absetiee of and unauthorised by the Settanee, and tbmr apparent 
recognition of the eppy of a document the authority of which had not been ques** 

tionid, lire eircuinstanees exciting strong suspicion, and which indicate, to say the least, a 
veiyatrong leanitig on the fnirt of the pancdiayet towards the 

10* Eyeq in ^r the puncbayet, so late as 18ih ^ptember 1848, Phunee 

is silent in regard to this alleged coiifessioti until towards the close of her crpss-exainina^* 
tion, which, moreover, is writien on one of the apparentiy Bubsti^^ nesr bunds; not a 
woid of thy alMmpg^ the long uninterrupted statement preceding the 

cross-examination. This remark equally applies to Baba riatra’s own depositiop, 

29th Nov« 1847, and to Mahaluxmeebaee’s of the 10th Dec. idem: thougii, by the bye, 
this lady has subsequently distinctly denied having ever made such statement at alt ^ 

11. I need not, however, review tiie evidence in detail. That most of the depositions 
have been falsified, and that the object of the falsification was to screen the prisoner, is, 1 
think, beyond a doubt. The compltcity of the punchayet in this attempt is, I fear, too 
obvious; for on what other hypothesis can their suppression of and subsequent extreme 
reluctance to give up the depositions made before Baba Nafra, called for in your yad of 
the 11th January 1851, and alt of which, especially thdse of Phunee woman, and Dadoo 
Havildar, tell so mticb against the prisoner, on his shifted defence, be explained ? Why 
else did they not notice the fact staring them in the face; that the alleged confession of the 
Settanee was a fresh fabiicatiofi of the prisoner, made in the hope of propping Up his 
tottering defence ? Why return without comment the depositions made before -you (and 
which those made ^before Baba Nafra, nuppressed by the punchayet, corrobb) ate), proving 
that the comession was a forgery? Why object, on such extraordinary 'gfounds as that 
one of the witnesses was Joitabaee’s mother, another her relation, and that a third said it 
was a moonlight night (which it was), the evidence of Joitabaee’s accouchement, followed 
by the public celebration of the event with great pomp and cost, and subsequently by the 
betrothment of her son, which was attended by almost all the nobility of Baroda, and I 
believe by the Guicowar himself; whilst the depositions of Moteeram Syed, who asserts 
that he was allowed, without any other person being present, to ascertain whether a 
Hindoo woman of high rank and position was enceinte, by passing his hands over her belly, 
and of the woman Phunnee, are aeclared weighty? 

12. But there was another act of the puncliayet which still more unmistakeably demon- 
strates the spirit in which the investigation was conducted by the punchayet,* Two of its 
members were deputed to take the unhappy Joitabaec’s statement. She requested, as she 
was herself onaUe to read or write, that some person in whom she could confide, might be 
present to satisfy her, before she signed the statement (a statement on which her ail in life 
probably depended), that it contained only what she liad deposed. 

13. Her request was refused. 

14. Another extraordinary feature in this case is, the unathorised formal inquiry, at 
his own house, by Baba Nafra, into charges against his own employer, and that too at a 
time when the circumstance of that employer having duly ofiended him by objecting to his 
opening the treasury of the firm, and by having applied to the Guicowar to oblige him to 
render an account of his stewardship, made such a procedure doubly objectionable. 

td« But neither on this, nor on the manner in which the Baba obtained the will which 
put the enormous wealth of his late master in his power, dot the punchayet f offered auy 
observation 

16. 1 have endeavoured, | the foregoing remarks, to confine myself as much as possible 
to the points bearing on the fraudulent and dishonest intention apparent in, or to be inferred 
from tne alterations and mutilations of the papers under review, the question rderred 
to me. ^ 

Kaira, 38 February 1851. 1 have, 8te. 

(signed) G. 8« 

(TVoe copy.) 

(signed) M. Battye, Assistant Resident. 


Nct0 hp LimUtumt eolanel Oirfrmi.—The first punchayet was not. as Mr. Grant, eqipn^ 
canipsswl of exactly the same members at the second. But ihia circumstance, lar from impnetiag 
aspect of the case, only tboi^ how ^vstematie and iniq^tous has been the paiti|lity towarda 
»*oa Nafra, displayed by the DurbaK ajj^ated oomiaally to investigate the caipt. 


5^0. 4 <13 TaAMtLAVB 


ts.o. 

J S.O. 



Vidt depo&itions taken 
at the Residency, of- 

1. Bhannabliaee Khan 

dass. 

2. Hurree Bliyechund. 

3. Maha Luxamee* 

bhaee. 

4. Vyde IMnodheeram. 

5. Viltul and Jhetta. 

3d. 2ut. 


Depositions taken 
before ihc first pun 
chayet : 
Bhannabliaee, 

No. 82. 

Deposition taken 
at the Durbar : 
Lullo Bhugwaoi 
No. 18, 


^ See below. 


t See below. 
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Thakslate of E Report submitted by Nottrntb 1%e 

(J.Orant, £aq,, Visiting Judicial CommisHiotier ih and iConlbupi m 

of the Son of yoetabhaee Settanee. 

I Nellis case, the whole of the papers^ itM^ludibg iheaamfliafy of tba ettie 
the pucichayet named by the Gaekwar Sirkar for its iovestigation, and ^fae mea^ranidutii of 
the awards having been taken into conmdei^tfon f^^^^^d weighed^ it 
in thecity of Uaroda, amongst the caste of the Vcesalaud Banians, the 
merchant amongst them was named Bhachurbhaee SammuldasB, aged about years, his 
first wife, Mahaiuxmeebhaee, about. afi years, bis second wife, Joetabhaee, aboat 11 
the sun of the elder Setianee Maha Luxameebbee about nine years old, ami the Settle Cliief 
karbaree named Wamon Row Venkettish, alias Baba Nafra, about 54 years* Thus were 
ttie several parties in this case, and when this Bhachurbhaee above-named blfoame danger- 
ously ill oa Monday, Shrawun Sood 1, S. 1001 (4i*August 1845), when the said Sent was 
anconscious, the alKive-^named karbaree prepared a will in the Sett’s name, naming him»elf 
therein the sole administrator of the said Sett’s affairs after bis death, and this wUl he 
executed sect eUy after midnight; and in the said will it had also been directed tbat4he 
sum of (2) two iars of rupees should always be retained in deposit in tim said firm, imd 
annually a sum of 25,000 rupees should be decreased from the expenses of the firm ; snhse- 
quently Joeiabhaee Settanee had her periodicals, and which remained upon her for about 
seven days ; but notwithstanding which she appears to have been at the time enceinie, and 
during which time the Sett on the 2d Bhadurwa Sood,* S. 1001 (8 September 1845), 
breathed his last ; afterwards, on the 8th MagsurVud, S. 1902 (22 December 1845), at 
midnight, Joetahbaee Settanee’s accouchement took place at the house of her parents, and 
she gave birth to a sou. 

1. If the depositions noticed in the margin be true, it would appear that subsequently to 
the OtI) Bhadurwa Sood, S. 1902 (31 August 1846), the said Baba applied to Joerabhaee 
Settanee for permission to open the ^‘jhamdar kanna ” (treasury), and that she replied that 
the boys were still much too young, and that tliere was no scarcity of funds available, and 
that consequently the treasury should not be opened; for this reason, and because Joctab- 
haee Settanee had requested the Gaekwar Sirkar to induce the Baba to render an account 
of the funds of the firm, owing to his administration of its affairs, and had obtained from the 
Gaekwar Sirkar orders to the said Baba to that effect, Baba Nafira in the month of 
Maha,’*of S. 1903 (January, February 1847), determined that as Joetabhaee Settanee had 
taken measures to make him render in an account, every means should be availed of 
to make ii appear that Settanee Joetabhaee bad procured a spurious son, so that her power 
might be diminished. From the above two causes it would appear that the Baba’s enmity 
with the Settnnee Joetabhaee emanated. 

2. From the 17 depositions noted in the margin,* it would appear that JoetabliBee 
Seitanee’s accouchement took place in the ordinary manner at the house of her father, 
Bucktee, alias Bhannabhaee, and that she gave birth to a son, and that the amount expended 
in celebration of this propitious event was in every way similar to that disbursed un the 
occasion ol the birth of the fit st-boin son to this wealthy family ; and the expenditure was 
in accordance with Ilje respectability of the family, and in unison with the usage of the 
world, liberal in the extreme ; and these disbursements would appear to have been made by 
the Baba himself; this boy would appear to have been named Moteelalbhaee ; and further, 
his betrotbrnent also in his tender age was made publicly before the nobility of the city, 
and the king. 

3. From the five depositions noted in the margin, + it would appear that the Settannee per- 
sonally suckled her iiifaiu son for one month alter his binh ; and that subsequently, upon 
her milk failing her, the wet-nurses Ghunga and Khoslmllee were entertained to suckle the 
infant; and that these females used to suckle the infant alternately; and that these feAiales 
bad also nursed the child, and that the child had attained the age of 14 months. 

4 . The following facets then may be considered established, that the Settanee Joetabhaee 
was hont fide delivered of a son, and that the infant had parties in attendance upon him, 
and that ihe Baba and others were fully cognizant of the above facts. 

5. That the Baba, availing himself of the supreme power vested in him by the above 

adverted-to 


* Depositions of the First Punchayet Joetabhaee Settanee, No. 81 ; 2. Bhanabhaee, 82 ; 
3. Rhawa woman, 85; 4. Muncha woman^ Sfi; 5. Bhachar Barbur, 87 ; 6* Baba Nafra, c)3 ; 
7, Maha Luxmee Settanee, 94 ; 8. Baba Nafra, 100. The above depositions were taken by Ibe first 
pWnchayet, at the Durbar. 

Di7)o«Vton« taihsn ae t/ie Lulloo Bhugwan, Bhugwan Buwanneedags, and Bbycjee 

Gilla; 10. Itcharam Vennarsee ; 11. Dharoolber Dullub; ic. Seeiaram Jemadar, 86; 13. Vees- 
vaiiiith Vtsmallee, 64; 14, Joetabhaee Settanee, 88 ; 15, I*audbbaee, £9; 16. Maha Koavur, 9o; 
17. Mhuncha woman, 91. 

t Depiteitioni taken at the First Punchaydt^u Joetabhaee Settanee, N<i^ 81 ; 2* Ghunga tvoman> 
83; 3. Kooshalgee woman, 84. 

DeposUiofts taken at ihe Residency Joetabhaee Settanee, No. 88; 5. Ghunga womtin, 65. 
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^dmtcd**toiwU o| Set Sem^ldw^ abeseij the confidence reposed in him, 

»ear«4 dictate* machi- 

na|iim»,agsin ^ : , <^t ‘ and ' 'pe greit^^es iiimself 

pedwnaliy^aijdie^^ 

6<, Aaseitioiiy tb^t a spurirma boy had been obtained by ?outa^ from the ^lage 

of MeetHpc^#1iirgui»n»h Hiidd^ of the British 

Go#i*nittant, aad ibi| 13^ 

iloted to bo the firnk of a deep in^rigue^ end 

7. Iti^ month of Malia, St. 1000 <Jai|iiair^» February 

1847)* re^ueat<^ bis intimate friend, Lulloo Bhugwon, to procure sputmus parenilfor ke soo 
of JoiteebeeeSettaneefirom some of the villages situated at a distance, under the jurisdictiiia 
ofthe British Oovernment, oflfering him asm reward 26,000 rupees in ready cash, and a stipend 
of 1,600 rupees annually ; and it would appear that consequently u|ion such reward being pro- 
ntised to him, this Lul|oa Bhiigwan had proceeded to SoWlee* and having acquainted ^larrote 
Bhurtaub Dyaliee and Jemadar Joosuff Meetim with the afiair, he got tl^e parties to 
confederate with ana render htk assistance in the realization of his nefarious machinaiions ; 
after which it would, appear that Lulloo and the Jemadar prqceeded together to Meets poor, 
and when they arriv^ tnere, the Jemadar introduced Lulloo tbfFhakoor Amersing of Meeta-^ 
poor, and thakoor promised to afford the laid Lulloo every assistance in his power ; 
and that Lulloo then infbrmt*d Amersing and Rungjee Bheekba, that if they procured 
fictitious parents for the son orJotteehaee Settanee, that tney would be remunerated with 
liberal presents ; that these parties would appear to have consented to Lulloo's propositions^ 
and that the whole of them conjuintly, by holding out promises of considerehle reward, had 
gained over Kollee Ruggoonath and iiis wife* Rulleeyath, to personify the paft of spurious 
}>arents to the lad in question; and Kollee Gbammaun Mhowsinu they succeeded in per** 
suading to act the part of the boy’s uncle ; and after having settled these preliminaries in 
the month of Phalgoon, St. 1003 (February, March, 1847), the said Lulloo, accompanied by 
the three above-named kollees, Amersin^, Jheetstng, Jheebhaee, and Gainghur Goosageii^ 
thus in all making eight persons, nrrived at Baroda, and Lulloo located his colleagues in 
the garden of Hurree Bhucktee. 

8. Lulloo then informed Baba NafVa of tlicir arrival; and so the Baba ordered that four 
Arabs belonging to the firm should be placed as guards about the garden, and oilier pre- 
cautionary measures were taken to prevent any one having access to these eigiit persons, 
and to prevent these parties from running away from fear ; for seven days thus were these 
eight persons kept under surveillance, and Lulloo had ihe manageoient of procuring them 
supplies; and each day Lulloo Bhugwan used to visit them in the garden to cheer them up 
with promises. The above evidence clearly shows that the Baba had kept the above parties, 
through Lulloo, under confinement, in a private manner. 

0. It would further appear, that on Phalgoon Sood 10th, S. 1903 (24 February 1847), 
on the next day, in the city of Baroda, Baba Nafra, at his own house, got prepared a deed 
or bond, and dated it Magseer Vud 8, St. 1903 (22 December 1846), i. e. the day on which 
Jouteebaee Settanee’s accouchement took place. This deed was written by the said Lulloo’s 
son, Mhansook, in the presence of Lulloo, agreeable to the Baba’s dictation ; and the Babas 
private servant, Mhounlall Phurboodass, forged thereto the signature of Bhucktee Khan- 
da»«B, aliai Bhanabhaee, the father of Joitabaee, and this deed is to the following effect; 
i. e* that Bhucktee Kiiandass bad purchased the son of Kollee Ruggunatb, and in lieu for his 
having done so, agrees to give the said khollee an annual stipend t)f 201 rupees for ever; 
the object of this conspiracy being to ruin the said Bhucktee, i.e. the Settanee Joiteebaee’s 
father, and the Settanee Jouiebaee herself. 

lb. This spurious deed seems to have been taken by Baba Nafra and Lulloo Bhugwaa 
on Phalgoon Sood lOih, about nine o’clock, to the garden of Huri'ce Bhucktee, at Baroda, 
where they l>ad some conversation with the Metapoor eight kollees, when the kollees 
demanded 3,000 rupees; and the Baba answered that he would only give them 600 rupees ; 

after 


DtpoiUions taken by the Bahuj at his mn House: — i. Fhoollee woman, No. i ; t2. Kollee Rug*- 
goonath, a. 

Depositions taken at ihe First Punchayet: — 3. Kollee Ruggoonath Nuthoo, No. 6; 4, Shcetsing 
JhalJumsing, 7; 5. Ghumman Mhowsing, 10; 6. Ameersiug Hurreebhaee, 11 ; 7. Jheebhaee Harrce- 
bhaee, 8 ; 8. Rhungjee Uheeka, y ; 9. Lulloo Bhugwan, 1 2 ; 10, Phurtuub DyaJjee, 13; 11. Bharma- 
bhaee Khandais, 8a; 12. Fhoollee women, 50; 13. Bhugwoa Buwauneedass; 49. , 

taken at the Residency Amersing Hurreebhaee, No. 19 ; 15. Rhungjee Rhceka, 
17 9 i6« Jheebhaee Hurreebhaee, 18 ; 17. Jheetsing Jhaliontbhaee, 16 ; 18., Ghummau Mliowtiugt 
15; 1 pi Rulleeyath woman, 14; 90. Seetaram Jemadm, 68 ; at. Phurtaub Dyaljee; a Lulioo 
Bhugwan* ad Jaiet, 3 ; 23. Mhunsook Lulloo, 41. 

DppHitions teAen at the Durbar: — 24. Jein^ar Joozuff, No. ay; 95* Lulloo Bhugwan, a8; 
26. Bhannabhaee Khandass, 9a ; 27* Rulleeyath woman, aa ; a8. Ameersmg Hurreebhaee, 23; 
29. Rbufidee Rheeka, 24; 30. Ghumman Mhowsing* 25; 31. Jheltsipg Jhalhimsing, aO; 

Jheebhaa Hdttebaee, 27. ' ' ^;x,y 

Deposition taken s^ ihdSecmiid Pmohaytt Lulloo Bhugwan, 

5^* 4 ft 4 


* See below. 



• See below. 
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after a deal of altercatioii the amount was finalijr settled at 1^1^00 rupees, to be divided 
aioongst these eight persons! apd after this ^pbiut bgd beep ad^^ 
the above ficUtious deed to Roggoonaih, and he instructed them to taSce |be deed to the 
house of Bhaimabhaee and demand payment, and this they agtted id dt^ Id this manner 
did the Baba scandalize and disgrace Jouteebaee, and pondth and d^^^de a 
Bannian child, by consigning him to the care oflow caste kollees. 

It It seems that on Phelgoon Sood 11th, St. IWS 1^4 Pebri^ 
goonath Nuthoo, and the others, oonjointly^in a body, went to thi house 
and showed the deed and demanded payment: whereupon much altercati^ took 
between Bhanhabaee and these parties;; but their story not bein^ listened to, Kollee llugu- 
Hath and his party, as previously instructed, proceeded to the nrni of Hurree Bultteeji and 
complained. 

12. It further appears that KoUee Rugunath and bis colleagues then went to the Baba 
to complain, and he informed the Baba that Bannabaee had, through the instrument- 
ality of Kollcen Phoollee, purchased his son for Joitabaee Settanee, for the sum of 
rupees, and that of this sum he had been paid the sum of 100 fupees, 'but that he could not 
get Bannabaee to liquidate the balance; and that upon going to demand the sarpe Banna- 
baee declared that the boy was dead, consequently that he (the ]^aba) should cause the 
amount due to him, as stipulated in the deed in question, to bo paid tb him or restoration 
of his son to him ; and upon this the Baba caused the deposition of Rugui^tb to be taken 
down in (Siting, and caused sentinels to be placed" upon the apartments occupied by the 
Settanee Joitabaee, who was kept a prisoner; and Ruguhath and his colleagues having 
promised 10 liquidate their demands, he then and there dismissed them; subsequently he 
caused the deposition of Phoollee woman also to be taken. It was tlien rumoured through 
the city that Settanee Joitabaee had purchased the son of a koollee. Thus the Baba added 
to his other crimes against her, illegal and unjust imprisonment, on evidence unauthorizedly 
taken by him privately at his own house. 

18. Upon being informed that Joitabaee had been placed under restraint, her mother 
Laudbaee went to Qhirja Baee, one of the Guicowar Sirkaps queens, and diadt^ known all 
the difficulties her daughter was labouring under, and she was informed that the whole of 
the pjiriiculars of her case hW been made known to the Sirkar ; and further, Bhannabaee, 
through Succarain Phurshotum, had an interview with Row Sahib, and acanainted Inm 
wit!) all the particulars of his case, to which the Row Sahib replied, that he had acquainted 
the Sirkar with all the particulars, and consequently it was quite unnecessary for him to 
have an interview. It is very distressing to think that in such a popuiouEt and large city 
that such oppression has been unjustly practised upon the wife or an opulent merchant, 
and that upon a complaint being made tne Sirkar afforded no redress. 

14. It appears that the Meetapoor Koollee Rugunath and his colleagues in a short 
time afterwards, u e. Chytur Sood 6th, St. 1903 (22 March 1847), as dii*ected called at the 
firm of Hurree Bucktee, when the Baba informed Rugunath that his son was dead, and 
that therefore he should not expect to receive the stipend annually, but that the 100 rupees 
which remained due he should receive on his returning the leckh ; that having taken the 
proposition imo consideration, Rugunath and his party consented, whereupon Baba paid 
Rugunath the sum of 100 rupees, and received back the leckh, and an acquittance in the 
name of Sett Phurshotum Bhacheerbhaee, from Rugunath, which the Baba caused to be 
written out by Rungjee Bheeka, who attached the signature of Rugunath thereto, and thU 
was attested by Ameersing Rurreebhaee, Jheebhaee Burreebhaee, and Jheetsing Jallum 
Ring; and in this matter to Jhetsing and Ameersing, he gave an hundred rupees each, 
total 200 rupees ; and to Kun^ee Jheebhaee, and GImomaa and Mhow Sing he 
25 rupees, total 75 rupees : in alia total of 275 rupees, the Baba disbursed. Thus it wodld 
appear did the Baba by falsehood and forgery endeavour to make the son of his own 
master the son of a kollee, and squandered the money of bis employer. 

^15. From the depositions poted in thp margin^, it would appear that the Baba made it 

appear 


^Depositions taken at ffomCi by Baba Nafra: — 1. Dadabhaee Mirza, No. 31 ; fl. Dhulleeya 
Banna, 32; 3 Phoondee woman, 335 4. Jnoreeva Jbusla, 34; 5, Eshwar Vunnarsee, Ryejee * 
Bhachur, and Nurrotum Nnrryaii, 36; 6. Syud bin Xlimsoor, 37; 7. Hurjeewan Ghowlumram, 39. 

Deposstiom taken at the First Punchayet 8. Dadabhaee Mirza, Np.40; g. Nurbaram Dulluh, 56 ; 

10. Dhulleya Bhanirn, 41; 11. Dbondee woman, 44; la. Jhoreeya jbusia, 42; 13. Ryejep Bha- 
ehur, 43; 14. Nurrotum Narrian, 45; 15. Bheeka Hurreebaee, 46; 16. Bhoqdur Biianna, j|7; 

17. Eshwar Vunnarsee, 50; 18. Huijeewan Ghowlumram, ,^1 ; ig. Sallpm Huisrin, 52 ; ftovHobs- 
sein Nnsur, 53; 21. Syud Munsoor, 547 22- Maliomed bin Ahmed, 55 5 23. Bhugwan Buwatieedass, 

49; 24. Seetaram Gopal, 9O ; 25, Bhanabhaee Khandassi 82 ; 26. ' Dyashunker Nirbsrnm, 99; 

27. Koosballee woman, 84. 

Depositions taken at the Residency Seetaram Gopal, No. ^8 ; 29. Dadabhaee Mir^i 57 > 

^0. i>hulleya Bhanna, 59 ; 31. Dhoodie woman, 58 $ 32. Jhoreeya Jhusla, 60; 83* Huijeewun 
Oho^tiimy^m^ 63 : 34. Narrotum Narrian, 62 ; 35. Syud bln WfutiaoO!% 70 ;. 36. Mahoined bin 
Ahnild; 69 i 87 * Bhijgwan Buwaneedass; 71 ; 38. Atmafam, 65 ; sg. Peetambur S^W! 
vanath Vupinallee,64: 41* bhugwan Buwanoedasf ; 42. Verj^bhoptum^sliWuri Ryaje^ BKacutir, 

J^odUons 
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appear that the lad procured ^ Joitabaee Settanee from Meetapoor having died^ another 
boy had been procured from Tullaveea Dnlkeya, of the Anxleeyara village, belonging^o 
the firm of Hurree Bbuckteei the truth being, that under the above plea the son of the Set- 
tanee had been made over to tire above Tullaveeya Dhulleeya denied, and subsequently 
died in confinement. 

16. The Baba asserted that when the rumour about the Meetapoor KoUee's affair was 
bruited about, when one night a goomasta informed him that Landbaee was in the habit of 
frequenting the house of Dada Meya Havildar ar nights, and that Dada Havildar was 
dancing about from place to place ; that upon this information reaching h|nii 8^^^. Allum 
Seepahee 50 rupees, and got him to find out Dada Havildar’s whereabout^ after which, be, 
it appears, sent 40 or 50 persons, who apprehended Dada at Bbudrun Beebe’s, brought 
and placed him in confinement, and kept him for two or three days without any food ; of 
this act of oppression the Baba would appear to have been guilty. 

17. This havildar tbe Baba confined in a house opposite to that of Hurree Buektee*s, from 
which place, on Phalgoon Vud 6th. S. 1903 (8 March 1647), through Bhatteeya Nurbaratii 
Doollub, he sent for him, and got Nurbaram to interfere ; and by force and oppression tbe 
havildar seems to have been persuaded to depose according to the Baba’s wishes, and not-^ 
withstanding the havildar’s protesting against it, he drew up a false deposition, and got tbe 
havildar to sign it ; and this false deposition he got Nurbaram to sign himself as an attest- 
ing witness. The substance of this deposition was to the efiect that the havildar had pro- 
cured the ^on of Kollee Dhulleeya Bhaniia for Joitabaee for 100 rupees, and for which 
deposition the Baba, by two pay men ts, gave to this havildar the sum of 415 rupees, and to 
Nurbaram, for having attested this deposition, the sum of 66 rupees; and this havildar he 
had confined for about 10 or 12 days; and when the havildar became very ill, and nearly 
dead, the Baba permitted him to be released. These additional adts of oppression and 
injustice the Baba committed. 

18. After having been guilty of the above on Phalgoon Vud 6th, S. 1903 (8 March 1847), 
Baba, as previously arranged, despatched Mehta Hurjeewun Gbowiumram and Seepahees, 
and Arabs, to the village of Amleeura, and caused Tullaveeya Bbanna, his wife Dhoodeeya, 
and Jhooriu Jhusta, to be apprehended, and brought; and they returned at night, and were 
placed in a room in the garden of Hurree Bhucktee, and seepahees were placed as a guard 
over them. 

19. The next day, on Phalgoon Vud 7th, S. 1908 (9 Miirch 1847), Baba Nafra sent for 
these parties, who had been in confinement, and took down their respective depositions at his 
own house. Virzbhookur Eshwur wrote out these depositions, and in them these parties 
denied having given the boy, and an altercation resulted ; but ultimately the Baba caused 
these depositions to be made out agreeably to his desire, and, in accordance with the depo- 
sitions taken from Dada Havildar, the substance of whiclt was to the following effect, u 
that Dhulleeya had, through Dada Havildar, disposed of his son for 100 rupees for Joita- 
baee Settanuee ; and after this had been done, these three persons were sent back, and placed 
in confinement; and after this the Baba caused it to be rumoured about that Bhannabbaee 
nad answered the Meetapoor people that the boy he bad procured from them bad died, 
and that, consequently, for what reason should he give them any money ; and that the boy 
then with him was the son of a Tullaveeya of Amfeeyara, and whom he bad procured* It 
would appear that the Amleeyara village, being under his control, the Baba got Dhulleeya 
and the others lo be at once apprehended and brought, and by force placed in confinement, 
and unauthorized ly took their depositions at his own bouse, and made out the s*on of Joita- 
bhaee Settannee as the son of a kollie, and by doing so, caused the respectability of the 
Settannee and Bhannabhaee to be scand^iztd and much disgraced. 

20. It would further appear, that after this, Baba one day desired the Ooroashta Bhug- 
wan Buwanneedass to go and fetch the son of Joitabaee Setannee away from the house 
of bis mother’s parents, and to place Bhannabhaees, his wife Landbae, and any o|her 
parties he might find there, in confinement, and to place a guard over them, and to take 
with him as many seepahees os he might consider necessary for ihe accomplishment of this 
affair. Then in the month of Chyiur Sood (March), one day about noon, Bhi^wan, accom- 
panied with Jemadars Seetaram and Munsoor, went to the house of Bhaunubhaee ; that 
upon ilieir anival they found the door shut, whereupon ihey called Landbaee to the window, 
and a Bhugwan informed her that he had a message from Joitabaee Settanee to deliver 
to her privately; that Landbaee, believing what he said, opened the door, when Bhugwan 
and his colleagues rushed into the house; that in tire meantime the jemadars seepahees 
having also arrived, (hey also rushed in, and went iip-sfairs, and commenced securing 
Bhannabhaee and tire others, when the wet nurse, Kooshallee, taking (be child with her, 
sought refuge in one of the rooms; that Bhannabhaee locked the door of the said room, 

on 


Jiepmiioni taken ai the Durbar 45 . Neerbaram Bhatteeya, 63; 46. Bhugwan Buwaneedass, 
101 ; 47, pada Mirza, 71; 48. Nurrotum Narrian, 77; 49. Uyejee Bnachur, 76; 50. SeetHram 
Copal, 80^ ^i. Ghonga woman, 79; ^8. Bhugwan Bhowanneetiaas; ^3. pbuUeeya Bhanno, 74; 
54- Oboo((ke 

the See 9 nd tunehu]fet:^sin Bhiqpwan Buwenneedass^ i04« 

560. 4 R 



682 PAPERS ON the REMOVAL QF G^LON^^ 

on which they placed a guard at the door of the room, apd aurrounded Bhaanabbaee apd 
mother Amba, and that Bhannabhaee’t wife, tandbaee, was escaping when Bhpgwap 
seized and detain^ hen 

2f. This scene took place within the house ; and, owing to the noise and uproar which 
took place, a mob of about 600 or 700 individuals collected about the door of BhannabK 
baee’s house, and the neighbours flocked into the house and the ire of the mob being 
raised upon witnessing such oppression, they commenced pelting stones upon the aggressors; 
in the meantirao Landbaee, availing herself of a favourable opportunity, made her escape 
from the house, aud directly proceeded to the palace of the Gaek war Sirkar. 

22. After this, it appears that Bhuo:wan placed sentinels upon Bhannahaee and the 
others, and returned to the Baba, and informed him of what had transpired; wliereupon 
the Baba proceeded to the Sirkar INada, aud in the evening returned to the firm, und about 
a poie or a pore and a half after nightfall, between 9 and 11 oVdock, p.m., he desired 
Bhugwan to continue Bhannabhaee and the rest in confinement, but to bring away the 
child and his nurse; consequently, Bhugwan and the others returned to the house of 
Bhannabhaee, and was endeavouring to get the child out of the room, wlteu Bbanuabhaee 
protested against such oppression, and gave liim the duwabee of both the Guicowar aud the 
Company Sirkar, and prevented him ; whereupon Bhugwan dispatched Seeiaram Jemadar 
to apprise the Baba of the same; the Jemadar returned, and informed Bhugwan that the 
Baba had ordered that no attention should be paid to the dewahee of the Sirkars, and to 
bring away the child and his nurse, whereupon the blacksmith of the firm, named Atmaram, 
was called, and he was made to break o])en the locks, and the wetnurse, Kooshallee, with 
the child, were taken out, and Bhannabhaee and the others were placed in confinement in 
the house, and the house was shut up, and seepahees placed as guards, and the child afid 
his nurse were conveyed to the Baba by Bhugwan and the others, and the same night tiie 
child and the nnrse were located in ine outer room of the Jamdar Khanna of the 

Mundeer,*' and placed under surveillance: thus does the Baba appear to have oppressed 
Bhannabhaee and the others very unmercifully, and to have caused the infant to be captured, 
carried awny, separated from its mother, and placed in confinement, without feeling the 
least pity. According to the Shastres, the Baba thus committed a very great and sinful 
crime. 

23. It further appears, that one Baba totared the woman Phunnee, the female in attend- 
ance upon the Settanee and Dada Havildar, the former Phunnee, to stand upon the stairs 
lefiding to the apartments ol Joitahaee Settanee, whilst Dada and Baba stood at the foot of 
the sume siaiis, when Phuniue n>ked Dada from whom he had procured the child ; when, 
according as he had been tutored by Baba, Dada replied that he had brought the s<>n of 
a Tullaveeya, of Amleeyara. From tliis it would appear that what Dada had said as above, 
the Baba wished to make it appear that Joutabaee Settannee had heard, and that Joutabaee 
had mentioned the subject about the boy to Phunnee, and that thereupon Piiunnee had 
interrogated Dada; but it is evident that Joutabaee had done nothing of the kind, she 
being at the time in confinement, and further, in deep distress about the ill-usage of her 
own son. 

24. After the above, on Chytur Sood 6th, Sumvut 1903 (21 March 1847), he, the Baba, 
appears to have Ibiged a deed in the name of the Sirkar, at the Sen's house, purporting to 
have been passed by Joutabaee Settannee, soliciting forgiveness, and Bhugwan Buwan- 
needass w rote this deed out, and Dessaee Dyashunkur signed the name of Joutabaee Set- 
tannee thereto. In this deed it is slated that the child had been procured through the 
instrumentality of Dadabhace Havildar, and that the boy should be restored to his parents, 
whom Dadabbaee Hfivildar should be called uponff>to point out, alter the Sirkar had been 
made acquainted with the same; and besides this, another leckh the Baba caused to be 
made out in the name of Phurshotum Bhachurbhaee, purporting to be passed to Bhan- 
nabhaee, the father ol Jouthabaee, securing to him an annual stipend of 200 rupees: 
this leckh also was written by Bhugwan, and signed by ihe Baba, but it has not been 
seized. These two forgeries the Baba t^eems to have caused to be made with the view 
of proving the charge he had made against the Settannee, and of paying off’ her lather, 
Bhannabhaee. 

26. It appears ihat on the night of the above Chytur Sood 6th, S. 1903 (21 March 1847), 
the said Baba, Bhugwan Buwannedass, Dada Havildar, Jemadar Seetaram, and Vasounath 
VuTimallee Sonee (goldsmith, &c.), being together, they took the child with his nurse from 
where they had been placed in confinement, to the garden where Tullaveeyas Dhulleeya 
and ihe others were in confinement, and that, agreeably to the Baba's order, the above- 
named goldsmith s; ripped the child of his ornaments, upon w'hich a turban a-piece were 
presented to the two tullaveeyas, and the woman received two rupees, and Dhulbeya was 
informed that the 100 rupees which bad been given to him would not be required to be 
returned, but placed to the account of charities; and after this the child was beii»g taken 
from the arms of the wetnurse Kooshallee by the Baba, when it commenced weeping; but 
notwithstanding the infant’s cries, he forcibly snatched the child from his nutsu, and 
delivered him up to the wife of Tullaveeya Dhulleeya, named Dboodee, and, after doing vo, 
he difected some Arabs to escort thi oarties with the child to the village of Amleeyara, gnd 
return ; and for the maintenance of the child, the Baba delivered letters to 
Mehta Hu rjeewun Ghowtumram, at Amleeyara^ after which Dhulleeya an^ otheta fook 
the child, and departed to Amleeyara. Thus the Baba would appear to have 

de^ment 
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defilement of an infiint of a hi^h caste Banian, by inaking him over to the charge of a low 
caate l^ollee, and converted the said infant, and caused his expulsion from his caste ; and 
be intimidated the Kollees of the Amleeyara villaj|e, which was under his control^ and 
f^inst the will of the party in whose charge the child was at the time the Baha forced the 
child away, and made him over to the cnre of the above Kollees; and the said Baba was 
deaf to the cries of this infant, and showed no mercy towards him; and by such acts he 
tnay he said to have caused the death of the said child, and outraged the feelings of the 
child’s mother, Joutabaee, most cruelly : these acts, according to the ShasUirs, are con- 
sidered of the deepest dye; and when this child, being considered as the of a Kollee, 
was returned to the Kollee, there existed no necessity for providing for the fiiture expenses 
of the child ; but since arrangements were made for the child’s future maintefianee, the 
conclusion forces itself upon one’s mind tliat tliis wa^i the hon& Jide son of Joutabaee. 

After the child had been conveyed to Amleeyara, the Settannee Joutabaee was 
informed of it by woman Ghunga, and upon Joutabaee hearing of it, she commenced weeping 
very much, and beat her breast most severely, and appeared to be labounng under great 
affliction, and abused the Baha much. From the above circumstances, it is evident that 
the sorrow evinced by Joutabaee on the occasion was such as only a mother deprived of her 
only child could feel," and consequent upon the Settannee’s elevated and wealthy station in 
life, she must have felt such sorrows the more ; and no doubt obtains that the Settannee’s 
own child had been brutally forced away from her. 

27 . Dhulleeya and the others proceeded with the child to the Amleeyara village 
** Grain Yaid,” when Hurjeevum Mehta and the Patels took security from Dhulleeya and 
41)oreeya that they should live with the cliild in the village; and after they had furnished 
such security, tiiey were permitted to take the child, and go to their 4 tomes. 

28 . The child having remained at the house of Dhulleeya three or four days, commence d 
crying, and appeared uncomfortable, and much oppressed with the heat, and this the 
village patel communicated to Bliugwan Buwanneedass ; and Bbugwan having n)ade the 
same known to the Baba, thereupon the patel was ordered to look out for a more comfort- 
able house for the child’s resideice, and thereupon the child was removed to the large 
vacant house of Patel Khandass, and the woman Dhoodee was made to remain with the 
child, and a guard of four Arabs placed over the said house. From this it would appear 
that the Baba having defiled the infant, had given him over to the KoUees, but subsequently 
he further oppressed the child by having him placed in confinement. 

29 . In such confinement the child continued for about two months, and afterwards in 
Jaist Sood 2d, S. 1903 (16 May or 14 June 1847 ), he died of cholera; and even after the 
death of the child the ( orpse was detained for a time before being permitted to be disposed 
of. From the above, it appears that the Baba not only perpetrated the crimes above 
detailed, but that he subsequently also murdered this child. 

30 . From the depositions noted in the margin,* it would appear that an infant male 
child, aged about 18 months, used to walk about and speak, and that the child’s handsome 
appearance indicated him to have been the son of respectable parents, and not the son of 
Kollees. From this it is evident that the very child accouched by Joutabaee Settannee 
had prematurely died in confinement at the house of the Amleeyara rate! Sundries. 

31 . From the depositions of the Amleeyara Kollees, &c., it would appear that the spot 
where the corpse of ihe child had been buried by the orders of the Gaelkwar Sirkar, Trim- 
buck Shastree and Buppoo Shastree had caused to be excavated, and the body exhumed 
and examined; but the appearance of this corpse, or the verdict of the above-named 
parties, does not appear upon the face of the proceedings conducted by the recent puu- 
chayet. 

82 . The Baba, in the first instance, stigmatised the son of Joutabaee Settanm e as sqppo- 
sititioUs, and the son of a Kollee of Meetapoor. Such being the case, be subseq^^tly 
tnade the boy out as the son of a Kollee of Amleeyara. His views would appear to have 
been, that as the Meetapoor village was under the jurisdiction of the Company’s Govern- 
itient, if the Kollee belonging to the above village should disclose the intrigues which had 
been concocted by the Baba, he would not be able to meet or screen himself from ptinish- 
ibent ; but that, as the Amleeyara villuge was under his own control, from the authority he 
<|K)S8es8ed over them, the said village Kollees would stand in awe of him, and not dure to 
mention the circumstance to anybemy. 

33 , On the occasion of Joutabaee’s son taking the small-pox, Joutabaee and others had 
taken the child for the purpose of being prostrated before the idol at Pore Vurna,” the 
Btiiba caused it to be rumoured about that Joutabaee had procured the son of a Kollee of 
Meetapoor; and this appears from the deposition of Bhanabhaee, No. 82 , taken at the 
first punebayet. 

34 . From the petition presented at the Residency by Lulloo Bhugwan Bbyejee Ghrilla 

appear that tfijpse three petties had been placed in 

confinement 

— — -- — — ^ — — 

^ BcpeilM JRastdeew t-^Ohuoga woman, jNii. 65 ; pboodeellie, wife of Dhulleeya, 

^8; Huijeevun Ghowtuturam, 63 ; ISurrotum Narrmn, 62 ; Bbyejee BuChur, lOi. 
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confinement by the Baba at the firm of Hurree Bfauektee, and that they were subsequently*, 
at the instigation of the Baba, confined at the Ouickwar Sirkar's Chubboutra ; consequently 
the conclusion is come to that these parties were goomastas to the firm* and consequently 
that they were cognizant of the plot which had been concocted regarding the son of Jou-* 
tabaee Settannee* and they were placed in confinement to prevent their divulging their 
knowledge regarding the nefarious plot in question. 

$5. A mob having collected about the door of Bhannabhaee’s house* an uproar ensued* 
and* owing to the disturbance taking place* Landbaee escaped from the house* and proceeded 
direct to the Bhyan Sahib at the S^ifkar^s palace* and complained of the atrocities which 
had been enacted, and the reply she received to her complaint was, “ Go where you please 
for redress.’’ Regarding this the same decision is arrived at : vide para. 18 of this report. 

Having inspected 84 depositions of the proceedings in this case* and comparing them 
with several depositions taken at the Residency, various subterfuges and intrigues appear 
to exist in them. A separate memorandum of the particulars of such is appended to this 
report; and these subterfuges would appear to have been resorted to for the purpose of 
removing the onus of the above atrocities from the Baba, and screening him from the 
punishment his crimes had laid him open to receive; notwithstanding which, however, it 
has not been established that the son of Jou tabaee had been procured from a Kollee. 
From amongst these depositions* the three belonging to Baba Nafra, respectively numbered 
93, iOO and 102, have been tampered wiili, and upon them some other party would appear 
to have forged the Baba’s signature; consequently it would appear that the Baba, the 
Guickwar ttirkar’s Kamdars, and the members of the punchayet, were colleagued together; 
and for this reason any measures which may have been resorted to by the above parties for 
the purpose of screening the Baba, and which they may hereafter adopt, the Baba wfil 
approve of, and place reliance upon, and there exists no doubt whatever of his doing so, 

^ See below. 37. From the deposition noted in the margin,*^ it would appear that the Baba had made 
-f 5. 0. genuine son of Joitabaee Setiannee as spurious and supposititious ; t and 

having resorted to various subterfuges, intrigues and conspiracies to realise his evil and 
nefarious machinations* expended lacs of rupees; and the aforesaid Baba squandered away 
in an improper manner the enormous sum of Its. 4,66,988. 15., and which forms the subject 
of a separate charge against the said Baba. 

38. This case, 1st. Bhaskur Row WittuI ; 2d. Bheemashunkur Ghungadbur Mootallick ; 
ad. Narrain Row Mahadoo ; 4th. Gopal Bow Myral ; and, 6th. Chooneelall Lulloobhaee, (had 
investigated, and on Assoc Sood 11th* St. J907* they submitted their summary, and in 
which the evidence of the seven witnesses noted in the margin § are taken, ana the sub- 
joined conclusions noted regarding their evidence; i. e. from the evidence of these seven 
witnesses it would appear that the Setiannee Joitabaee had been enceinte, that she had 
been accouched of a son, and that the infant’s umbilical cord had been separated^ and 
that the infant had suckled; but tlie deponent. No. 89, being the mother of Juitebaee, no 
reliance has been placed upon her testimony, and Rhawa woman, No. 86, states, that the 
pertmition of Joitabaee took place on a moonlight night, and on Magsur Vud 8th, conse- 
quently this deponent’s statement cannot be relied upon, and deponent No. 90, Maha- 
koovur, being a relative of Joitebaee’s, consequently her deposition also cannot be relied 
upon; but the Gbunga woman, No. 83, and woman Kooshallee, No. 84, who had been 
engaged as wet-nurses to the child, we place confidence upon; but the witnesses produced 
on the part of the Baba, i, e, Moteeram Vyde, Treeboun Jhossee, and woman Phunnee’s 
depositions appear weighty, and further, in the will made out by the deceased Sett* no men- 
tion is made about the ^ttannee Joitehaee being enceinte ; taking, therefore* these cir- 
cumstances into consideration, the confidence otherwise placed upon the veracity of the 
above two parties is shaken, and consequently it appears doubtful to us whether the 
Settannee Joitebafe had actually been accouched or otherwise, and as a long time has 
intervened* it is diflficult at the present time to determine this point, and consequently 
preposterous, ai)d further the child would appear to have died of cholera, consequently 
any further inquiry info this matter would be vain.” The opinion, as above expressed 
by the Punchayet, is entirely false, for the reasons given as under, viz. when the par- 
turition of females takes place, generally the mother of the female so circumstanced 
is the chief pei son present; coni-equentJy* in accordance with the usage of the world and 
this country, the testimony of Landbaee* the moiher of the Settanee, is such as to be impli- 
citly relied upon, and the other deponent, Rhewa woman’s statement about the |)artuiition 
of the Seitanee taking place upon a moonlight night, is true, because at midnight of Vud 
8th it was moonlight; therefore her evidence is true; and further* Maha Koom being a 
relative, it is usual at the time of parturitions, 8cc. for such relatives to be near and prasent; 
and, in accordance with the usnge of the world and this country, this deponent’s evidence 

entitles 


* Deftositions taken at the He$idencv A d.J Lulloo Bhugwan* Bhugwan Buwanesdas, and 
BbyiE^ Ghaillah; 3. Wujjoubbaee Vencheedas; 4. Dada Havildaf; 5. Peetamhur 
>6. Bbttgwau Buwanneedass, 71 ; and 7. Dada Meya Havildar, 57* 

\ Pepoeition^ taken at the second Punch: — i. Rhawa womaiif No* 85; s. Mhbiftdik Weman* 
86 & 91 ? 3. Irandbaee at Residency, 89 ; 4. Maha Koovur, go; 5. Ghonga woman^ lSf Koo* 
sfauHce women, 84; 7 * Bharber Baebur, for his wife, 87. 
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entitles itself to every reliance and confidence, and conseqiiently her evidence is very 
weighty; and the evidence of woman Ghunga and Kooahallee, is stated to he rendered 
doubtful from the counter evidence of the three witnesses produced on the part of the Baba; 
but it would appear that the whole of the above three parties are dependent upon the 
Baba for their livelihood, and consequently open to be innuenced by him as to the nature 
of their evidence in this matter ; and as for the other witness, Phunnee, she appears to be a 
low person, and filling the office of a slave girl ; therefore for the evidence of thej>e parties 
to be designated as weighty is obviously absurd and ridiculous, and it is equally obvious 
that these parties’ evidence is false ; ana as for the will, the Baba had prepared it during 
the Sett’s illness, and at a time when his mental faculties would appear to have been in not 
the most perfect state ; and therefore, for the above reasons, the evidence of Ohuo^ and 
Kooshail would appear to be strictly straightforward and veracious. Thus, the conclusion on 
the above point arrived at by the Punchayet appears to be injudicious and false; and further, 
in addition to the above, upon taking into consideration the substance of the whole of the 
evideni'C adduced in this case, the conclusion arrived at is, that the Baba, by the prepara- 
tion of spurious and fictitious documents, &c., had barbarously imprisoned and oppressed 
this infant, and owing to which the said infant had met with a premature death, and conse- 
quently it was necessary that this great and monstrous atrocity should have been inquired 
into and duly investigated, which, however, does not appear to have been done ; but, instead, 
it would appear that the depositions in the case taken before them had been tampered with 
and corrupted. 

39. The members of the First Punchayet, Meersurfraz Ali, Trimbuck Shastree, Bappoo 
Sliastree, and Qopal Row Myral had investigated litis case in the first instance, and upon 
insjiecting the depositions taken before this Punchayet, it would appear that circumstances 
of a weighty nature, which should have been inquired into by them, they permitted to 
puss unnoticed, and the depositions taken before them had been tampered with and cor- 
rupted. 

40. From the depositions noticed in the margin,* it would appear that the Durbar’s Kam- 
dars, Annakeeba and Shumbooram, intimidated the deponents, and caused them to depose 
as (hey the said Kamdars pleased, 

41. At the Gaekwar Sirkar’s Durbar the depositions of certain panits bad been taken, 
and, upon inspecting such depositions, it would appear that circumstances of a weighty 
nature both the Punchayets hud failed to inquire into and investigate, and it was incumbent 
upon them to have, by cross-examination, &c., elucidated many doubtful circumstances, 
wmeh, however, they have failed to do ; and the members of the Punchayets, having but im- 
perfectly discharged the duties entrusted to them, drew up and gave in a summary at 
variance with the true bearing of the case ; this, too, the Durbar failed to take cognizance 
of, or of the depositions being tampered with and corrupted, or of the intimidation the 
Kamdars had placed the witnesses under when they were oeing examined. 

42. At both the Punchayets, as also at the Durbar, the above adverted to unjust pro- 
cedures had been practised, and the reasons for w'hich would appear to be, that the atrocities 
the Baba had been guilty of were but imperfectly investigated, for the purpose of screening 
him from the more serious crime which he had perpetrated ; and such unjust means having 
been resorted to, it leads to the suspicion that the members of the Puncliayet and the Dur- 
barree Khamdars had been corrupted and bribed. 

43. In this case it appears that the parties whose names are noted in the margin t 
are guilty of the crime of peijury. 

44. The four parties from amongst those whose names are noted appear to have 
been concerned in tning to falsify that the Settanee had been accouched of a son, 
viz., Baba Nafra, Maha Luxamee Settannee, woman Phunnee, and Jossee Treehoun; 
but one of them, Maha Luxamee, had made four several statements, and from the last 
of these statements it plainly appears that the various measures adopted by the Baba 
with reference to the son of Joutabaee Setannee he did it upon his own responsibility, 
and without the sanction or concurrence of Maha Luxamee Settannee ; and, upon taking 
the whole of the particulars inio consideration, it would appear that the said Maha Lux- 
amee Settannee might have at first been pleased that the child should have been made 
out as spurious. Baba Nafra has given various and different versions of these particulars, 

and 


* DepotiHons taken at the Reiidenct / Havildar Dada; 2. Bhugwan Bawannee, No. 71; 
3 * Lulloo Bhugwan* 

t Depontion taken at Hme:'^!* Woman Phunnee, No. 75. 

Depoiitions taken at the Durbar Maha Luxamee Settannee; 3. Maha Luxamee Settannee; 
Wejfiaobhaea ^anuhedaM; 5. Maha Luxamee Settannee ; 6. B^a Nafra, No. 100; 7. Phunnee 
^ouian, 78 ; 

Depveitione taken at the First Punch 8. Phunnee woman, No. 48 ; g. Maha Luxamee Settannee, 
94; 10. Baba 11. Moteeram Vyuc|, 97; la. Treeboun Jhossee, 98. 

Nafirai No. ipe; 14. Maiia Luxamee, 103; 

1 6' Bhugwan Bttwannee, 104. 

4 b 3 


t See btlow. 
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and he deposes, that he had obtained the sanction of "the Seftannee, and aftt^rWards made 
true inquiries, and that he from time to time had acquainted the late Maharcg with the 
particulars of this case, and had obtained the late Manaraj’s sanction for the rsHous mea- 
sures adopted by him; but this is entirely false, b^ause Naha Luxamee denies the same * 
and as for the late Mahnraj having given his sanction to these tneSsutes, there obtains 
no proof whatever to hear this point out; and upon taking into consideration the whole 
of the statements made by him, they ap^ar to be entirely false. No dependence Can 
be plijced upon the evidence of woman Phunnee, Moteram Vyud, and Treeboun Jossee 
and the reasons for coming to this conclusion are detailed in the 88 para, of this report, 
and an additional reason is, that Mooteeram Vyud’s statement to the effect that after he had 
examined the storiiach of Joutabaee Settannee, he administered one-eighth of a seer of 
hurruck (essence) of hujSvine (bishop’s weed) seed, which is quite prepcsterous and 
beyond belief, because a strange man ^ould never be allowed to touch the stomach of any 
female pn tending to res j^eci ability, according to the usage in Hindostan ; and the quantity 
of the essence of hujwine stated to have been administered at one time for the trifling 
indisposition the Setianee Joutabaee at the time appears to be labouring under, is equally 
ridiculous, because such a quantity is never administered at one time. 

46. From the particulars detailed above in this case many sons of crinaes appear to 
have been committed, as described in a separate yad. 

46. The res^ult of the above inquiries is, that great villanies were perpetrated, and the 
wealth and character ot a very rich man scandalized, merely to establish that Joutabaee’s 
sou was the son of a Kollee. 

(signed) Navmrdraee Ounvuchratn. 

Baroda, 17 February 1661. 


Translate of a Memorandum drawn up in the case of Joutabaee the younger, Sejttnnee’s 
infant son, who had been pronounced spurious, degraded by being forced into the Kollee 
caste, forcibly kept in confinement, and consequent upon the oppressiveness of such con- 
finement, met with his death. 

The several depositions which had been taken at the investigation of this case before the 
Punchayet nominated by the Gkekwar Sirkar, at the Durbar, and at the Residency, having 
been inspected, those which have been tampered with are noticed, as under. 

1, The Depositions tampered with, of those which had been taken by Baba Nafra 

at his own house. 

No. 75. Tlie deposition of Phunnee woman, made before Baba Nafra, dated Chytur Sood 
7th, S. 1903 (3 April 1846), which had been suppressed in the summary of the Punchajret. 
This deposition is contained on two bunds; the paper of the first bund of this deposition, 
however, is white, but of the other bund diity; and from this circumstance suspiclou 
arises that either the first or second bund of such deposition had been changed. 

2. The Depositions tampered with of those taken before the first Punchayet. 

No. 82. Bhannabhaee Khandass’ deposition, dated Kartic Sood 13th, Vud 1st and 2d, 
S. 1904 (26 March and 1 and 2 April 1847), contained on 14 bunds. In this deposition, 
between the 12th and 13th bunds a piece of paper, about four fingers’ width, appears to have 
been patched, and in this deposition the total number of signatures is four, and the two 
first of such signatures are of one description, and the two next signatures of a different 
description; and the letters of the last two signatures, and their aescription, upon being 
compared with the signatures of the same parties obtaining upon their several depositions 
taken on the Oih January 1851, they appear to have been forged; and some of the letters in 
these signatures, ihougn written in Goozeiattee, have the turn of Mahrattee chaiiacWrs; 
and furtiier, on the back of this deposition, where the several bunds have been glued 
together, in the first six of sudh places double lines have been traced ; wheireas in the next 
six places, where the bunds have been joined as a precaution, the name bf Bhannabace bas 
been written across the joining of the bunds; but at the two last joinings tio inarks what- 
ever have been made. From ft is circumstance, as also upon taking into consideration the 
appearance of the written characters on each of the ^unds, it Would apjibar that to the 
original deposition new statements had been subsequently written and patched. 

No. 81. The deposition of Settanee Joutabaee is contained on six bunds, and dated 
Kariick Sood 14th and Vud 1st, S. 1904 (21 and 24 Ndveinber 1847). In this Apposi- 
tion, bunds 2, 4, and 6, are all clean, and of the same description ; and the Writiifg also 
appears to have been written at one and the same time; whereas the other bunds are 
different. 

JNo. 93. The deposition of Baba Nafra, dated Kariick yud ^fh and 
S. 1904 (29 November and 9 December 1847), is coniaihed in l%%urid^^^ of whidh bunds 
1 to 4 are cleanish ; and bunds 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, and 16, are clean and naitoW » 
are the clean bunds. Whereas bunds 5, 8, 7, 6, 9, and iire^^ and of whldh the 
paper of bpnd 6 is very short indeed, and the yrittn|^ of the last lij^e plainly exhiBlls flat 
the original lei ters had been eraseo; arid in the inkth arid last 'brihd of 

Wamahrow obtains in Mabratta charactera^ In his deposition taken at the Durbar^ 

No.409 
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No. 100, proof of his true signature is shown, and, upon being compared with this signature, 
they do not agree; further, the lOth bund is dirty; and upon inspecting the paper of the 
last bgitd a^d that of the preceding 14 bunds, it would ^his last bui)d had been 

sep$.rai^ from the original deposition, and the other bunds joined thereto. 

No. 18. The deposition of Bharrote Phurtaub, dated Magsuisood 1st, S. 1904 (8 De- 
cember 1847), is contained in five bunds* In this deposition the third bund would appear 
to have recently been sui)stitiued, and the writing thereof also, upon being inspected also 
appears as of recent date. 

No. 94. The deposition of the elder Settanee, MahaLuxameebaee, dated Magsur Sood 3d 
and 4th, S. 1904 (10 and 11 December 1847), is contained in 11 bunds, of which the 
writing of the third bund appears to be different, and upon being joined to the second bund 
a portion of the writing has been glued in and liid ; this appais quite plain; and at the 
foot of this third bund the signature of Maha Luxaineebaee is written by Wujjoobha9«» 
and in the same manner tlie signaiure < biuins in live last bund in the writing of Wujjoob- 
haee; but upon comparing the signatures, that obtaining upon ihe third bund appears to 
be different i^om the other. 

No. 83. The deposition of the wet-nurse, Ghanga, dated Magsur Sood Ist, S. 1904, 

(8 December 1847), contained upon four bunds, of which bunds the fourth appears lo be 
clean and new, and the writing thereof also appears to be of recent d^ite. This deposition 
had been taken upon oath. 

No. 56. The deposition of Nurbaram Bhatteeya, dated Posh Sood 14th, S. 1904 
(19 January 1848), is contained upon three bunds, of which bund^i the third and last bund 
is clean, and the writing also different. This deposition had been taken upon outh. 

No. 41. To the deposition of Dhulleeya Bhanna, dated Bhadurwa Sood 10th, 12th. and 
15th, S. 1904 (8, 10 and 13 September 1848), an additional deposition contained upon one 
and a quaner bunds, dated Assoo Sood 10th, S. 1904 (7 October 1848), is added; and on 
the la'it line of such additional deposition, and the line on the reverse side and the rim, 
being inspected, it would appear iliat a portion of tlie last bund had been cut and taken 
away, and the deposition concluded with a single line on the reverse side of the said bund. 

Tills deposition had been tak( n upon oath. 

No. 60. The deposition of Eshwur Vunnarsee, of Amieeyara, dated BhadurvNa Sood 13tb, 

S. 1904 (11 September 1848), taken upon oath, is contained upon three bunds, of which the 
paper of the two first bunds are small, and that of the third bund clean, and appears to 
have been recently added, and the writing also thereof appears to be as of recent dale; and 
upon this there are three signatures, oi which the writing of the first signature appears to 
be quite different from the otheis. 

No. 46. The deposition of Nurrotum Narrain, of Amleeyarn, dated Bhadurwa Sood 13th, 

S. 1904 (11 September 1848), taken upon oath, is ccmtaincd in two bunds, and of which the 
first bund is clean, and appears to have been recently addid, and the writing also appears 
to be fresh, and the deposition contains two signatures, and of wbicii signatures tiie w»king 
of the signature on the clean bund is not that of Nurrotum, because this individual had 
subsequently given evidence on the 16th July 1860, and upon tiiis deposition he wrt>te hia 
^ignulure, with which, upon it being compared, the forgery appeais quite evident. 

No. 48. The deposition of Bhuniiee woman, dated Bhaderwa Vud 6ih, S, 1904 (18 Sep- 
tember 1848), taken upon oath, is contained in six bunds, of which the third bund appears 
new, and the rest preceding and following ii are dirty; from which circumstance it would 
appear that the original third bund had been taken out, and the present one substituted ; 
and furtht?r, the writing of the bund, too, appears to be fiesh ; and at the foot of deposition 
No. 76, this woman’s mark obtains, and which mark does not agree with her mark upon 
this deposition; but this difference is not sufficiently weighty to be taken into considera- 
tion, for this leason, i. e, because females are ignorant of writing or signing. 

No, 49, ThtJ deposition of Bhugwan Buwanee, dated Bhaderwa Vud 13th, S. 1904 
(26 September 1848), taken upon oath, is contained upon (our bunds, and of which the last 
bund clean and white; and iurtbei, the writing also theieupon appears to be different^ 
from which it would appear that this last bund had been newly prepared ; and the third 
bund is diity, and the writing thereon appears to have been written with a different pen. 

No. 48. 'I be deposition of Josee Treeboun, dated Bhadurwa Vud 13th, S. 1904 (26 Sep- 
tember 1848), taken upon oath, is contained upon two bunds, and from which the second 
bumi would appear to be new and recently substituted; and further, it is cle^n, and the 
wiiiing tin reupon also is fresh, and the signature, which obtains in the S;indscript cha- 
raciorsi of this individual obtains separately, and upon the signaiuie upon this deposition 
being compaied with it, it apf)ear6 to be quite different, and it appears to be a forgery, and 
this ^ignn!ti^e appears to have been written as if the person writing it had traced the cha- 
racters with a broken pen, or a trembling hand, or a person ignorant of writing Saiidscript. 

The d^osittonS of Dbttlleeya Bhanna, No. 41, Dada Meya Havddar. No. 40, Jbareeys, Nos. 41,40,49* 44, 
No. 42, Bhiinoeo No. 44, Bficeka Hunee, No. 46, fihotKlur Bltatitta, No. 47# and 4^5, 47* and 51. 

Hurjeewun 61. In these seveiwl dep<4ition« Ibe^ ^0 dates would 

appear to have% a|id others sublii^tOled J thip coiictusi^n is arrived at by inspecting 

toe k 

56^1. 4 R 4 ^ 3. Of 
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3. Of the Depositions taken at the Durbar. 

No. 78. The deposition of woman Bhunnee, dated Bharlurwa Sood 2d, S. 1905 (20 Au- 

f ust 1640), taken upon oath, is contained upon eight bunds, and from which the fifth 
und appears to be new, and the bunds preceding and following it are dirtv, and the new 
paper is quite apparent ; and it would appear that the original bund had been taken out, and 
anew one substituted; and further, in this deposition it is written, ^^Bhadurwa Sood 2d, 
S. 1905, Saturday;” but upon taking this into consideration, it appears that Bhadurwa 
Sood 2cl, Saturday occurred in S. 1903, and not in S. 1906. 

No. 23. The deposition of Amersing Hurrebhaee, of Metapooi|p^da*ed Shrawun Sood 9th 
and idth, S. 1906 (16 and 20 August 1850), is contained u(%n eight bunds, and from 
which the seventh bund is clean, and appears to be new; and in this deposition Amersing's 
signature obtains twice ; but these signatures do not agree with Amersing’s usual signatui'e, 
and consequently, upon comparing them, these signatures appear to be forgeries. 

No. 24. The deposition of Bhungjee Bheeka, dated Shrawun Sood 9th and 13th, S. 1906 
(16 and 20 August 1850), is contained upon seven bunds, from which the paper of the 
sixth and seventh bunds are clean, and would appear to be new ; and the leiters of the 
signatures obtaining at the two joinings of this bund, upon the reverse side, are quite 
different from the letters obtaining upon the joinings of the other bunds, and one of the 
letters had gone out in the cuttings ; consequently, from this circumstance, it is evident 
that tins bund had been newly prepared and substituted. 

No. 26. The deposition of Ghumman Mhowsing, of Jhussapoor, dated Shrawun Sood 
10th and 13th, b. 1906 (17 and 20 August 1860), is contairud upon four bunds, and 
upon which both the signatures of this individual are stated to be in the handwriting of 
Rhungjee Bliuka; but upon comparing the writing of these signatures with Rhungjee's 
writing upon other places, they do not appear to agree, and, further, this Rhungjee dig- 
tinctly denies his having written the signatures in question ; thereupon it is evident that 
the whole of the depositions are false, and the signatures two forgeries. 

No. 26. The dept)sition of Jheetsing Jhallumsing, of Jhussapoor, dated Shrawun Sood 
10th and 13tb, S. 1096, 17th and 20th August 1850, is contained on six bunds, and from 
which the paper of the last bund is clean and of a difierent description, and the writing also 
appears to be different; and further, the last signature thereupon is stated to be m the 
handwriting of Rhungjee ; but upon comparing it with the second signature obtaining in 
the bund preceding it, they appear to he different ; and still further, tins Rhungjee distinctly 
states that this signature is not in his liandwriting, and for these reasons it is evident that 
the last bund had been newly prepared and substituted, and the signature also is a 
forgery. 

No. 27. The deposition of Jhabbaee Hurrebhaee, of Meetapoor, dated Shrawun Sood 
10th and 13tli, S. 1906 (17 und 20 August 1860), is contained in three bunds, the last 
third bund of whfoh appears to have been newly substituted in the place of the original 
bund ; and further, on the reverse of this bund, at the joinings, there obtains no marks, 
and tiiis third bund contains the questions put by the Baba, and the answers received 
* S. 0. thereto. Consequently, the suspicion is performed, beyond any doubt, that this paper had 
been subsequently prepared, and substituted in the place of the original bund of the depo- 
sition. 

No. 28. The deposition of Lulloo Bhugwan, dated Shrawun Si)od 11th and 13 th, S. 1906 
(18 and 20 August 1850), is contained on ten bunds, of which the ninth bund appears 
new and clean, and the writing also upon this bund appears to be of recent date, and 
written with a different pen. 

No.lOO. The deposition of Baba Nafra, dated Shrawun Sood 11th, and Vud 30tb, S« 1906 
(18 August and 6 September 1860), is contained in 26 bunds, on which, under the last 
line of the eighth bund, the signature of Wancou Row in Maharatia obtains, as also at the 
end of the 25th bund ; but the writing of both signatures differs from each other, ard ibe 
letters thereof are also unequal. Moreover, in a separate proceeding, on the 14th Oct. 1850# 
on the deposition taken before the Resident, this individual attaches bis signature in Maha- 
raita; and upon the above signatures being compared therewith, that on the eighth bund 
is found to agree with this latter signature, but the signature on the 25th bund is found to 
be entirely different, consequently this signature appears to have been forged ; and ti pan the 
reverse side of this deposition, at the joining of the bunds, many true signatures in Maha- 
ratta obtain, but the first seven Signatures thereupon are in the Goozerattee cbaracier, and 
appear to have been written by a Maharatta writer, who may bare learnt Goozerattee. 
Moreover, of the 26 bunds of this deposition, from the first to the eighth, and the lOtb, 
13tb, 15th and 18th, 20th, and 23d and 25th, tlius in all 19 bunds, are dirty, but more or 
less so ; and the clean bunds are the 9th, lltb, 12th, 14th, 19th^ and 24th ; thus in all there 
are six clean bunds which appear to have been recently subsututed. Moreover, the 12th 
bund appears to have been torn and patched on to the 18th |>ut^|^aml, upon imputing the 
edge of this joining, the letters written thereon appear to have )>een takenjiitt with the part 
tom out: and in the same manner a part of the 2hd bun4 dpp^^rs to have beee eut out, 
and patched upon the 24th bund ; and in tlie bund so ept out the iower ppr^ioqf of the 
letters also appear to have been cut out; but the putting has been ciumsily q|ne^ 
letters so cut appear to have been sobsequehtly compieted. , ' > 
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No. 76, Tbc deposition of Patel Rhyejee Bhachur, dated Shrawun Vud 2, Saturday, 

S. 1906 (24th August 1850), ia contained in four bunds ; from which the three first bunds are 
clean and agree with each other, but the paper of the last bund, upon which the signature 
of the d^onent obtains, is dirty, and the letters written on the reverse side of these bunds 
attbe joinings, upon being inspected, appear to be forged, and substituted in lieu of the 
original letters, which had previously been there ; from which circumstance it would appear 
that of the original deposition, the last bund had been retained, and to it has been added 
these new bunds subsequently prepared. 

No. 77. The deposition of Patel Nurrotum Narrian, dated Shrawun Vud 2d, S. 1900 
(24th August 1860), is ^niained in three bunds, of which the two first bunds appear clean, 
new, and spurious, and ajireeing with deposition No. 46, taken at the first puncbayet. 

No. 74. The deposition of Tullaveeya DImlleeya, of Amleeyara, dated Shrawun Vud 2d, 

S. 1906 (24th August 1860), is contained in eight bunds, among which the fourth bund 
appears to have been newly introduced, and the writing also appears to be fresh, and the 
paper of the bund also appears clean. 

No. 101. The deposition of Bhugwan Buwannee, dated Bhadurwa Sood 2d, S. 190G, 

(8th September 1B50), is contained in 12 bunds; from which bunds the 6th, 8th, 9ih, 10th, 
and llin appear dirty, but the remaining bunds clean; and in this deporition of Bhugwan 
the total number of signatures are three, of which the last signature appears to have been 
forged, because this individual gave in a deposition on oath at the Residency on the 6th 
of July 1850, and signed the same with his signature, which is genuine, but does not 
agree with tlie above noticed signature. 

4. Of the Depositions taken before the Second Puncbayet. 

No. 102. The Deposition of Baba Nafra, dated Bhadurwa Sood 16th, and Vud 11th, No. 190G. 
Sumvut 1907 (21st September 1860), is contained in five bunds, of which the first and fitth 
bunds appear dirty and similar to each other ; but the three intermediate bunds are clean, 
and appear new; and the fourth bund is joined to the fiftli bund, upon inspecting which 
joining several letters appear glued in and hid, and in this depositiuti, at theu nd, the signa- 
ture of Wainon Itow obtains in his own handwriting; and taking this into consideration, 
it would appear that the last and first bunds of the original deposition had been retained, 
and thereto three new bunds had been substituted in the place of those originally 
obtaining. 

According to the above, these 34 depositions would appear to have been tampered with, 
and in several depositions, in the places designated, new bunds appear to have been substi- 
tuted, in which the various expressions introauced have been done with the view of stigma- 
tising the son of Joitabace as spurious, and that of exonerating Baba Nafra from blame, and 
screening him from punishment; this would appear to have been the main object in view 
in tampering with the several depositions above noticed. Besides which,«the three subjoined 
written leckhs appear to be entirely spurious, as explained beneath ; viz. 

No. 36. Regarding the leckh said to have been passed by Joiiabaee, in the name of the 
Sirkar, directing the reiurn of the boy to the Amleeyara people, and signed for her by 
Dyasimnkur Desaye, and dated Chytur Sood 6th, Suinvut 1903 (21st March 1847), upon 
talking inio consideration the substance of this leckh, it would appear that a person proficient 
in the Maharatta language had written the leckh in Goozerattee, and the object for which 
it had been drafted, it should have been written in the shape of a petition, an affidavit, 
which would have been in accordance with the Sii kar’s practice and the world’s usage ; but 
thus has it not been done, therefore no confidence can be placed in this leckh. And again, 
since the signature obtains in the handwriting of Dyashunkur Dasye, the deposition of this 
individual taken on a different occasion, and his deposition, No. 99, taken in this case, and 
the signatures of this individual obtaining upon a Persian deed, upon being compared with 
the signature upoti the leckh in question, it appears to differ from them; aud at the end 
of such signature it is written that the signature liad been written after he had personally 
obtained the permission of the Baee to do so, but the words, after he had peisonally 
obtained the Baee’s permission to do so/* it is not usual in any deeds in the world to add 
such at the end of the signature of the parties signing such leckhs, hui it is usual to do so 
after the signatures of attesting witnesses to such leckh, and it was perfectly uncalled Ibr 
to liave done so after the signature of the party passing the leckh. And further, in ev^ry 
other place where this individual bad signed his name, he also added thereto the name of his 
father, but in this leckh the name of his fathetihas been left out; and further, he has omitted 
one letter ; therefore no confidence can be placed upon such signature. Moreover, upon 
taking the formation of the letters of sucK signafui’e into consideration, it would lead to the 
inference that a Mahratta writer had written the Goozerattee characters, consequently it is evi- 
dent that this false leckh had been made out to ruin the son of Joiiabaee Settanee, and that 
it is ^dtious. Lbckh, No. 3, dated Magsur Vud 6th, Sumvut 1902 (22d December 1846), 

^ated to have beeb granted by Joitablee's father, Bhocktee Khaudase^ alias Bhannabhaee 
Khandass, to&oUee Mmgjgoonath, to the effect that the son ol this KolM had been received 
by him, and in lien a atiuend. of 20 J rupeat annually settled upon the said Kollee. This 
leckh, Bhannahitaee led the writer thereof, and other 

p^iCs, ^ by eoihparini^ the s‘t^^ thereupon with Biiana- 

bhase’s aiguature,has been found to be aforgmy^ No, 4, an acquittance bond, dated Cbytui: 

' 5w, 4 S 
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Sood 6thy Sumimt (22cl March 1847)* This bond is stated to have been passed by Rug. 
^cmath Nuthoo, in the handwriting of Rhungjee Bheekai and signature of Purshotmnbhaee 
Bhachurbhaee^ to the effect that the above leokh for SOI rupees had been delivered over by 
him in consequence of having received the money for the same. This bond has been provra 
to be spurious and a forger from the stnne proofs as the foregoing leckh for 201 ru|»ees 
had been proved so. 

(True translation.) 

(signed) M» Battye, Assistant Resident 


Appendix (L.) 

Proceedings of a Medical Committee appointed by Brigadier Brown, c.b., commanding 

at Baroda^ to assemble at the Residency, to investigate a subject to be submitted by the 

Resident. 4 

Dr. G. M. Ogilvie, Residency Surgeon, President; Dr. J. Sanderson, 1st Regiment 
Light Cavalry, late officiating Residency Surgeon, Dr. W. Davey, 17th Regiment N.u, late 
omciating Residency Surgeon, Members ; Ensign Griffith, 17th Regiment N.I., Interpreter. 

Baroda Residency, 24 January 1851. 

The committee having assembled pursuant to order, are informed by the Resident that 
the object for which they are assembled is to determine, so far as the evidence at their 
disposal may enable them, whether or not Joutabaee Settannec, second widow of the late 
Bhachur Sammuldass, gave birth to a child on or about the 23d December 1845. 

With a view to facilitate this medico-legal investigation, the Resident communicates to 
them, through the president, a brief narrative of the events which have necessitated it; he 
places at their disposal several depositions and other documents ; he informs them that he 
will cause the attendance of any witnesses they may wish to examine, and he expresses 
his readiness to furnish them with any information they may require, and to lay before 
them any further documentary evidence in his possession which they may consider calcu- 
lated to promote the solution of the question submitted to them. He further places at 
their disposal the services of Mr. Hycoop of the residency establishment, to officiate as 
their secretary and assistant interpreter. 

The committee call in and proceed to examine the physician Moteeram, who they have 
ascertained is one of the principal witnesses adduced by those who deny that Joutabaee 
Settannee gave birth to a child on tlie 23d December 1845. 

The committee at first proposed simply to take notes of the information communicated 
by the witnesses ; but the self-contradictions, the equivocations, and generally disingenuous 
manner of Moteeram, induced them to discontinue tiiis plan, and to record formally all the 
questions they put, and all the answers they received. 

Moteeram’s examination is recorded in Appendix I. (A.) 

Moteeram’s examination being concluded, and that witness being dismissed, the com- 
mittee adjourn till the 25th January. 

Baroda Residency, 25 January 1851. 

The committee having re-assembled, proceed to examine Phunnee woman, whose evi- 
dence they resolve to record as Appendix II. (A.) She is subjected to a long examinatioa ; 
in the course of which she painfully impresses every member of the committee with the 
conviction that she is an unprincipled woman, on whose statements no reliance is to be 
placed ; she is dismissed. She is recalled, to enable her to identify and be identified by 
“ Mhuncha ” and Mah Koovur,^^ two intimate relations of Joutabaee. She is again dis- 
missed, and the committee adjourn till Monday the 27th January 1851. 

Baroda Residency, 27 January 1851. 

The committee having re-assembled, proceed to examine Mankovur woman, whose 
deposition they resolve to recorfi in Appendix III. Mankovur” is dismissed, and 
^‘Mhuncha” woman is called in. Mhuncha” beu^ examined, is dismissed;^ and the 
committee resolve to record her evidence as Appendix IV. The committee adjourn till 
the 28th January 1651. 

Baroda Residency, 29 January 1851. 

The committee having re-assembled, proceed to examine Laud Bace,” mother of Jouta» 
baee Settannee. Laudbaee’s examination being concladed, she itidismisBed, and het eviden^ 
the committee agree to record as Appendix V. Joutabaee Seltctimee is called ii}> aiid in 
considerstiou of lier feeble state of heaftb, and her natural repugnance to appear b^ore the 
committee, her mother is recalled, and a male and female letothre are likewise 
be present. The committee ask Joutabaee a few questiims, kj^fs answersy 

they record as Appendix VI. Her interrogs^tion being concluded, oommitm imim^ 
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to Joutabaee that they have learned from the Resident that she will not object to have her 
person examined^ with the view to determinfi whether ehe beai* any traces of having been 
a mother ; they tell her that if such be her own wish, they will depute one of their number, 
a married man, to examine her in another room, and in presence of her female relatives. 

The Settannee herself professes her entire ^readiness to suhtnit to any examination by 
which truth may be elicited*; but expresses a hope that it may be conducted w ith as much 
delicacy as possible. Her mother, however, apparently under the idea that the committee 
are in search of evidence against her daughter, withholds her consent. She expatiates on 
the degradation such an examination will inflict on her daughter in the eyes of her caste, 
and she dwells on its inutility, inasmuch as the five years that have elapsed since she bore 
her child must have efiaced all signs of maternity. 

The committee inform the ladies that the examination shall not proceed without their 
entire concurrence ; but that of course the committee will draw their own inferences from 
the circumstance, should the Setiannee refuse to submit to a test of the truthfulness of her 
pretensions, which she had previously expressed her readiness to undergo. 

The Settannee again repeats that she has no objections, save those arising from disin- 
clination to exhibit any part of her naked person to male European strangers, and from the 
social degradation to which the examination will subject her. But that since the committee 
regard such an examination as calculated to elicit the truth, she will forthwith submit to 
it. Her mother on this withdraws her opposition, and the two ladies retire to another 
apartment previously prepared for them, followed by Dr. Davey. 

After a short absence Dr. Davey returns, and reports verbally to the committee that he 
has satisfied himself, by an examination of Joeetabnaee’s person, that that lady has borne a 
child. The committee request Dr. Davey to commit this opinion to writing ; he agrees to 
do so, and the committee resolve to record Dr, Davey’s certificate as Appendix VII. The 
ladies return. 

The grandmother of Joeetabhaee Settannee being in attendance, is called in, but the com- 
mittee do not think it necessary to subject that lady to an examination. 

It is evident to the committee, that in submitting to a personal examination, Joeetabhaee 
Settannee has made a painful sacrifice of her feelings. It appears to them she and her 
mother apprehend social affronts in consequence of her having submitted to such an 
examination. The committee therefore thiruc it morally incumbent on them to do their 
utmost to mitigate the severity of the painful emotions they have awakened, by communi- 
cating to the ladies the result of Dr. Davey's examination. They therefore wait on the 
Resident, and solicit his permission to inform Joeetabhaee and her friends that Dr. Davey's 
examination has removed from their minds all doubt regarding the fact of Joeetabhaee Set- 
tannee having been a mother. The Resident grants the desired permission, and an assurance 
to the above-mentioned effect is communicated to the ladies. They request that the assurance 
may be given in writing. The Resident is referred to. He assents. The ladies’ wishes are 
complied with ; they retire. 

The committee then wait on the Resident; they intiraace to l)im that they do not require 
the attendance of any new witnesses, but they express a wish to have another opportunity 
of examining both ** Moteerani ” and Phunnee.” The Kesident promises to have these 
persona summoned. The committee then receive from him answers to several questions 
they had before addressed to him, and are informed that more full and explicit information 
will be given when it is obtained from the durbar. 

The committee then adjourn till the 2d February 1851. 

Baroda Residency, 2 February 1851, 

The committee having re-assembled, find that by an oversight neither Phunnee ” nor 

Moteeram ” have been summoned. They wait on the Resident, and seek information on 
various aubjects, and are informed by that officer that be is endeavouring to get full infor- 
mation on the seyeral points regarding which they have already interrogated him, but that 
the process of extracting information from the durbar by means of yads is a most tedious 
and unsatisfactory one. 

Dr. Sanderson informs the committee his further detention at Baroda will cause him 
much inconvenience, both personal and pecuniaty, and intimates that he has the permission 
of the Resident to join his regiment at Nusseerabad. He assures the other members of the 
committee that his views are identical with their own ; and he authorizes the committee, 
when they have completed their report, either to send it to him for signature, or to record 
his opinion as being coincident with their own. 

The committee adjourn till February 5th. v 

Baroda Residency, 5 February 1851. 

The remaining members of the committee having re-assembled, they proceed to re- 
examine ** Pbunnee ” woman. Her evidence they record as Appendix II, (B.) Phunnee’s 
examinatiou being conclude<J, she is dismissed. 

Moteeram Vyed is called in for r^xami nation His evidence is recorded in Appendix 
1« (B4 Mntlicram’s examination l^ng c^^ he is dismissed. The committee then 

coni^ (m a loOjK time^aad agree that it is advisable once more to submit Mof^eram to an 
ettmtnalioni with him touching oertaio of the inconsistencies in 

his in the meantime returned to the city, they 

agree on the dth Fehruary, and adjourn till 

4 8 2 


Baroda 
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Baroda Residency^ 9 February 1851 « 

The committee having re-assembled, are informed by the Resident that Motberam is 
reported sick and unable to attend at the residency; the committee, however, are tpl^ that 
if they wish to examine him at his own house, a carriage will convey them thither. The 
committee agree to examine Moteeram at his own house on the^llth February, and adjourn 
till that day, 

Baroda Residency, 11 February 1861. 

The committee having re-aseembied at the house of Moteeram, proceed to examine him. 
His evidence they record in Appendix 1. (C.) Moteeram’s examination is concluded. The 
committee then agree to adjourn till such time as the Resident can give them final answers 
to all their questions, and it is agreed that the president shall give notice to the other mem- 
bers when this is the case. 


Baroda Residency, 1 March 1851. 

The committee having re-assembled, it is agreed that the information in the committee’s 
possession is sufficient to enable them to frame their report, A rough draft is adopted ; it 
is agreed that each member shall in succesition revise that draft, and that after such revision 
the committee shall re-asseinble, and confer on the revised draft. The committee acyourn. 

Baroda Residency, 20 March 1861. 

The committee re-assemble, the indisposition of one of the members, and the professional 
engagements of both having prevented their meeting earlier. They confer on the revised 
draft, and unanimously adopt the following report. 

Report. 

1. The Committee are .unanimously of opinion that Joutabaee Settannee gave birth to a 
child on or about the 23d December 1846, 

2 . It is not pretended that the lady in question brought forth offspring at any date, 
either anterior or posterior to the 23d of December 1846, the dale of the Settannee ’s alleged 
fictitious accouchement, and as Doctor Davey’s examination of the Settannie’s person nas 
satisfied him that she has undoubtedly been a mother, the committee would be content to 
rest the above recorded opinion on the solitary authority of Doctor Davey’s certificate, 
given in Appendix VII. But as by this summary disposal of the case, they might appear 
to evade the duty imposed upon them by the Resident, they proceed to discuss the matter 
in its various medico-legal aspects and relations. 

3. A lady, by name Joutabaee, the wife of one of the leading bankers of Baroda, declares 
herself lo be pregnant at, if not long prior to, the date of her husband’s death. In about 
three months and a half after that event she proclaims herself seized with the pains of 

'^ No. 38 , App, incipient labour, and in conformity with the general usage of ladies of her caste, she 
^ ad from his expresses a wisli to remove from the house of her late husband to that of her father, that 
hness tlie her accouchement may take place under the paternal roof. This wish is communicated to 
the elder widow of her late husband, and to the trustee of his affairs. The former raises no 
objection, and the latter makes the several arrangements required for giving effect to the 
ladies’ wishes. She proceeds to her father’s house, and she is there attended by her mother, 
grandmother, and cousins, by two of her mother’s most intimate neighbours, and by a pro- 
fessional midwife, ine precise attendants it was natural she should have on such un occasion. 
It is announced that she has been delivered of a male cliild, and no time is lost in making 
known the event. The lady receives the customary visits, and presents of cpngratulation, 
and foremost amongst those who congratulate her are the trustee and confidential manager 
of her late husband’s affairs, and her late husband’s elder widow, whose own worldly posi- 
tion and prospects, as well as those of her son, suffer serious detriment from the advent of 
the newly-born infant. The usual social and religious observances are sanctioned and 
graced by the presence not only of the heads of the caste, but of the sovereign of the country. 
To the naming of the boy succeeds his betrothal to the infant daughter of a most 
respectable member ol'the caste. This ceremony is celebrated with some pomp, and with 
the usual concomitant of a caste pinner, at which all the leading members of the caste are 
f>re 8 ent ; and for the first 14 modl|ps of his life the boy continues to be regarded, by all ranks 
and classes of the community, as ^e posthumous son of his reputed parent, and es one of 
the heirs to his immense wealth. 

4. But the lady quarrels with the manager of her late husband’s affairs ; she brings 

against him distinct accusations of fraud and misappropriation^ and she petitions her 
sovereign to compel him to render an account of his stewardship* The manager is all 
powerful at court, the lady’s petition is unheeded, and speedily 8^ Seize* both the 
lady and ht*r fatljer, locks the former up in a dark and iron-oarred room in the bank, im- 
prisons the latter in his own house, places sentries over both of them, abducts the child 
under a plea that it is a spurious one, and bands it over to ihe^ardiansb^ of hi» 

Arab mercenaries, in whose custody it ^quickly dies* justiwatiOn of hw 

the manager asserts that the pregnancy of Joutabaee, tlie reality of which he bad at me 
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tme recognized » and her accouchementi for which be had hiiiiself made arrangements, were 
botii fictitious. He avers, and brings forward diverse witnesses in support of his averment, that 
the lady purchased a child from certain kolies of the village of Meetapoor, which she passed 
off as her own ; and that the child dying of smallpox, its place was supplied by another 
child, purchased from oilier kolies, residing in the village of Amieeyara. 

5. The lady and her niotiter appeal to the Bombay government for protection and redress, 
but various circumstances arise which for long prevent that body from interposing. At 
length revelations are made to the Resident, which induce him to request H. H. the 
Gaekwur to bring tiie bank manager to trial on charges of conspiracy and child abduction. 
A native court of judicature is appointed to try him on these charges, and that court 
decides that the alleged purchase of a child from the Meetapoor koUies is a baseless fiction, 
the result of a foul conspiracy originating in the bank manager’s unprincipled avarice, and 
sustained by the foulest forgery and perjury. 

6. As the Amieeyara purchase was alleged to have been made simply to supply the 
vacancy caused by the death of the child purchased at Meetapoor, it would almost seem to 
follow, as a logical necessity, that the first alleged purchase being a fiction, the second 
must be a fiction also. Bui another view of the matter is taken by the members of the 
native court of judicature; that body being of opinion that the pregnancy and delivery of 
Joutabaee are not well established, hesitate to pronounce the alleged Amieeyara purchase 
a fiction. 

7. The case comes before the Resident in review, and by that officer the committee are 
charged with the determination of the medico-legal question : Wa8,or was not Joutabaee 
Settanee delivered of a son on or about the 22d December 1846?'’ 

8. The circumstances detailed in paragraph third afford strong presumptions in favour of 
her having been so delivered, and the onus probandi rests exclusively on those who deny 
that she was. The arguments adduced by those who contend that her pregnancy and 
delivery were fictitious, are as follows : 

1st. That Joutabaee Settanee’s husband, the late Bhachur Sammuldass, had been 
in a state of health which unfitted him for begetting progeny for such a length of 
time, as rendered it impossible that he could have impregnated his wife during the last 
six months of Ills life. 

2d. Tl^at the said Bhachur Sammuldass made a last will and testament on the 4th 
August 1845, the provisions of which show that he had then no expectation that his 
wife Joutabaee would bear him a child, and that a few days subsequent to the execu- 
tion of that deed he placed the son of his elder wife on the lap of Joutabaee, thereby 
symbolically reiterating his belief that by the latter lady he would have no issue, 

3d. That Moteram, a physician of great local celebrity, who prescribed for Joutabaee 
on the day of her iuisband’s death, did not consider her to be pregnant. 

4th. That the elder widow, Mabaluxmeebaee Settaiinee, who, from living in the same 
apartment as Joutabaee, could not fail to be cognizant of her condition, did not believe 
her to be pregnant. 

6th. That influenced by this disbelief, she sent the above-mentioned Moteram and 
a man named Treeboun Jhossee to remonstrate with Joutabaee, who confessed that 
she was not pregnant. 

8th. That certain religious ceremonies practised by, or in behalf of Hindoo ladies at 
the fifth and sevenih montiis of pregnancy were not practised by or in behalf of 
Joutabaee. 

7th. That the evidence of a woman, Phunnee, the personal attendant of Joutabaee, 
confirms the belief that the latter was not pregnant. 

8tb. That the further evidence of Phunnee, who was in the house at the time of the 
alleged accouchement of Joutabaee, proves that the usual phenomena of a lying-in 
chamber were absent in that of Joutabaee, and that the child, of which that lady jpro- 
fessed to have been delivered, did not present the appearance of a newly-born chiltu 

9th. Tiiat Joutabaee herself gave a written declaration to Baba Nafra, the trustee 
and manager of the affairs of her late husband, to the effect that her pregnancy and 
delivery had been fictitious. 

9. Into the foregoing catalogue the committee ihinl^that they have introduced every 
argument against the reality of Joutabaee’s pregnancy and delivery advanced either by the 
court appointed to try Baba Nufra, or by the various witnesses adduced against JoutaWee, 
either at the durbar or the residency ; and these arguments the committee proceed to notice 
seriatim* 

^ 10. The first is that founded on the alleged impolency of Bachur Sammuldass, for at least 
six months prioir tb^ 

11. Were Ihe alleged fact true^ it would in no way aflect the q^uestion before the com- 
mittee, unless double assumption be made that Jouiabaee had neither inclinatioii nor 
oppoftunity lbr her husband’s life, and such an assumption 

the committee regard at quite inadmissible when ike nature of the charges brought against 
560. 4 S 3 the 
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the ladv in quefition is considered. It appears to tham absurd to asan^ &at a woman so 
totally lost to all sense of virtue and modesty as to be capable of enacting a fictitious nreg-* 
nancy and delivery would have hesitated to do that which would hawe insured for Wr a 
genuine ifijpregnatton; and it further appears to them/that a woman Who could^ after her 
husband’s death, successfully carry out a^fraud which all writers upon medical jurispmdence 
ajflSrm can only be successfully carried out by means of a widely ramifying collusion, and 
by the confederacy of all around, the perpetrator must, during her husband’s life, have 
enjoyed sufficient opportunities for criminal sexual intercourse had she desired it ; at one time 
indeed, it almost appears from a deposition in the possession of the Resident, which was 
suppressed by the native court of judicature, that the enemies of Joutabaee contemplated 
disinheriting her son on the plea (»f illegitimacy rather than on thfe ground of his being a 
spurious child. The question before the committee is not whether a child borne by 
Joutabaee was lawfully begotten, or the result of its mother’s adulterous transactions, but 
whether or not that lady was actually delivered of a child, and on this point, the committee 
repeat, the alleged impotence of her husband would throw no light, even were it true. But 
the committee deem it their duty to express their strong^ professional opinion that there was 
nothing in the physical condition of the late Bachur Rammuldass to prevent his impreg- 
nating his wife nine months previous to the 28d December 1845 ; and this opinion they rest 
on the testimony of Moteeram, the witness adduced to prove the impotence of the said 
Bachur Sammuidass. Assuming the truth of that man’s statements, the committee cannot 
discover that till within one, or, at the very most, two months of his death, Bachur Sam- 
muldass laboured under any more serious ailments than irregular attacks of intermittent 
fev(r, accompanied by cloudy urine; and they bdieve that no physician, physiologist, or 
medical jurist, would consider such a state of health to be evidence of impotence, or even 
to render it highly probable. This argument, therefore, the committee have no hesitation 
in rejecting as invalid. 

12. The next tliey have to notice is that founded on the testamentary deed alleged t'^ 
have been executed by the late Bhachur Sammuidass. 

13. Were the document proved genuine, and to have been obtained when Bhachur 
Sammuidass was in the possession of all his mental faculties, it would only demonstrate 
that at the date of its execution he was not aware of the pregnancy of Joitabaee. The 
deed in question bears date the 4th August 1845, or 142 days prior to Joitabaee’s alleged 
delivery. Assuming her to have been really delivered of a child, and that her pregnancy 
lasted lor the full period of 280 days, she could only have been impregnated 188 days, or 
mther less than four months and a half, when the deed was executed ; and it is quite 
within the range of possibility that a woman should be in her 4ih or 5th month of preg- 
nancy, and the circumstance be unknown to her husband, who had for a month been an 
invalid. The probabilities, indeed, would greatly preponderate on the other side were it 
nut foi the fact, hereafter to be adverted to, that Joitabaee is one of those ladies who con- 
tinue to have monthly sanguineous discharges during their pregnancy. Regarding the 
nature of these discharges, different views have been promulgated, but their occurrence is 
well established. When they occur, neither the ladies themslelves, nor those around them, 
can discriminate between them and scanty ordinary menstrual discharges, ^^and I may add,” 
says Professor Beck, 'Mhe medical examiner will often be in extreme doubt,” The occur- 
rence of these discharges, as will hereafter be shown, is no proof that the lady presenting 
them is not pregnant ; but in popular estimation, they are assumed to denote an unimpreg- 
nated condition, and the committee conceive that their occurrence in the person of Joitabaee 
was calculated to impress her husband with the belief that in professing to be pregnant, she was 
either deceiving herself, or attempting to deceive him, with a view to influence bis testamen- 
tary arrangements. Holding this opinion, the committee cannot perceive that any preaump- 
lion against Joitabaee’s pregnancy would be afforded by the deed of the 4tli August 1845, 
even were it proved to be a genuine document, and to have been obtained when Bachur 
Sammuidass W'as in full possession of all his faculties ; but the committee have learned 
from the Resident, that the deed itself, and the circumstances under which it was obtained 
by Baba Nafra, the confidential agent of Bachur Sammuidass, and subsequently the 
denouncer of his widow, are open to grave suspicions ; and they themselves, as medical 
men, entertain great doubts whether at ihe time the deed was obtained, or Ulteged to have 
been obtained, mchur Sammuidass was in such full possession of his mental faculties as 
to enable him to take a clear view of bis worldly loterestB, and selations of the several 
claims of those dependent on him, or of the probability of contiagent events. Baba Nafra 
professes lo have got this document on the 4th of August 1845, during an interview he had 
with the sick banker. That interview, the comrnrttee learn, took j^lace about 9 a.in., and 
it is in evidence before them that at 4 a.m. Bachur Sammuidass had been seized with 
fit” of so alarming a nature as to lead all around him to believe he was dying. He was 
subjected to active remedial treatment; it is distinctly affirmed %y two of his personal 
attendants, whose depositions are in possession of the Resident, that he was insensible for 
some time, and it is conceded by his physician that at one period of his attack he did fall 
into a state of iitsensibility. The committee regard it as a very suspicious circximstance 
that Moteeram, while under examination, begged them to erase all allusion to the banker’s 
insensibility ; and that on their asking him why he soiight to withdraw the gtatements he 
iiad previoudy made, he displayed a considerable amount of utieasioess, and assured tham, 
with much apparent anxiety, that the msensibiUty had only lastM a fc 

as the committee have ahready observed, even were ibe document allowed to be g#nuifie> and 
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10 have been obtained when the banker was in full poaseasion^of hia faculties, it would afford 
no presumption against the reality of Joitabaee^s i^egnancy^ wfaen consideration ia had to 
the uterine diseh^esi to whieh, as first alleged by Bereneii^ and m frankly allowed by 
herself^ that lady was liable. The act of the banker in placing the son of his elder wife in 
Joitdbaee’s lap^ eren were the interpretation given to that act by Joitabaee's enemies 
undoubtedly true^ would at most only imply the same ignorance of her pregnant state* aa 
is sought to be c^stablisfaed by the deed abiove alloded to* and would tnerefore afford no 
presumption against the reality of Wr pregnancy; but the committee have been assured 
by those familiar with native life* that the interpretation put on the act of the banker 
adverted to* is, under the oircumstanecs of the case* a forced and disingenuous one. 

14« Tlte committee Imve next to notice the argument founded on the aUegation of 
Moteeram* that Joitabaee was not pregnant at the date of her husband’s death. 

16. The reason urged in behalf of his allegations are twofold ; first, that seven or eight 
days prior to the death of her husband, Joitabaee had her catamenial discharges; and, 
secondly, that though he had occasion to examine her abdomen on the day of her huaband’e 
death, he then detected no signs of pregnancy* 

16 . As regards the first of these reasons, the committee have only to observe that it 

possesses no value or cogency whatever. In a majority of cases, pregnancy is undoubtedly 
accompanied by a cessation of the monthly discharges, but the exceptional cases are numerous. 
The greatest obstetric authority of the present day is probably Paul Dubois, and that 
eminent writer thus expresses himself: ^'That menses also may continue though pregnancy 
exists, is a fact now well established in science; and a year does not elapse without my 
having occasion to point out to my pupils well marked examples of the exception/^ Dr. 
Burns says, ** I have not known any instance where menstruation was perfect and* regular 
during the whole of pregnancy, but we sometimes find that every month, for at least part 
of the term of gestation, there is for a day or two a sanguineous discharge, with pain.” 
Dr. Gooch observes, ** There is scarcely any one symptom of pregnancy which may not 
arise from other causes ; and, on the ether hand, pregnancy inay exist without being 
accompanied by the usual symptoms. * ♦ ♦ J have seen a d(^n cases in which ivomen, 

for the first few months after conception, have bad a dischar^ from the vagina, which 
could not be distinguished from those of menstruation.” Whether these discharges are 
physiologically menstrual, has been a contested point. Dr. Hamilton and others maintain 
that they are not, but of extraneous origin, inasmuch as a careful examinaiiou will show 
that they differ in quantity, quality, duration, and regularity of recurrence, from the men- 
struous dischaiges of unimpregnated women ; and in reference to this opinion, Professor 
Bech observes, Probably the last is the preferable explanation ; it is most consistent with 
our ideas of the phenomena of pregnancy. When applied, however, in medical jurispru- 
dence, we must recollect the remark of Dr, Gooch, that whether it be menstruation or 
periodical hemorrhage from ihe above causes or from partial separation of the ovum, the 
female cannot discriminate; and 1 may add, the medical examiner wilt often be in extreme 
doubt,” And Dr. Reid, in his observations on the fallacy of the individual signs of 
pregnancy,” published in the Lancet” in^ 18d8, observes, no doubt can exist as to the 
fact of a monthly discharge during the early months of pregnancy, and sometimes even up 
to the latest period. Whether it is really menstrual or not matters little if the resem- 
blance be so close that the female is unable to discriminate between them.” To multiply 
quotations is unnecessary, for the committee think they have stated enough to show ihat 
whatever be tlie source whence they are derived, whetlier they be menstruous or 
hemorrhagic, periodic discharges are observed amongst pregnant women. Joitabaee, by 
her own account, seems to have had a scanty discharge up to the sixth month of pregnancy ; 
her mother informed the committee, that in all her own pregnancies she likewise continued 
to menstruute ; and though this statement may be either true or false, the committee would 
observe, as a physiological fact, that uterine peculiarities are frequently transmitted by 
ladies to their daughters. 

17. As regards the alleged exammation of Joitabaee by Moteeram, it appears doubtful 
to ihe committee wlietber any such examination ever took place. Joitabaee denies that 
Moteeram ever visited her, and. Hoteeram himself is unable to name any one who was 
presmt when the alleged examinatioa iookv place ; allowing, however, that it did take place, 
it would have been impossible from the nature of the ex.-iraination, as described by Moiee* 
ram himself, for that individual to form an opinion as to whether Joitabaee was pi-egnani or 
not. He stated to the commiUee that he did not, at tbe^'time, give the subject a thought ; 
that as the Settannee complained of pain in her stomach, he simply placed nis hand on her 
abdooien, above the navel, to determine whether or not the pain arose from flatulency, and 
that, having ascmrtainefl iuclt Is be the case, he prescribed suitable remedies. So cursory 
was his examittation, that he is unable to say wnether or not her abdomen was flatulently 
distended. The committee on these grounds di^ os invalid the argument founded on 
Moteeram’s testimony. 

le. The next argument is that founded on the alleged fact, that the elder widow, 
MahMuxamee fikee, w from Uvlpg with Joiteba^ undoubted means of ascertaining 

her i^al ite^e, 

560. 464 
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19 . Maha Luxamee Baee was, during the life of Joietabaee’s alleged child, a pre- 
eminently interested witness, inasmuch as an immense increase of wealth and importance 
would have been secured 10 her own child by a legal sentence, condemnatory of Joietabaee's 

E retensions to be a mother, and after the death of Joietabaee's child, she still continued to 
ean interested witness, though not exactly 10 the same extent The committee, therefore, 
would have been inclined to receive with some caution any testimony afforded by that lady 
to the prejudice of Joitabaee's claims ; they would have been inclined to insist on her being 
submitted to a cross-examination, with a view to elicit from her an explanation of her reasons 
for not having at the time exposed the tictitious pregnancy of Joieiabaee, for not having 
denounced and appealed against that lady’s fraudulent enactment of a delivery, and for 
having actually congratulated Joietabaee on the birtli of her son. But such an examination 
was rendered unnecessary by the information given to them by the Resideni) to the effect 
that Maha Luxamee Baee had some weeks previously repudiated the petitions to Govern*- 
ment, in which she had been represented as denying the reality of Joitabace’s alleged 
pregnancy. Tliese petitions she had declared were the unaided productions of the bank 
manager, Baba Nafra, who, in virtue of the powers vested in him as the trustee of her late 
husband's affairs, had unlimited control over her and the entire household, and used tliem 
as his passive tools. The committee, therefore, simply hogged to have Malta Luxamee 
Baee examined touching the allegations in reference to Joitabaee’s pregnancy and delivery, 
* Vide Deposition made in the petitions sent to Government in her name, and that lady in reply * distinctly 
No. 44, ofApp. states that she never doubted, nor had grounds for doubting the reality of Joitabaee’s 

) pregnancy. The committee, therefore, not only erase from the record the argument 

unoer notice, b^t would observe that its examination results in bringing forward Maha 
Luxamee as a strong witness in favour of the reality of Joietabaee’s disputed pregnancy and 
delivery. 

20, The next argument is that founded on the alleged confession made by Joietabaee 
Settanee to Moteeiam and Tieeboun Jossees, when these individuals were sent to her by 
Maha Luxamee Settanee. Mahaluxamee Baee, in her examination, taken by order of the 
Resident, denied that she ever sent Moteeram or Treeboun Jossees in the alleged mission, 
or that she ever entenaiiied the doubts which are said to have induced her to send them. 
Joietebaee herself positively denies that any such visit was paid to her, and Moteeram's 
own account of his mission, of the circumstances under wiiich it was assigned him, and of 
the manner in which he acquitted himself of it, decidedly supports Joieiabee’s denial. He 
is unable to name any one who heard Maha Luxameebaee depute him to visit Joilabaee ; he 
acknowledges thai he never returned to Maha Luxameebaee to apprise her of the important 
result of the alleged visit, and the conversation he professes to have had with Joietabaee 
t 5. O. resembles rather an attempt to census f that lady into a denial o(‘a real pregnancy tlian into 

penitence for enacting a ficiitious one. To these considciations the committee add the 
fact that, in spite of her alleged confession of fraud, Jt)ietabaee continued to profess herself 
pregnant; the fact that the arrangements preceding her accouchement were sanctioned by 
the very lady who is represented as having sent Moteeram to remonstrate with Joietabaee 
on her fictitious pregnancy ; the fact that, on the appearance of tlie child, the usual presents 
and congratulations were made by the same lady; and the additional fact, that fur 14 
months after tile child*s appearance, the reality«of Joietabaee's accouchement was unques- 
tioned in spite of the allegecl confession; and weighing these facts and considerations, the 
committee liave no Itosiiation in rejecting the alleged mission of Moteeram and the alleged 
confession uf Joietabaee as sheer fictions. * 

21. The next tirgument is founded on the omission, durina the alleged pregnancy of 
Joitabaee, of entain rites and ceremonies performed by or in behalf of all pregnant Hindoo 
W'omen at the fifth and seventh months of pregnancy. 

22. in reference to this argument the committee cannot but express their surprise that it 
should have been advanced. To use a term current among lawyers, it proves too much.” 
Joietabaee’s enemies do not allege that she was guilty of the absurdity of pretending to be 
delivered of a child miraculously extemporised without the trouble of a preliminary 
uterogestation. Tiie ciiarge against her is, that she feigned a pregnancy so succei^sfully as 
to be able to pass ofi as her own, a child purchased from certain kolres, and the argument 
under notice, if it possesses any validity whatever, tends to prove that she feigned it in so 
imj)erfect a manner that the fraud must have been self-evident at the time, inasmuch 
assheomitied to peribrni two ceremonies, the performance of Which (as implied in the 
argument) is incumbent on every pregnant woman of her caste. But not only does the 
argument prove too much in its adduction, the committee discover gross disingenuousness. 
They have ascertained that neither of the two ceremonies adverted to can, under any 
^Vi 'e 3^ and circumstances, be performed after the death of the btisband ; and that it is untisunl to 
40 oi Aj'p. (J.) perforin either when the husband is seriously ill. Joietabaee's husband died six weeks 

before the time had arrived for the performance of the seveilt^ arfobth's ceremony, and at 
the period when the fifth month's ceremony ought to have been performed he was siretchM 
on his death-bed; even had it been otherwise, its omission would only have proved that 
Bachur Sanuddass was ignorant of, or disbelieved Joietabaee's pregnancy, and, its has been 
seen, such ignorance or disbelief would afford no presuraptiow against the reality of that 
pregnancy. - * ' 

23 . The next argument the committee have to notice is that founded on the stat^ 
ment of Phunnee, that though a personal attendant of Joietabaee, she did not belmve her to 

be 
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1)6 Tbia argument the committee find pit by the court n-hich tried JBabu 

KafiUrtn the Mtowkig tisms 

liie woman Phunn«, who would appear to hare been migaged as the personal servant 
of the Settanhec, and furtiber, being an experienced woman, would bayc bad some kaow- 
ledM of the circnmatapce, if the Settannee had actaally been wcith«obUd ; and it appears 
ratner strange that u personal servant sbonld be prohibited from touching the person pt her 
mistress on occasions of bathing, &c., and that persons from her mother’s bouse should 
be called in for the performance of such offices. These, circumstanoes appear rather 
suspicious.” , ■ 

24. The discrepancies in the several depositions of Phunnee, in p^ession of the 
Residenti* togvttier with the selfcOntradictions Committed by her while under examioation 
before tbemsdves, and with her general conduct during those examinations, alluded to in 
Appendix II., have left on the minds of the committee the iropres«ou that she is an 
untruthful woman, on wtiiote assertions no reliance is tp, be pinced. Bat taking her 
evidence as it stands, it wiH'be seenlhat she positively denies that it was any part of her. 
duty to assist Joietabaee either in bathing or dressing. This dSnial is confirmed by ttie 
declaration of Uaba LuXamee Baee, as communicated by the Pdrbar, in a yad to the 
Resident, f to the effect that Phbnnee’s’ functions were those of “ a slave gin;” and it 
derives increased confirmation from tti& depdsitidns of the ^mastas of the house of Hurree 
Bhucktee| taken by the Dntbsr, at tfae instance of thp Tleaident, and by that officer sub- 
mitted to the committee. These inhn state, that pt-ior to^tbe death of Bacnfir SsmmuldasB, 
the duttes of Phunnee were limited to scouring cooking pots, and in reply to ^e demand 
of the Resident for ihe date of Pbunnee’s discharge from Joietahaee’s service, they declare 
their inability to furnish it from the account books of the firffl,ra8 Phuonec had at no time 
received wages, rendering such set vices as she actually performed in consideration of food 
and clothing. The committee, therefore, do not consider Pbunnee’s evidence now under 
notice as in any way elucidating t!he subject of their inquiry. To her assertion, that she 
did not perceive Joutabaee’s pregnancy, they oppose the deposition of Joutabaee’s .sister, 
widow Maha Luxmee Baee, who was living with hpr, to the effect that she, so deeply 
interested in the matter, and herself a mother, which Phunnee was not, never doubted, nor 
had cause to doubt the reality of that pregnancy, and they have no hesitation in preferring 
the testimony of the latter regarding her us 4he more trustwcwthy and experienced of the 
two, and as having had better opportunities of judging, and stronger inducements to 
scrutinise Joutabaee’s condition. 

2fi. The next argument is founded on the further evidence of Phunnee, to the effect, that 
the usual phenomena of a lying-in chamber' were absent in that of Joutabee's, and that the 
child, of which that lady professed to have been delivered, presented none of the appearabces 
of a newly-born infant. 

26. Leaving out of consideratipn the general untrustworthiness of Phunnee, as above 

adverted to, the committee would find sufficient to justify their rejection of shat woman as 
an incompetent witness, on her own admissions, that she had never been a mother; that 
till her attendance on Joutabaee she bad never entered a lying-in chamber, and that she had 
never in her life spen a oewly-bom infant.; and when in addition to this they find her 
declaring that she was in constant ttttendance on Joutabaee for 16 days after her alleged 
uccouchement, that during that time she never saw the child either fed or suckled, and uiat 
she was unable to say in what manner it was nourished, the committee are convinced that 
no reliance is to be pieced oh her evidence. • 

27. The last ar^ment the committee have to notice is that founded on the written 
acknowledgment of her fraud, alleged to have been given by Joutabaee to Baba Nufra. 

28. The committee have learned from the Resident, that at the date affixed to that dpcu- 

ment, Joutabaee waS; confined in a dock and iron-barred room by Baba Nafra, that gnards 
were placed over her by that ^dividnal, andr titat she was completely jst his m^ity ; 
the Durbar having refused to iaferpose in her behalf; she was, thereforejii the etrtet<,ft 
sense of the word, under duress, and ^t^e committee believe that nd'coun of justiee m 
tlie world would recognize the legal or moral validity of a deed to the detiriment of ite' 
ex(cutor, thns .obtained^ which was repu<ht^«d *fier the release of the person exechttn| it. 
Tlie cc|ip>itire find that fitr from at^owleddng the vatidity of the deed in quesifhn, 
Joutabaee solemnly denies ever having executed ^it; even under cumpulsibe, and tl#hhm- 
mittee dn^ thst the whole tenor of Jher petitions to the Resident and to Goverhinen^ noth 
during and subsequent to her impriaoninetit, is> inconsistent withthe beh'ef that s^e ever did 
execute it. ^no m uddhion tbev have been ihfo^ed bir the 

Resideoi| tb^Jtis judimil tnat officer’s mmiSIthat 4e^ 

spoken ot friti miie# papers, by teeaflliof wh^ 

. Nafi'aendeavnhh^''to.tffeot>therm«'ni'l>te'’intefrate:foh'thtee^grouito8,h'Qt^*(m^ 

draw Ihttelutiohs from 

it vte^<un&fo^able cktute of toose ww the reality 

of Jo»t«jteoei’8''ptegttSncy'«ad.delifery»vi^V ''"O'-"''' 

has been advanced 
which she passed 

off as hw own son, and (hey have fbond that while not one of these arguments possesses 

^60. » 4 T < any 


♦ Vide analyBii of 
this witness’s evi* 
dence given in 
App. {».) 


tFi* Noa 37 of 
App. (J.) 

tFufeNo.34of 

App. (J.) 


§ Vide App. (N.) 
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any validity, some of them betray grow dia^net^ oa the part of those advaBeing ^au. 
These considerations, coupled with the anterior probabUkiea of (^ ciiee* as enomeialsd iB 
para. 3 of this report, and with the result of Dr. Davey’s ezamiitatioD of the Settanee's 
person, the cowioittee regard as quite conclusive of the fact that Joitabaee Setanee was 
d^ered (rf a son on or about the 93d December 1846, and when to this the direct evidence 
*Nos. 34, 35, and given before the Rendent by those present at the accotmhement* is eonsidered, the com- 
36 of App. f F.) mittee think that a case is made out which no medical jurist would for a moment hesitate 
to prooonnce indisputable. 

30. The midwife who officiated at Joitabaee’s confinement is dead, but her husband testi- 
fies to the fact that she attended, and was remunerated for jier services. Joitabaee’s 
mother, and grandmother, her cousin, Maba Kooviir, a neighbour of that nam4 hnd another 
intimate neignbour, Uamed Mhuneha, depone to having been present at the voafinennent, and. 
further, the first wet-nurse called in by Joitabaee has sworn before the Resident, that though 
her services were requited in consequence of Joitahaee’s milk beginning to fail, still that 
lady occaaionaUy suckled her child. 

31. The committee observe that while the native court which tried Baba Nafra treated 
as valid evidence the declarations of that individual, they rejected as inadmissible the evi- 
dence of all who were in any way related to Joitabaee.. It is not for the committee to 
criticise the conduct of that court, but as medical men they would observe that feqr wit- 
nesses are available in reference to a disputed delivery save ^e relations and intimate per- 
sonal friends of the lady. 

32. The committee, in condusion, have only formally to repeat that having maturely 
weighed and considered the whole of the evidence in favour of Joitabaee having been 
delivered of a child on or about the 23d December 1646, as well as the evidence adduced 
to prove that she did not then give birth to] a child, are of opinitm that she was actually 
del tvered of a son on or about the date specified. 

(signed) Geo. M. OgHvie, 

Residency Surgeon and President. 

It' (signed) J.F.'Deney^ 

Assistant Surgeon and Member. 

Dr. Saunderson, before leaving Baroda, stated to the committee, that he was of opinion 
that Joitabaee gave birth to a son on or about the 23d of December 1846, and reqaeated 
that his opinion should be attached to their report on the proceedings. 

(signed) Creo. M. Ogdvie, 

Residency Satgcon and President. 

(signed) J. P. Davey, 

Assistant Surgeon and Member of Committee. 


Appendix to the Report. 

L (A) 

Ex amutatiok of Moteeram Vjrd ; Religion, Hindoo; Caste, Anditah Brahmin ; Profession , 
Physicians'^^ 66 ; Inhabitant of Bar^a, before a Committee of Ifodical Officers, 
assembled at the Bmideiicy, on the 24th January 1861. 

In reply to the queelioiu put by the committee, Moteeram contmumcated the following 
information. 

For 46 years be has pactised as a physician, but 1 m no asidwifery pmetiee wha^ 
ever, never having bad a single case, nor has be the lightest knetwiedge eithar of this 
Buffiect or of fmnue diseases. 

For 40 years he has bera. one of the laedic^ attendants of foe fim; of Husnee Bhugtee, on 
a salary of 160 rupees per annual ; besides which' he leoeives pieeenta. oa fitnuly wvents to 
a considerable amoimt. . < ; 

He attended the late Bechur Samoldass for a yean prior. to bia Asatlt. That iadtvidual 
had been more or less liable to fever and cloudy battit waa not till wifotn two mqnfos 

of bis death that he was confined to bed, or garoup-ilue aaaal airing et^ 4^^ 
life ; and it was only within a month of bis death font Ifo smommridls^ latterly 

another physician was called in, and Mofomamceased totbelris Attepdani.. The ntalludetlin 
the deposition taken before the Durbar and the Reridahe tookpiaeavabout^ 9^^ 96, or 80 days 
before foe Sett’s death, but the nature ^ foe fit k is jm{iijtoiible to iwtorfoin lro<a foe 
description of the witness. He first toMi|e foe banker pas qidChi^ than alfo<‘’‘^ 

wardb denied that he had been so, and when tirid that btittSfrib riedared 

that Bechur Bhoy had been mseoaible oaly.;foa: a few Wuri asked 

he thought the Sett was in a dying way, the witpess'qqqtriiifoifed hiinsalf in a moat mtrl^ 
manner; atlength, he says for a montb p^pr to his dea^ ■ , 

Up to this tune, the crimmittee not wtshmg fo 
appearance of a court, have been content with taking notes of the toforinatfeni given by 

Inoteemm, 
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Bleteentai, but equtvooations, and venerdl^^iibmagenuoaii manner indoce tbe com- 

mittee to adopt tbe extern of recording atl tb« i^evtions and anewem, and to dnsplan they 
retoive to adben», du ring the remainder of their inquiry . 

Xluettion. Did you ever attend Joitabaee Settanee during the iUneta of the Shett, or pre- 
scribe for hear ?— Simper. I was never aware -of JoHabase Settanee being ill, nm did 1 
prescribe any medicine. ^ 

Did Jottaoaee ever complain to you of pains in the stomach ^ — Ye^ the day on which her 
husband was laid out she complained of pain in the stoihach ; and 1 gave her some medi- 
cine which had been prepared tor hfer husband. 

Did you consider that the medicine which you iia^ivea to her hosbaud whra dyiig was 
proper for a^women with ,pain in the stomach 7 — Tne Shelt used to complain <x similar 
symptoms, and 1 Hiought the medicine wtiich I h4d given to him would do the Settanee 
good also. 

To what cause did you attribute this paint — ^To wind. 

W hat led you to infer it was wind The Shaater says all belly-aches arise from wind. 

Did you examine her belly ?— Yes ; I laid my hands on it, but I did not look at it with 
my eyes. 

Why did yoh lay your liands on her belly 7— To ascertain whether the pain arose from 
wind. 

What pan of her belly did you touch ?— I d^on’t recollect. 

In what position was the Settanee 7— She was lying on her back on the ground. 

Did you lay your hand upon her naked belly or over her clothes 7— I have no recollection, 
owing to the confusion in consequence of the Shett’s dying state. 

Did you make a minute examination 7— Just sucli an examination as usual. 

Have you ever examined die bellies of other ladies 7— Yes. • 

When other ladies are troubled with wind in the stomach, do you, examine their naked 
bellies, or do you examine them over their clothes ? — I examine their naked bellies with my 
hands, as far as the navel. 

Do you never examine below the navel 7 — No (with emphasis). 

Did you examine Joitabaee Setanee below die navel 7jr-No. 

When ladies are flatnlent do you generally find the stomach distended 7— Yes. 

Was the Settanee an exception 7—1 have no recollection. 

Had the Settanee her conrses at the date of your examining the beUy 7— No, she had 
them seven or eight days before. 

How do yon know 7 — I sawher ntting apart. 

Did your examination of the Settanees belly enable yon to jodge whether she was preg- 
nant or not 7 — 'I formed no opinion on the subject. 

*' Why then did you awear that your exanunation satisfied you that she was not pr^nant ? 
—In my deposition 1 merely stated that 1 aid not know whether the Settanee was pregnant 
or not. 

Do you consider yourself qualified to determine whether or not a lady ii pregnant at the 
fifth of sixth month of an allied premancy 7— Yei^ irom her appearance. 

Could you determine the point, if the lady was hud on her back, and you were to place 
your hands not lower than the navel ?— (After much equivocation he replied. No.) 

It is a general custom with the Ehglish pfayateians, wlmn prescribing for ladies, to ask if 
they are pregnant before giving them strong medicine. Did you ask such a question of 
the Settanee^— W'e are not instructed in tM Shaater to a^ tliat question ; and I did not 
ask it. „ * 

Was the examination Juat referred to ilie only one youevar made of Joitabaee ?-^I have 
no recollection. , . . . 

Did Mahaluxmeebaee ever ask you to examine Jmtabaee Settanee after the death nf 
the Shettjee 7— I was only desirM to gilie Joitabaee Seit&hee "sekamiui ” (moral advice), 
and not to make any examination of her. 

Were you not inatFamed by* Melduxmee Settaitee to go and exmnine J6i|abaae %#anee 
as to her Iwing . pregnant 7— (Ein|ihatteid!y), N*. 

What did you aay to Settaiiee Joitabaee 7— I told her IhatT did not kil^w whiter ahe 
was pregniant or not ; but ib«t afadmilgltt not to i^i^ato a ruotOur of her being ^gnant, 
as it would only be bringing disgrace on lie fiunily. 

At the time yon went to Joitabaee SettiUfiei by desire of Ifoblxameebaee 
it yoor opinion that Joitabaee waa pregnant of not'?— I bad nb ojumon on the subJoBi. 

Why, then, did you tell her thaf itwaa dHgfaoeful to aay sho waa pi5egtMmt1*--Saoam8e 
her pr^;n«ncy was reported all over the town. , 

If a lady ta pregnant, is ‘it proper to coneeal the feet, or is it diaghicclttl to make it 
known 7— It should be known, of conne. " ‘ S 

Why did '^on, then, ten’Joitnbaee Settaneevilfet it was disgracefe^ to Omlii Akik^ that 
she was pregnant ?— I told Joiabace j^tanee'toitt tf' s&O was nregaant tf 
in h, but if sire was uot^^ it wen inbt;pi#ilr^^^^ a rhmonr. 

What did'Joitabeee say 7;'-^She pri^[reni|'bM‘nltoew said, " Whnt 


can be done tioify einoe it is btreoiire kdoixt? On it 


1 Iw to pte it out that ahe 


had bad a miloarnsge;whioh wcfeld ftbn^ to the rdmbir« 

Did ybd propose to Jmtebaeeto exalldbi her, to i^e if ihe WM pn^iant 7— Certainly not. 
Had Mshto«)ie^to rtqhlsied yon obU- desired to give her 


s6o. 


(Here 
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(Ht-re witness intemipts the examination, to reqimst ^ai attitement he made 
to the effect that be had suggested to Joitahaea to dmulatst a maioer of misoaTriage«teay 
not prejudice film, by leading people to suppose that be bad given her medicine or employed 
any means to effect a miacarriage.) 

What made you think that Joitabaee was not preeQanil-^imply tlCi|^^minattop of 
her belly above referred to, and the fact of her having her courses. 

When you gave “ sekamun to Joitabaeh Settanee, was any one present at the tiau»? — 
Yes, Josee Tribhowun was there*; he was dose by, and heard everything that passed. 

Were there any other persons present ?— There were many people, out they were at a 
distance, and I do not know them. . 

What are the symptoms of pregnancy ?>H(Repeatiug verses from the Sbafters.) Rnlstge* 
men t of the stomach; pains m the cmves of the legs; great thirst ; eyes heavy; yellow 
.countenance; wdks with difficulty; vomiting; longing for thirigs; palpitation in the 
womb ; swelling in the hands and feet; difficulty in breathing; enWgement of the breast. 
In the fifth month an iiidination to eat day. 

Had Joitabaee any of these symptoms ?-— I don’t know! 

Did you take any step to ascertain i— No. 

Was it not your duty to ask her whether she had tbeae symptoms before you tmdered 
your advice, as above slated ? — If Bechurbhaee Shet had been living, I would have ascer- 
tained from Joitabaee Settanee about these iymptoms. 

Was there not a greater reason to ask after -the death of the Shettjee ; the honour of 
the ffimily and the wealth lif the firm being all involved in the question whether Joitabaee 
was pregnant or not? — 1 was not requested by the elder Settanee to make any inquiry on 
these subjects ; I was only desired tu give“seekamun” to Joitabaee Settanee. 

Is it customary amongst^ physicians to state that a lady is oris not pregnant, without 
instituting any inquiries regarding the symptoms above enumerated ? — I am unable to 
answer this question. ; 

Have you ever stated before the Durbar, or in town, that you believe Joitabaee was not 
pregnant ? — I may have said so. ^ 

Do you consider it honest, as a man, and as a physician, to have stated so withoOt malting 
inquiry as to the symptoms Above mentioned ?— Such conduct is not considered disreputable 
amongst us. . 

Do you consider that your opinion of Joitabaee’s pregnancy, simptv founded on your 
exaniination of her at her husband's death, and on tlm fact of having nad her courses at 
that time< would be backed up by other physidans of eminence ?—l do not know whether 
they would concur or not in my opinion. 

• '■ [Witness dismissed. » 

(signed) C. Or^th, 

• Ensign, i7tb Regiment, Interpreter. 


Secoko Examihatiok of Mpteeram Vyed, concocted at Residency on the 

i^th February Iftfii. 

■ ■' •' vV.S’-'-- 

Questtoli. Wnd were ptesent^henf ym give medwino to Joitabaee i— •'Annsar. Hundreds. 
Give some of their names ?— I can’t. 

WasMahlngiiie|MieO'.,;there?‘t>4''di°’tknow....-.> 

Who summoned you to attend ties. ?—l doii% jka6Wf^ .' ^ M - ^ 

lVhei«.was.ah«iyd^?--rlBa small tmip, ptuse ■ 

Who was sitting oedde her ?—t don’t recillect* 

Did any pne jiec yod eximune her 8t(mia<dt;f^| dimi’t . 

Who saw ywi give bd iimdicine ?— I Acm’t fCcolleit i^.I mCFily Ardered I 

did not, give it.- I r-’V ' ^ i 

Who'gaveit? — Idonotknow. i 

Who were present when ]|^ltameelmeit^5|lttipi«^ m 

tabaee?— Only Mahluxmeebaqe and her-som,/-, , ,4>< :< ■■■■ ' ■ 

Are you quite spre there was- no one;eIi^.i«Td[‘'.dip.Hdii^ '■ 

Where was Joitabaee when she gave 
I nothing abopt it, and never heard of it. i 

whom d.id Mahluxmeebaee send to cpU yrnt T-***! WM>ln 
orlS'diys to tee her. ' . V'' 

^Wde you in the habit of being «loh8;:l(^ her 
.p-rjrtet'tt'SometimeB the seivaots, eeineis|;piil|^,j^iS|i! 0 |Mti;i|q^^ 

Were you ever, on a single occasion.'elki^i^ iit her* or with no’One.dse 

thanher son ? — I do not recollict. ; I- ■' v , 

How long after the Shett’s death was if that l^afaMianice simt yon 
Jokttbace?-^! don’t recollect*: _ ' - 

Who accompanied you to Hahluxmee when sKe' tcId fon 
No one. 

■ \;^/Who 



fmOM THE OFFIOB OF RESIDENT AT BARODA. 


701 


Who «ec«iiap*aied yon when vou went to Joeetaibaee Tribohunn Josee. 

When was m sent for ?— We bo^ wrat together. - 

But yon have |int told us that you went to Mahlaxueeteee alone, and that no one was 
present but her son; how, then, were you joined by tVibrioun Josee ? — He lived in a 
.temple near at hand, and Mahluxnteebaee sent for him. 

Where was Joitabaee when yoti and Jotee went to her?— In an upper room, behind a 
“purdah.” 

Who was beside her ? — Some of her attendants. * 

Did they hear yon address her ?—^l don’t know. 

Did Putmee accomphny you?-^ — don’t recullect. 

What did Mahluxmeebaee tell you when she desired you to “secow? Joitabaep? — 
JMahluxmeebaee bid me tell her that if she was pregnant well and good ; if not, not to 
allow the rumour to circulate. . 

Did you apply medicinb to the Shet’s private parts during his illness ? — No. 

Have you not deposed so ? — No, never. , 

Did the Sliet ever complain to you of impotence ?~1 have already shio he passed cloudy 
4irine. . ■ 

Do you think that this cloudv urine, and the general state of health it indicated, pre- 
'' vented him from begetting children.?— -Yes; it is ,pne of the symptoms given in the 
Shusters. ' .^, 1 , 

(Witness here interrupt the committee to say^that he never gave a thought to this 
matter, and that a woman, not a physician,^ ia the best judge of a man’s sexual abilities. 
iSe declares he has no experaenM on these subjects.) 

Did you ever state, in ydur deposition, that you believed Becfaur Samuldass 4o be 
impotent ?—! never used such an expression ; I said he had cloudy urine. ^ 

But did you not mean to imply that he was impotent ? — No. How could I know ? 

How long before his death baa he cloudy urine ?— About a twelvemonth. 

What report did you make to Mahluxmeebaee after “ sec'owing” (advising) Joitabaee? — 
-I did not ^ to her ^a^n. . . 

Why did you not ?— It was hot my pleasure. ' 

When ladies send physicians, or others, to deliver messages, is it not disrespectful not to 
bring back a reply, or, at least, to report how things have turned ot)t ?— It is, not my 
custom. , 

Why did ym n&t return, at least, to .take leaire of Mahluxnteebaee ? — ^It is not my 
custom to do I am very independent. . 

Did you send Trebowun Josee back to her?— No. 

Was batalso too independent to observe ordinary courtesy ?— I suppose so. 


[Witness is dismissed. 

(signed) C. 

Ensign, 17th Begiment, Interpreter. 


I (Q.) 


Thibo Examination of Mbteeram Vyeed, conducted ut bis own House, 

,f* . WFbbraary 1861. 

Qaesrion. Wb AT medicine 4id you prescribe for the Sfaettjee/tm thd day of his fit?— 
Answer. “ Urdnamidiwur mati^,” and ‘♦bedijgbur matra.** ' 

What is itie ni^ure of tbeaenaedidnes ?— 1 ^nimot tell witJ^ontilmdliiiyi^ to 
•(book).' ■" V 

At what hour were you'baUed' to seethe Shetit-^AbOut four in ^e tnetoi^. ^ 

W.bei»f'^eid^yon'at'th«,fiBSej— 1 'was inthe 'Mttiidcer -of Ballajeb. v,' . 
How (png did yon cdi^nue to giv^ btm medicine ?— I only gave %nh once, frbeB| fbbnt 
half an hour after, hO' revived a little. ■ 

Did you seb tha Shut the nUxt day ?>^l Itobaifled id^ bitovBU Ms denidi^ 

You told us the other day that the Bhet, not getting ’betteisi^frptoy(%;4>edicine, c|^|^ 
another physician to attend oh h|m|. hdw then can "you say ye& oh him^lill his 

death ? (Hoto the examtottbn^^^^to owing to Mtoeeratomfitoiida on 

themselves to answer., for; him. It is intimated to tbim thatvtois tolcratod, 'and 

they ate tot^sted to'stohd: some yaccii'aifK)**! was- then alluding,|n'!i»i,f 


Who is toe physMaen that ybu to T-%|ioijeewon^ Yyeed ; bw 

A(toiF'-to#dtof' toc'fit* wlndlk'di«inifi':ltob'ttl^. daya: bi’toi^.:toi;ipi 


no physi<iian;lh attendance fetid yi!hrii|Jp>^|rd*^^ 
to'stoAhfe;S|WV'bttt;'fie.dld, 

What is tbat pfaysicianV natoe ?— X dd nOit bhOW« 



, 'dmititk wits there 
his phjiMctan 


How IS to Imow wmd of ifehi lbyi^^ called 

fifio. 4T3 
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Tell us the nmm o^ the meimnen you oauttiitted to give Hie Shet tiH tbettam ef his 
death ?— -I have already told \vhat me^ictiie 1 fHeeoriiied for the SksL 

Did you preamp no other than those you have aneattOMd 4til»ag the w 
elapsed between the Shett^s fit and his death ?— No* 

l)o you consider that these medicines were sufficistit for a man Ithouvuig inidersi^^ 
disease ?~Yes. I never gave him any medicine between his fit andt the occmvence of his 
death. 

Do you mean to say that it is the custom of physicians to allow a man to die without 
prescribing any medicine for him ? — It is not cnstomaiy to give medicine unless the paifient 
wishes. 

But do you understand us ? What we ask is this : you say you were sn constant attend- 
ance on the Sbett up to the day of his death. Did be never present svmptems wbtdh 
seemed to you to require the administration of medicine 7— ^Seeing on the day of the St 
that he must die, I did not think it necessary to prescribe any medicine for him. It is not 
my custom to do so. I simply sat beside him and talked to mm. 

On the day of the fit what symptom made you think the Shet would not rcoover 
experience in such cases led me to think he would never recover, and for this reason I did 
not think it necessary to prescribe for him. 

You told us that the Shett revived from your medicine ?~l*he medicine was only adapted 
for fits. 

Had the Shett any otlier fit ? — Only on the day of his death. 

Why did you not repeat the medicine ? — He had lost the power of swallowing. 

Do you know if any one else gave medicine to the Shett? — The Shett may have taken 
it by stealth. I do not know. 

Did you ever prescribe bishop’s weed between tis fit and the day of his death 7— No, 

Was the Shett ever in the habit of taking it ?— I do not know. 

When you prescribed for Joitabaee SeUanee what medicine did you give her? — bishop’s 
weed. 

Where did you procure it ? — It wat in the Shett’s house. 

You have alrea^ said that the medicine given to Joitabaee was medicine which you had 
prepared for the Shett, and the same you had given him during his last illness. How is 
this ? — I simply prescribed bislmp’s weed to the Settanee. 

Exactly ; but in your former examination you told us that the bishop’s weed given to the 
Settanee was some which had been prepared for the Shett. You were then asked if 
medicine appropirate for a dying man was adapted for a lady with pain in her stomach ; 
you replied ^^Yes.” You now say that you gave the dying man no medicine. How is 
this? — I only meant that the^Shett was in the iiabtt of taking bishop’s weed when he felt 
flatulent. 

Very good. But you distinctly told us that the Shett bad been taking this bishop’s 
weed during his last illness. You were aked by Dr. Davey whether the medicine proper to 
be given to a dyin^ man was suitable for a lady with a pain in her stomach. You said. 

Yes,” distinctly giving us to fmderscand Aat the Shett at that time was taking bishop’s 
weed by your direction T—I don’t recollect what I said. 

Was Mabaluxuieebaee present when you prescribed for Joietabaee Settanee?-^! don’t 
recollect. 

Is it not curious that no one has any recollection of your being called tonsee the SeUanee. 
and that you cannot give the name of any person who heard of your prescribing for her 7 
— I was so agitated and confused on account of the Sett’e dying state, that I don’t recoUect 
anything about it. 

Was Punnee woman present when you went to see Joiiabaee?~I did not see her. 

Mahaluxmeebaee says she never sent you to remonstrate with Joitabaee Settanee about 
her alleged pr^nancy ; you are unable to tell us the name of any one who beard her desire 
you to go; you are unable to give the name of any living person who saw von visit 
Joitabaee, and you say that you never reported to Mahluxmeebaee the resutt of the 
important message on which she sent you ; all these drcumstances are very suapicfous. 
Can you state anything in explanation 7—1 have nothing to explain on the subject. 

{Witness is dismissed. 

(signed) C. 




IL<A.) , 

ExAMiNAtioK of Woman Punnee; Heligfon, Hindoo; Caste, We|iaiurindee} Profestton, 
li^tnestfo Affairs; aged at)out 60 years ; lohabitimt of Bsima; before a Committee of 
Iftedical Officers, at the Betidency, on the Sfiih January M61. 

Quesrion. Were you a servant of Bedhur Samul Y 41 . 

Bow long were you fats servant prior to his death 7— ^SPweiity or twenty^five 
When were you first appointed to attend Joitee Settanee Shea’s death i we» 
desired to wait on Joiteeoaee Setanee. 
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^ whom fMTO y<w Appomted ?— I was desired byleitfeebaes to wait on her. 

Who attended JoiteeDaee Settanee before you did ?— I do not know. 

What was y<mr duty befMW you' were cttHed to wait on Joiteebaee? — I was generally 
employed in the Sfaet’s house. 

What has been your du^ sinee icHteebsee's^imprisooment ?-"! bare done no kind of 
work. ■ 

In whose house do you lire 1—1 reside in my own house, but I attend at Hurry 
Bbuatee’s. 

What is the nature of your work ?— I have no particular'employment at Horry Bhugtee’s, 
but when any death takes place in the family I am desired to make lamentation. 

What is the nature of the duties you performed at Joiteebaee’s ? — I was employed in 
washing the Settanee’s clothes, and in bringing her water. 

Was it bathing or drinking water? — Drinking water; another servant brought batbkig 
water. 

Did you wash all her clothes ? — Whatever clothes were given to me I washed. 

Who brou|^ tiie water to wash the clothes ?— 1 used to go to the tank every 10 or 10 days 
to wash Joiteebaee Setaneee’s '^ satees.” 

Had not the Setanee Joiteebaee a dhobee ? — ^Yes. 

Why were the sarees given to you to be washed ?— 1 was Employed to remove grease 
marks on the “ sarees” before they were given to the dhobee. 

Why did you require to go to the tank to wash the Setanee’s sarees, when a dhobee was 
kept for that purpose ? — It is customarylinipngst us, when we have leisure, to go and wash 
the Setanee’s clothes. 

Was it your duty to assist the Setanee in bathing?--! never assisted the Setanee in 
bathing. 

Did YOU never, on any occasion, see her bathing?— No; I simply placed the water 'near 
her, ana went away. . 

Was it your duty to assist the Settanee in dressing? — No. 

Do you recollect the alleged birth of Joitabaee’s ^Id ? — (After detaining^the committee 
for a quarter of an hour, she declared that she has no recollection of any circumstances re- 
garding Joitee Setanee beyond what she has above stated ; anti she declines stating any other 
circumstances, alleging as her reason that she fears she may get into trouble. Witness is 
here assured that no one will blame her if she speaks the truth.) 

What person would be likely to blame you, if you speak the truth? — (Witness declines to 
answer this question, and declares that she recollects no more than what she has above 
stated ; but she volunteers to sign the depositions taken by Baba Nafna and the Durbar, as 
both being stiietly correct.) 

You made a deposition before the Durbar in September 1860 ; is it correct? — Yes. 

Do you recollect what you stated on that occasion ? — Yes, perfectly. 

State, then, what you deposed before the Durbar in reference to the alleged birth of 
Joitabaee’s child ? — Wbeu the Setanee went to her parents’ house I accompanted her, and 
the Setanee’s mother desired me to go down stairs and bring some ashes. When down stairs 
1 heard the “ thallee” beat, and thus knew that a child was born. I then went up stairs 
with the ashes and found the child lying naked t« the door, a^ the mother of Jottabaee 
sent for her relatives to rejoice with her. 

To whom did you give the ashes?—! gave them to the mother of the Settanee. 

What quantity of ashes did yon bring up? — About two bandsful. 

What did lArbaee do with t^ ashes?- 1 do not know. 

How long did you remain in the room after taking up the ashes ? — 1 do not recollect. 

For what pnrpoM did you tbifik the ashes were required?— As Joitebaee bad got her 
labour pains, I was desired to get some ashes. 

What do ypm suppose the ashes were required for ?— The ashes were strewed aa the 
ground bjr the mo^N^ oC Joitabaee. 

Had Joitabacels mother atnjr aulk in her breast ?— I don’t know. 

Was any child hem to Joitabaee’s modier after Joiu^aee’s marriage?— ^Yes, rite had 
a son. 

When ?— I can’t tell. 

Did you ever see JoitabaeeV sou lied?— No. * 

Did you ever see Joitabaee’s son at Larbaae’s breast ? — No. 

Did yoa ever tee Joitabaee’s cbild at her own breast?—! may have seen it, but I don’t 
recollect. 

Why did you not remaio more than days with Joiteebaee after the boy made its 
appWance? — As I fell sick 1 went to oiy bouse. 

Did you ever return to Joitabaee ?— No. , 

Why not ?— As there was a wet and a diy nurte kept i was not reqtdred. • 

What work did you perform afterwards at Harree Bliugtee’s? — I perfoiri|ied no work ; I 
memly ^uae4-to gp.to -waeniy i 

Wbat pay i^d yon continue to received clodiing, foodt rupees a 

month, and I got a present of 6A lupeie'ivhen I went to " Jatra^ 

Flow whom did you receive the aiaotmi t—J^Froiu Hie bank* 

At what time did you go to Dwatka ?— I ahCbmpnnied Baba Nafra’s wife. 

la whW in ?— «l;W<Wt Hfor the aalto of ai^ own soul. 1 performed no 

At what time ^id you go to Du arka ? — Last December waa a year. 

560. 4T'4 


Had 
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Had you ever stated in tbe town that you were sure Joitilhaee bad no child never 
said anything of the kind to any one. 

Rid you see Jaiteebaee give a ** leek’’ to Baba Kafim, to ^ e&et that she never bad a 
child? — Yes* 

Who were present then? — Bhugwan Muzmoduri Rya Sunker (deceesed>| and inyset^^^^^ 

Did you sec the leek written out 

Did Joiteebaee write herselfi or who wrote it?^Bhugwan Muztnodur wrote it, and the - 
Settanee signed^ and Dya Sunkur witnessed it. t 

(This evidence is given with evident pleasure apd great duency.) 

You recollect this; how is it, then/ that you forget all other eircumstances oonnectedi 
with the case ?— The writing was of more recent occurrence. 

Have you ever seen a newly-born child’s navel string ? — Possibly I have seen it 

Do you know what an afterbirth is ? — I don’t know what it is. 

Have you never seen one?— No. ' 

In the present examination have you stated anything false ?—( Witness being evidently, 
highly amused, laughs, and says that she can’t tell, but if she has« it will be found out here- 
after. Witness is dismissed, but nt tlie request of one of the members of the eommittee 
she is recalled, and interrorated as follows) : — 

After you left Joiieebaee^s service were you in the habit of seeing the boy ?— -Yes. 

Daily ?-No. . , . 

How often? — Every 10 or 15 days. k 

Did you ever take it in your arms ? — Yes. 

Had it small-pox ? — I do not knbw. f 

Was it your dutjy to assist Joiteebaee Settanee in dressing? — It was npt my duty to 
attend Joiteebae when dressing; she dressed herself. 

Did you ever see this lady before (pointing to Mankoover, who had been called in for 
identification) ?— Yes. 

Was she in Joiteebaee’s house at the time when the child appeared ? — Yes. 

Do you know this lady (pointing to Muncha, who had been similarly summoned)? — 

Tes. 

Was she present when Joiteebaee’s child appeared ? — No, she came afterwards. 

Did this lady or the midwife come first? — 1 do not recollect who came first. 

[Witness dismissed. 

(signed) C. Griffith^ Ensign, Interpreter.. 


II. (B.) 

Second Examination of Rdmee Woman, conducted at the Residency, on the 

5th February 1851. 

Question. What caste are you ? — Answer. Shemaree Banian. 

What witnesses can you bring to prove that you were a personal attendant on Joiteebaee 
Settanee? — Joiteebaee’s mother, Larbaee. 

Repeat the nature of your duties? — I have already told you, and how can I recollect 
now what I said i 

It is not what you said that we now ask ; we wish you to tell us the nathre of your 
duties?— (Witness refers to her former depositions and declines to answer.) 

In your former depositions you have contradicted yourself as to your duties; which of 
tliese depositions are true? — The first deposition I made before Baba Nafra is a true one. 

What induced you to say what was false in your subsequent depositions ?•— There were 
no contradictions in them. ^ 

111 one deposition you state that you were down stairs when you beard that Joitabaee 
\(a8 delivered ; in another, given before the Durbar, you say that you first heard of 
Joiicebaee’s delivery when you went up stairs ; which of these is tnie f—The first depC- 
si tion is correct. 

In one deposition you state that Larbaee directed you to bring the ashes before you had 
entered the room ; in another deposition you say that iro4i follows Jaiteebaee to her fhther^s 
house, and saw her seated in an upper room, and that she told you to go for the asbeC; 
which of these stories is correct?— 4 had not entered the room when 1 wai destted to W 
the ashes. 

Were you present when Moteeram Vyed gave medicine to Joitaba^ ?^I can’t recollect 
anyifaihgnow. . y ' 

YOu have told us that you were present #ben Joiteebaee gave to Bgba^N^ 
acknowledging that she had no child ;%as Joiteebaee in confinement at the time 
was nof'ln gaol.- ■ i 

We know that What we afk is this : was she secluded and placed under Or ' 
she living In the same freedom as Chat in which she foritne% liv^^^^ the let^d d<^ 

— She was living in perfect freedom. u, » > t > 

in 
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Was Joetabbaee coofined in her husband 'a, other fiithar’s house ?~Ia her father’s hoase» 
according to custom. 

Is it customary for ladies to leave their husband, and go to their lather’s house to be 
confined ? — Yes. • 

Did Joetabhaee communicate her wish to Mahaloxmeebaee to go to her &ther’s house 
to be confined ? — Joetabhaee sent word to Mahaluxmeebaee that she was going to her 
parent’s house to be confined ; and every one knew she ^vas in pain. 

Did Mahaluxmeebaee make any objection to her going? — No. 

Did Joetabhaee communicate her wish to Mahaluxmeebaee to go to her father’s house 
to be confined ? — Joetabhaee sent word to Mahaluxmeebaee that she was going to her 
parent’s house to be confined, and every one knew she was in pain. 

Did Mahaluxmeebaee make any objection to her going? — No. 

Did Joetabhaee communicate her intention to Baba Nafia of going to her father’s house 
to be confined Yes ; and Baba sent a palanquin, mussals, and bearers, to take her to 
her parent’s house. 

Was Joetabbaee in pain before she left her husband’s bouse? — Yes, for two days. 

What sort of pain did she complain of ?— She complained of pains in her back and belly, 
and she cried out. 

In what state was Joetabhaee when she got into the palanquin ?— The pains got worse, 
and more frequent. 

Did you see her do so ? — Yes. 

For what purpose did her mother strew the ashes? — I can’t tell. 

Who swept the ashes away ? — The midwife must have removed them. 

Did you see it done ? — Yes. 

How long were they on the floor before they were swept awaj’’, and in what state were 
they when swept away ? — ^They were on the floor for a gurree and a half; but, being short 
sighted, I could not tell what state they were in. 

When you accompanied Joiteebaee to her father’s house, was she suffering from pain ?— • 
Yes, she complained of pain, and said she was going to her parent’s house to be confined. 

Did you accompany her up-stairs? — Yes. 

How long were you there before you were sent down for ashes ?— I had only gone as far 
as the door whbn I was sent down stairs for ashes. 

Had the midwife come then ? — No; she came after. 

When you returned with the ashes, was the midwife there ? — No. 

How long after did she come ? — I don’t remember. 

How many women have you seen confined ?— None; I have never been confined myself, 
nor have I seen any women confined. 

Did Joiteebaee appear in pain when you took up the ashes ?•—( Witness evades the ques- 
tion, and says that siie saw a child lying on the floor). 

Was the child near Joiteebaee? — Joiteebaee was in a sitting posture, and the child was 
close to her. 

What did the midwife do when she came? — She simply swept the ashes, and went 
away. 

Were you in the room all tlie time the midwife was there ? — Yes. 

Who called the midwife? — Joiteebaee’s mother may have sent for her. 

Were you in the room when the midwife came, or did you go up-stairs with her?— I was 
in the room when the midwife came. 

How long were you in fetching the ashes ? — About half a gurree. 

In what state was the infant when you brought the ashes into the room ? — The child 
was lying naked on the floor, hut I do not recollect whether it was crying or quiet. 

How old did the child appear?— I don’t know. 

Have you ever seen a newly-born infant? — No. 

Who were in the room when you went in with the ashes ?—Joitabaee Setanee, her 
mother, Larbaee, and Maneover. 

In one ol your former statements you stated that there was no midwife present; how is 
this ? — I meant to say that the midwife did not come till after the child had made its 
appearance. 

In a iormer deposition you stated that the ^Uhalee ” was not struck till after you had 
, gone up with the ashes. You have now told us that you were down stairs collecting the 
ashes. Which of the two stories is true ? — My first account is correct ; at kast I fancy so# 

Was there any blood on the floor when you went up-stairs with the ashes ?— Being short- 
sighted, I could not tell. 

Did you wash any clothes for the Settanee afihir she went to her father ?— No. 

Then who washed them ? — I do not know. 

Did you, between (he Sbetjee’s death and Joilabaee’t going to her fidher’s house^ wash 
any clothes ? — No. 

Did her mother wash her clothes ?— I do not know. 

How long did you remain with Joiteebaee after the child appeared ?--*About 15 or 16 
days I remained witli Joiteebaee after her confinement# 

After the child appeared, how many days elapsed before the wet-nurse was called in?-^ 
About a month. 

Were you much in Joiteebaee’s presence during the 16 days after the boy appeared I— • 
Always in her presence, except when I went away on an errands 

Who sucklea the child before the wet-nurse came don’t know. 
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Did you never see the child suckled ? — No. 

Do you think that any person would believe that during a constant attendance of 16 days 
you could have failed to see the child receive its milk? — You may believe it, or not believe 
it, as you like ; but I never saw the child receive its milk* 

Were there any women in the motberis bouse who were in a suckling condition during 
these 16 days? — No. 

How do you think the child was nourished durioe these 16 days? — can’t say how the 
child was nourished ; its mother may have nourished it, or its grandmother* 

Did you accompany her? — Yes. 

Who else went with her?— Her cousin, Mankooer. 

Did Punnee accompany her? — No. I don’t know the woman. 

When Joitabaee went to her father's house, was she confined in an upper or lower room? 
—In an upper room. 

Did she walk up-stairs without assistance? — I, Joiteebaee's mother, and her cousin 
Mankooer carried her up-staira. 

Where did Larbaee and her cousin meet Joitabaee ? — Joitcebaee's cousin, Mankooer, ac- 
companied the Setanee from her husband’s house; but the mother was at home, and came 
down stairs to receive her. 

How long after JoiteUaee came to her father’s house was she confined ? — I cannot recol- 
lect exactly, but she left her husband’s house about eight or nine o’clock p. m., and was 
confined about midnight. 

Were you present when Joitabaee was confined ? — Yes. 

Who else were there ? — Muncha, Rewa, Larbaee, another woman called Mankooer, and 
the midwife, were there. 

When was the midwife sent for ? — As soon as the Setanee arrived, the midwife was sent 
for. 

Do you recollect who was sent to call the midwife ? — A servant went to call the midwife, 
by order of Larbaee. 

Where was the child put after its birth ? — The child was placed before her. 

Was it a boy, or a girl ? — A boy. 

How long after the birth of the child did the after-birth come away ? — Aljout half a gurree 
(10 or 20 minutes) after. 

Did Larbaee send any one for ashes ? — Ashes were in the house, and I fetched them 
from an upper story. 

What was done with the ashes ? — They were thrown upon the blood and the after-birth. 

Who threw them ? — I gave the ashes to the midwife, and she strewed them. 

Was the thallee” struck on the birth of the child? — Yes, it was struck by Rewa 
woman. 

Where were you when the ** thallee” was struck ? — 1 was in the room with Joitabaee. 

In what room was the ‘^thallee” struck? — In the pursal (verandah). 

Was it before or after the birth of the child the ashes were brought ? — After the birth of 
the child. 

Where was Blianabhoy at the time? — He was sitting in the lower persal of the house. 

Was any medicine given to the Setanee after her confinement ? — Yes, ginger, garlic, and 
the usual condiments were given to her. 

Was a wet-nurse employed for the child ? — No; Joiteebaee nursed the child herself for a 
month, or one month and a half ; but when she was attacked with fever, she engaged a u^et- 
nurse, by name Gunga. 

Between the birth of the child and the arrival of the wet-nurse, were there any women 
about Joitabaee in a suckling state? — No. 

How old was Larbaee’s youngest child at the time of Joiteebaee’s confinement ?— She 
had a child about two montlis after Joiteebaee’s marriage, which lived only six months. 

How long after the death of Larbaee’s child was Joitabaee confined ? — A very long time, 
five or six years. 

How long was Joitabaee married to the Sheijee? — About six or seven years. 

Had Larbaee any other child subsequent to the one of whom you just spoke ?~No. 

Do you know Moteeram Vyed ? — No. 

Who was the physician at Hurree Bhugtee’s ?•— Hurgeewun Vyed. 

Have you seen Joitabaee nursing her child ? — Yes, regularly. e 

Do you recollect Joitabaee’s child having the smali-pox ? — Yes. 

Did Joitabaee ever tell you that she had been told by any one to deny that she was ever 
pregnant? — No. . 

How many wet-nurses were engaged to suckle Joitabaee’s child ?— The first remained for 
about three months, but as her milk had dried up, another was engaged. 

Who was in the habit of washing Joitabaee’s clothes ? — The servant. 

Who informed Maha Luxmeebaee that Joitabaee bad given birth to a son ?— -Hunylal, 
tlie goomashta of Bhanabhoy, and on diis occasion Mahaiuxmeebaee distributed presents 
to the value oC 1,500 or 2,000 rupees. 

^ [Witness is dismissed, 

(signed) C. Griffithf 

Ensign, Interpreter. 
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IV, 

Examination of woman Muncba; religion, Hindoo; caste, More Wantas; profession, 
her own dome>$tic atfairs ; aged 42; inhabitant of Baroda; before a Committee of 
Medical Officers at the Residency, on 27ih January 1851, 

Question. Do you know Joetabhaee Settanee? — Answer* Yes, 

How long have you known her?— I have lived in her neighbourhood for many years. 

Had Joetabhaee ever a child ? — Yes, 

Tell what you know about it ? — After the death of Shetjee, I used to go to Joetabhaee 
to weep, and she was then about five months pregnant. 

How do you know that she was then pregnant ? — When I used to go to Joetabhaee’s to 
weep, she told me she was pregnant, and it was obvious from lier appearance. 

Have you been a mother? — Yes. 

Had you home children at the time you went to w^eep with Joetabhaee?— Four or five. 
Did you know Mahluxtneebhaee? — Yes. 

Did you see her at the time you went to weep with Joetabhaee ? — ^Yes, of course, for they 
lived together. 

Did Mahluxmeebhaee believe that Joetabhaee was with child ?— Yes. 

Did Joetabhaee ever tell you that any one had instructed her to say she was not preg- 
nant, and to miscarry? — No ; she never told me anything about it. 

Were you present at the birth of the child ? — ^Yes, 

When did you go to the house on the day of Joelabhaee's confinement?—! went about 
midnight. 

Who called you ?— Ladbaee sent for me. 

When you went there, whom did you find? — Joetabhaee, her mother, her grandmother, 
and her cousin, Mankoor, and the other Mankoover. 

Was Rewa there ? — She had reached a little before me. 

Had Joetabhale been delivered when you arrived there ? — No. 

Was any midwife there when you went ? — No. 

Was any midwil'e present when Joetabhaee was delivered? — Yes, one; by name, 
Tumnah. 

Who sent for her? — She was sent before my arrival. 

How long after your arrival did she come? — I donT know how long, but soon after my 
arrival. 

Did the midwife arrive before or after the child was born ? — Before the child was born. 
When you went there, was Joetabhaee sufieringf — Yes. 

When you saw Joetabhaee, what did you think she was suffering from ? — Labour pains. 
Were they real labour pains? — Yes, real labour pains. 

How long after the birth of the child did the after-birth come away? — About a ghurree, 
or half ghurree. 

Who took away the after-birth ? — ^The midwife took it away to bury it. I and Man- 
koover accompanied the midwife. 

Is it customary to use ashes on the occasion of a woman^s confinement ? — Yes ; for the 
purpose of throwing uiK}n the after-birth. 

VVho brought the ashes? — Mankoover. 

Was the thalee '' beat? — Yes, it was beat in the ^^pursal.'' 

Did you see the child ? — Yes. 

Was the child a boy or a girl ? — Boy. 

Who washed the boy? — The midwife. 

Had the child any unusual appearance at its birth? — No, it looked like all newly-bom 
children. 

Did you see much of Joitabaee after the birth of her child ? — ^Yes, I saw her daily. 

Who suckled the child ? — Joitabaee. 

Was not a wet-nurse employed ? — Not until about a month and a half, when she had tbe 
/ever, and her milk dried up. 

Do you know Hurree Bhugtees female servant Punnee?— I donT know her; but she 
may have been in the house. 

Do you know Maturam Vynde ? — No. 

Do you know who was physician in Hurree B)iuj|lee*s bouse ? — ^Tbere arc many paid by 
the bouse, but I don’t know" their names. 

Do you know who brought the usual condiments Ibr Joitabaee’s confinement?— I don’t 
know. ^ 

How many days after the birth did the navel-string drop off ?~It came away in about 
four or five days, and healed in about ten days. ' 

Who was in the habit of dressing the nuvel*string after the child’s birth? — It is not 
customary to dress the cord; but it was fastened with thread, which was tied round the 
child’s neck, according to our custiMu. 

[Witness is dismissed, 
(signed) C, Griffith, Interpreter. 
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V. 

Examination of Ladbaee; rdigion, Hindoo; castCi Wesular Waneea; profession, her 

own domestic affairs ; aged about 3B; inhabitant of Baroda; Before the Committee of 

Medical Officers at the Residency, on 28th January 1861 • 

Question. In what year was your daughter, Joetabaee, married to Samul Bechur?^ — 
Answer. In the month of Vysack, Sumvut 1896 (a.T}. April 1839). 

Have you had any children suWquent to your daugnter’s marriage ?— I was pregnant 
at the time of Joetabaee’s marriage. 

How long afterwards were you confined ? — About eight months afterwards. 

How long did your child live ? — Seven or eight months. 

Have you had any children since ? — No. 

When did your daughter first tell you that she was pregnant?— I tliink about the third 
or fourth month. 

Was the Sheti aware that your daughter was with child ? — ^The Shett was aware of it. 

Can you prove this ? — On several occasions he Alluded to it when conversing with me. 

Was the ceremony of the fifth month performed ? — ^^No. 

Why not? — Because the Shettjee was dangerously ill. 

Was the ceremony of the seventh month performed?— No. 

Why not? — Because it is not the custom to perforin the ceremony of “ Huggurnee 
should the father die before the seventh month. 

When was Joitabaee’s child bom? — On Margsurvud 8th, Sumvut 1902 (a.i>. 22 De- 
cember 1845). 

When did the Shett die? — On Bhadurwa Sood 2d, Sumvut 1901 (a.d. 3 September 
1845). 

Who were present when your daughter was confined ?— Myself, my mother-in-law, Um- 
hama, Muncha, Rewabaee, Jumna Daee, my niece Mankoover, and the other Mankoover, 
were present. 

Was Punnee there ? — No. 

Do you know such a woman ? — l am aware of such a woman being employed about the 
house of Hurree Bhugtee; she was so from living in the house of one of the goomastas. 

Was she not employed to attend your daughter? — Not until Baba Nafra had imprisoned 
my daughter, when she was placed as a watch over her. 

Who brought the usual condiments for your daughter and the child ? — ^They were pro- 
^’ided before by my husband, and I prepared and gave them to her. 

Why did your daughter go to your house to be confined ?— She did so because it is usual 
amongst us. 

Who was aware, besides yourself, of your daughter being pregnant ? — Mahluxmeebaee 
Setanee and others knew of it. 

Did she talk openly of lier pregnancy as ladies generally do? — ^ 

Were you aware that your daughter menstruated after her pregnancy? — Yes, she told me 
so; 1 myself menstruate when I am pregnant. 

Did Moieeram Vyed, or any one else, advise your daughter to deny her pregnancy ? — I 
never heard it. 

[Witness is dismissed, 
(signed) C. Oriffith, Interpreter. 


VI. 

^Examination of i^iteebaee Settanee, Widow of the late Samul Beclmr, of the Firm of Hurry 
Bhugtee; religifcn, Hindoo; caste, Veesular Bania; aged 22 years; inhabitant of Baroda, 
before a Com^tee of Medical Officers, i^sembled at the Residency on the 28th Ja- 
nuary 1861. § 

Question. Hi^ long were you married to the Sett before his death ?— Aniteer. About six 
years. ff ' * 

When did#ou first know that you were pregnant? — About two or three months before 
my husbandi^death. 

How didJou first know it? — I had nausea, giddiness, &c. 

Did yoj/meustruate regularly before your pregnancy ? — Yes. 

Did ^wteeram Vyed give medieine during the illcress of the Settjee? — ^No, never. 

Did »n ever see him professionally dn any other occasion ? — No. 

Did idaha Luxmeebaee ever express to you an opinion, that you were not pregnant ? — 
No. 

Witness agrees to submit to a personal examination by Dr. Dayey, and retires with her 
friends into another room tor the purpose. ^ 

(signed) C. Gr#rt, Interpreter. 
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VIL 

I HEBEBT certify, that I have this day examioedJoitabaeei the widow of ihe late Beechur 
Samuh^as. My examination of this lady’s person has satisfied me without a doubt that she 
has been a mtj^faer. * 

(signed) W. Davty^ 

The Residency, Baroda, Assistant Surgeon, 17th Regt. N. L 

18 January 1861. 


Appendix (M.) 

Analysis of the principal Evidence adduced by Baba Nafrain support of his Charge 

against Joitabaee. 


Discrepancies in the Evidence of Baba Nafra and his Principal Witnesses. 

Baba Nafba— Discrepancies in his own Statements. 

Deposition, No. 93, dated 29 Nov. 1B47. Deposition, No. 100, dated 18 Aug. 1860. 

“ SettaneeJoitabaee’s son was from Meita- The exact date is not known; but one 

poor, and there wasrumour that he had been day in winter, of Siimvut 1903, Lulloo Bhug- 
brought from thence. Mahaluxmeebaee must wan told me that the person from whom 
have heard of it ; therefore she consulted me Joitabhaee had taken the toy was discovered ; 
regarding sending Bhugwaii. I told her she upon which, I desired him to go and ascer- 
ought to do so, but, secretly. • ♦ I did tain who the boy’s parents were. He went, 

not send Lulloo (to Meetapoor), giving him and after seven or eight days returned, say- 
money, upon pretence that he was going to ing, that a clue to the boy’s parents was 
Outuria Mah^eo. I have stated that it found out, but that 16,000 rupees will be 
was Mahaluxmeebaee that sent him.” required to be expended to effect the consum- 

mation of the case. 

No mention is made in the deposition of " Lulloo Bhugwan said that he would 
November 1847, of money having been paid never give any information without giving 
to Lulloo, or any one else, to find out the him 16,000 rupees, whicli Mahaluxmeebaee 
parents of the supposed spurious child, and ordered me to pay; when I delayed payment 
it was only on certain items of expenditure for two or three days, she said, * What, have 
beirig^found in the books of the firm in 1860, you a mind to get up another partner of 
that Baba Nafra endeavoured to explain tliat mine? and ordered immediate payment, 
e*xpencliture. The entry alluded to by Baba which was accordingly made. * ♦ One 

Nafra, as entered on the firm accounts, is a day while I and other Banians were sitting in 
blank entry, not in Lulloo's or in any other Hurree Bhugiee's shop, the Meitapoor Kobe 
person’s name. The transaction referred to came, and said, in presence of us all, ‘ Our 
took place on the 22d March 1847, as proved boy was taken for Joitee Settanee, but the 
by the date of Rugnaih’s acquittance. Yet money agreed on in the writing passed to us 
tile date entry of the item of 16,000 rupees is is not yet paid.’ Upon this, 1 paid the 200 
22 April 1847. rupees, or thereabouts; took the writing 

back, and also an acquittance from them. 
Lulloo Bhugwan took 16,000 rupees for (he 
expenses, as entered on the firm accounts.” 

2V, B. — See also the unsatisfactory explanations of certain awkward admissions and 
discrepancies in Baba Nafra’s statements, contained in his suppressed deposition, No. 102. 

Discrepancies between Baba Nafra and his Witnesses, Mahaluxmeebaee and 

her Father, Wuijoobhaee. 

Baba Nafra’s Deposition, 100, dated 18 Aug, Wujjoobhaee’s Deposition, No. 24 (E.), 
and 6 September 1860 ; — dated 1 August 1860 : — 

The late Maharai having advised me not Baba Nafra never consulted my daughter 
to expose myself, but have the inquiries made or myself regarding this business (the spu- 
throiigh Wujjoobhaee (Muhaluxmeebh&ee’s rious child). He was MooWiar, and did as 
father.) I told the latter to do it, and to , he liked. Having given the child to a Kobe, 
e^iM} as far as 6,000 rupees, if reauired, to be must know.” 
effect the object in view. # # # 

The Mumny having thus doubted from the first the boy’s birth, ordered 
me to inquire into the matter, which I communicated to Wujjoobhaee, who 
made further inquiries ; but nothing was elicited. 


Lulloo 
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Baba Nafra’s Deposition, lOO-^tmtinued. 

Lulloo Bhugwan %BiA that he wonld neuter ^ 
give any information without giving him 
15,000 rupees, which Mabaluxmeebhaee 01 ^ 
clered me to pay. When I delayed the payment 
for two or three days, she said, ^ What, have 
you a mind to get up another partner of mine? ^ 
and ordered immediate payment of the same, 
which was accordingly made. 


Joitabaee Settanee made the confession 
of the boy not being born by her, of which 
I informed Mahaluxmeebaee and the Sirkar, 
who desired me to give the boy back, after 
taking a writing from Joitabhaee Settanee to 
that effect, which I did.'^ 


Mahalttxmeebhaee^s Deposition, No. 103, 
dated 23 September 1860. 

** I knew nothing of this (promise to pay 
Lulioo 13^000 rupees.) 

■v 

Mahaluxm6ebha6e*b Deposition, No. 43 (F.), 
dated 5 February 1851. 

^ Baba had paramount power, and conse* 
quently did what he pleased; therefore he 
never informed me how he ^ave the money 
(15,000 rupees) to Lulloo, neither did I ever 
say anything about this matter to the Baba. 

All the time the leekh (written confession) 
was being prepared, I was not near him ; but 
it appears the Baba had gone to the Settanee 
late at nigitt, for the purpose of getting such 
a leekh passed ; but that night the Settanee 
gave no heed to what he said, and the next 
day the Baba a^ain returned to Joitabaee, 
and got the leekh executed. This leekh the 
Baba got Bhugwan to write, and Dyashunker 
was made to attest it ; this I learned from 
Baba himself down^stairs when I was seated. 


Baba Nafra’s Deposition, No. 93, dated 
29 November 1847. 

Settanee, Joitabaee’s son, was from Meeta* 
oor, and there was rumour that he had been 
rough! from thence. Mahaluxmeebaee 
must have heard of it; therefore she con- 
sulted me regarding sending Lulloo Bhug- 
wan. I told her she ought to do so, but 
secretly. ^ I end not send Lulloo 

(to Meetapoor), giving him money, upon pre- 
tension that he was going to Oontudia Ma- 
hadeo. I have stated that Mahaluxmeebaee 
had sent him.” Mahaluxmeebaee, the 
elder Settanee, did make inquiry as to 
whether Joitabaee was pregnant,’) which is 
known to herself. I cannot speak on the 
subject. 

‘‘They (the Meetapoor Kolies) not having 
been paid, came to the bank, and because 
they were not paid, divulged the secret ; and 
having said that Bfaanabhaee had made out 
H paper, showed me a copy of it. I ac- 
quainted the elder Settanee with the affair, 
and, with her permission, took the deposition 
of Kobe Rugnatb, and told him tharl could 
not tell him anything at present regardinjg 
the payment till he would show me the ori- 
ginal paper, which should be brought within 
12 or 20 days. 

“ Mahaluxmeebaee ordered me to go to the 
(.Ihurumsalla ^ * and return the boy.'' 


Baba Nafra’s Deposition, No. 98. 

“ Because Joitabaee made the intrigue 

regarding the boy, possessed Jewell^ and 
was of a yenxtg therefore MaWua^ 
meebaee gave driers not to allow stamngers 
visiting Iter.’' 

BOm 


Mahaluxmeebaee'^ Deposition, No. 43 (F.) 

" I never from the first had been informed 
about the boy, neither did I instruct the 
Baba to depute Lulloo Bhugwan, and I 
know nothing about this matter.” 

Mahaluxmeebaee’s Deposition, No. 108. 

No, he (Baba Nafra) did not ask me ” 
(about sending Lulloo to Meetapoor.) 

Mahaluxmeebaee Deposition, No. 43. 

In this matter I am quite ignorant what 
should have induced me to have doubts 
(ot Joitabaee 's pregnancy), and 1 had never 
entertained any suspicions regarding this 
matter.” 

With reference to this first visit to the 
bank, Rugnath thus refers to tiie original 
paper as having been presented on that 
occasion : — 

Deposition No. 2, dated 25 February 1847. 

Therefore I am come here, and the leekh 
which was given me, please inspect, and 
bring about a settlement.” 

Mahaluxmeebaee's Deposition, No. 103. 

I know nothing in this matter,” (in re* 
ply to the question whether the boy was 
given to the Amlyara people by her order). 

Mahuluxmeebaee's Deposition, No. 43 (F.) 

I know nothing about this matter. My 
permission was neither obtained, nor did 1 
send him” (to return the child). 

Mahaluxmeebaee's Deposition, Na 43 (F.) 
** 1 never gave instiuelioiisfQr a guard being 
phieed to prevent imylM^y having ac- 
cess to Joitabaee Settmieei and neitlfer did I 
nmiioQ any thing point. ” 

f Mahluxmeebaee 
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Baba Nafra^s Deposition, No, 100, 

18 August, 

Because Mahaluxmeebaee was very anxi- 
ous to find out the real parents, Lulloo said 
he would never give correct information* 
without giving him 15,000 rupees. ♦ ♦ 

Lulloo Bhugwan said that he would never 
give any information without giving him 
16,000 rupees, wliich Mahluxmeebhaee or- 
dered to pay. When I delayed the payment 
two or three days, she said, r\Vhat, have 
you a mind to get up another partner of 
mine?* ** &c. 


Mahluxmeebaee Deposition, No. 48 (F.) 

Baba had paramount power, and conse- 
quently did what be pleased ; therefore how 
he gave the money he never informed me, 
neither did I say anything regarding this 
matter to the Baba. 


Seta RAM 

Baba Nafra's Deposition, No. 100. 

^‘Joitabaeehad people of the Sett's firm for 
the guard. 'I'he Settanee, her mother, and 
others, managed to keep off my people." 


Jemadar. 

Setaram's Deposition, No. 80, dated 
2 September 1850. 

States that his guards, viz., the guards of 
the firm subject to Baba Naira’s sole orders, 
were placed as guards over Settanee Joi- 
tabaee after the death of the Sett. 


Baba Nafra’s Deposition, No. 93. Deposition, dated 10 July 1860. 

I further told her (Joitabaee) that the boy I, Bhugwandass and a sepoy went to the 

that is at Bhanabhaee*s should be brought house of Bhanabhaee about noon, and re- 
here ; Joitabaee agreeing, sent Gunga to mained near the door, which being shut, we 
Bhanabhaee’s to bring the boy; a sepoy and caused to be opened, and Bhugwandass went 
a massaul accompanied Gunga, who brought into the house, and I adso followed him in, 
the boy.” w'here Bhugwandass ordered me to guard 

Thus implying that the boy being sent for the whole of the inmates, and not to permit 
by Joitabaee was at once brought, no objec- any one to leave the house. I was acting 
tions being made by any one. And this, in agreeably to those instructions ; but notw ith- 
his former deposition. No. 96, dated 24 De- standing, Joitabaee’s mother effected her 
cember 1847, Setarani is made to say escape. ♦ # 

Thus, As we went up-stairs we saw ‘‘ Bhugwandass returned to tite shop, and 
Bhanabhaee and the wet-nurse Khooshallee sent other people, upon whose arrival I made 
there seated, and Gunga said to them that over charge to them, and returned myself to 
she had been sent by the Setanee to bring the shop, when the sepoys on guard at 
the child: upon this, Bhanabaee said to Bhanabhaee’s house shui the door, and re- 
Khooshallee, the wet-nur^e, since Joitabaee mained there. The next day, at night, Bhug- 
has sent for the boy, take him to her. Upon wandass called me to the Settanee, where 
this, Khooshallee took the child, and came Baba Naira was seated in the dewankhana, 
down-stairs; the torclt was lighted, and the who, together with us, went to the Settanee, 
whole of us left together upon our return." when Baba told Joitabaee that the lad 

her was the son of the Amleeara Tiiilavia, 
who had come to demand him. What reply the Settanee made I do not know ; 
but Bhugwandass and Baba Sahib were both present, sealed ; and Baba said, 
as the wet-nurse, Gunga, would accompany me, I had better take Bhug- 
wandass, to go ro Bhanabaee's, and fetch the child, upon which we all went 
there. # # # Another wet-nurse was there, who took refuge with the 

child in a room, the door of which she closed, and chained; and because they 
would not open the door, the blacksmith was called to break it open. 
* # ♦ W1 k> sent for the blacksmith ?•— I do not recollect; but he 

attended with his tools, aiid broke a staple, and opened the door." 

On this subject Gunaa thus deposes in her examination at the Residency, No. 20, dated 
18 July 1850: ^ 

About mitlnight Baba Nafra bid me not to make the same known to Joitabaee, but that 
Seetaram Jemadar and Bhugwan were going to bring away the child from Bhanubaee’s, 
and that I should go along with them, and tell them that Joitabaee had sent for the child; 
therefore, that they give him up, when i told the Baba that I wtjuld not go without 
acquainting tnc Settanee; but without heeding my words, and without permitting me to 
sec the Settanee, be forced me to go. Still 1 refused lo go, when, by the order of Nafra, 
Setaram,^bv sitoving and pushing, compelled me to go. Therefore we three went to the 
house of Bhanabaee, and said that JiUtabaee Settanee wanted the child, when Bhanabaee 
said tbai Joitabaee did not send for the child^ and tlrni he would lose his life but not permit 
the child to be taken away. He thus expressed himself ; but Bhugwan and Seetaram sent, 
for a blacksmith, who broke the staple of the door of the room in which the child and his 
nurse, Khooshallee, were confined, and took them away." 

Discrepaii^es 
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Discrepancies between Seetaram’s Deposition, No. 96, dated 24 December 1847 ; No. 9, 
dated 10 and 17 July 1850 ; and No. 80, dated 8 September 1850. 


Deposition No. S6, before the 1st Punchayet. 

** I broke open no doors ; Gunga had been 
sent by Joitaoaee Settanee, and Oun^ de- 
livered to Bhanabhaee a message from Joita- 
baee ; then what necessity existed for break- 
ins open any doors 1 Gunga being con- 
sidered as a confidential servant of the Set- 
tanee, Bhanabaee permitted the child to be 
taken away." 

Deposition No. 9. 

“ Upon this Kbooshallee took up the child 
(at Bhanabhaee’s), and came down stairs; 
the torch was lighted, and the whole of us 
left together ; upon our return about an hour 
afterwards, the child being in the arms of 
the nurse, she and Baba Nafra and Bbug- 
wan came outside, and having, with myself, 
about 16 or 12 sepoys and a goldsmith with 
them, we all of us proceeded to the Sett’s 
garden, after which the goldsmith stripped 
the child of its ornaments, and Baba Nafra 
delivered the child over to a Tullaveea, who, 
together with another, whose name 1 know 
not, met us in the garden ; after which we 
all, including the Baba, left the place, and 
at 10 o’clock at night reached the guard at 
the Settjee’s house, and Baba proceeded to- 
wards his own house." 


Seetaram’s Deposition, No. 96, 

Joitabaee Settanee sent for, and desired 
me to accompany Gunga woman to the 
bouse of Bhanabhaee and bring away from 
thence her son Moteelall.’’ 


No. 9 (F.), before the Resident. 

** Another wet nurse was there (at Bhana- 
bhaee's house) who took refuge with the 
child in a room, tlie dopr of which she closed 
and chained, and because they would not 
open the door, the blacksiUith was called to 
break it open.” * * • ** Who Sent (for 
the blacksmith) I do not recollect, but the 
blacksmith attended with his tools and broke 
open the door.” 

Deposition No. 80. 

“ Question by Punchayet : Where were 
you, when the child was taken at night, and 
given to the Amleeara people ? — Answer.* I 
was asleep at the great guard-room. • * * 
— Answer. “Yes, I was." 

“ When the child was given to the Am- 
leeara people, were you near or at a distance ? 
— I was near. 

Did either theTullaveeaorhis wife say any- 
thing when receiving the child ? — ^The Tulla- 
veeya took the child, but said nothing. * * * 

“ Did the Baba say anything to tne Tulla- 
yeeya, or vice versa 1 — ^At the time of deliver- 
ing the child Baba said to Tullaveeya, have 
you received the child, and the Tullaveea re- 
plied, ‘ Yes, I have received him.’ 'This is 
all that I heard. * * * 

“When you left, was the Baba there seated,, 
or did he also come away with you ? — Baba 
left before me, afterwards 1 followed him." 

Deposition No. 86. 

“ States that the Baba directed him to pro- 
ceed with Gunga to bring the child away 
from Bhunahhaee’s.” 


Discrepancies between Seetaram’s and other Depositions. 


Seetaram’s Deposition, No. 96. 

Joitabaee Settanee sent for and desired me 
to accompany Ounga woman to the house 
of Bhanabhaee, and bring away from thence 
her son Moteelall. « 


Gunga’s Deposition, No. 79, before the Pun- 
chayet, dated 9tb September 1850. 

No, I was not ordered to do so W the 
Settanee, but Seeiaram Jemadar and Bhug- 
wan Muimoodar asked me to accompany 
them to bring away the child. 


Gunga, 

Deposition No. 79, before the Durbar, dated 
9tli September 1850 (withheld ). 

States, that when she informed Joitabaee of 
the removal of her son, she commenced 
weepiiig, and beat her breast, and abused 
the Baba. 

In her deposition at the Residency, No. 
20, dated 18th July 1850, Gunga states, “ 1 
secretly informed Joitabaee of all that bad 
passed, upon hearing which she began weep- 
ing and Mating her head and breast, and 
became much distressed." 

* * * “ Kbooshallee informed me that 
the child had been forcibly taken from her 
and delivered over to some kolies by the 
Baba, at which time the child would not 
leave his nurse, and cried ver^fr much, but 
that Baba forcibly snatched him from the 
nurse, and gave lum to the koli^ ; and when 
KhooshaUee wargiving me the above details, 
the Settanee also heard it, and began to weep 
and lament very much, when 1 again con- 
soled and kept her quiet." 


Woman. 

Gunga, in her Deposition, No. 83, dated 22d 
December 1847 (not withiield), states, 

“ I also went to Joitabaee Settanee, and in- 
timated to her of the child having been con- 
veyed away, but she made no answer.” 


On this point Gunga is represented to have 
stated, in her Deposition of the 22d De- 
cember 1847, 

“ The Kbooshallee returned in about half 
or three-quartersof an hour, when 1 inquired 
of her about the child, when she informed 
me that the boy had beeif delivered to akolie 
and kolies, who were at tibe Sett’s garden, but 
I do not know whether she said anything tO' 
Joitabaee or nbt on this subject.’’ 
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Mott£BB4ii, NativM Dootoe. 


DepoBition No. 79^ dated 24th September 
1848. 


Mahluxoaeebaee's Deposition, No. 43 (F.) 


JoitabaeeSettanee publicly declared that 
she WEB enceinte, consequent upon which it 
became circulated all over the city, where* 
fore the elder Settanee, Mahaluxmeebaee, 
sent for and requested me, as I was old, to 
advise her in any thing she might do wrong ; 
and that Joitabaee, in many ways, was pro* 
mulgatftig that she was with child, but as 
such a falsehood was calculated to disgrace 
tlie Sett’s name, she requested me to advise 
and persuade the Settanee agaiust circulating 
such a jfbul untruth.” 


the Baba bad so deputed him (Mot* 
teeram to Joitabaee), he should know ; as 
for my part, I know nothing about it.” 


iV'.jB.— The Medical Committee’s Report (L.) exposes the utter falsehood of this witness’s 
testimony. 

Dessai Dvashunkee. 


Deposition No. 99, dated 24th September 
1848. 

I had seen this boy, Moteelall, frequently 
at the Sett’s house, and at the Mundeer and 
other places, where Bhanabhaee used to 
bring him for the “dursun” of the gods, 
but there were no pockmarks upon his 
person.” 


Ounga’e Demsition, No. 88, dated 22d 
December 1047. 

^^The Moteelall bad sli^t marks (of small 
pox) left upon his face ana body,” 


Discrepancies in the Evidence relating to the Meitapoor Branch of the Case. 


Phoolex, woman of Baroda. 


No. 1. Deposition taken by Baba Nafra at 
Hurree bhugtee’s on the 26th February 
1847. 

States that the Meitapoor Kolie Rnguath 
bad come to Baroda, when she spoke to him 
about procuring a boy, and that he then in- 
formed her his wife was pregnant. That 
about two months afterwards he returned to 
Baroda, ami informed her that the time for 
his wife’s delivery was at hand, and that if 
she brought forth a boy he would bring the 
child to her. 


No. 5. Examination before the Ist Pun- 
chayet in 1848. 

States that two months after her first con- 
versation with Rugnath she went to Meita* 
poor to inquire of Ruraath what he had done 
about getting a boy for her ; and that Rug* 
nath replied, that there would yet be a delay 
of about a month or fifteen days, but that as 
soon as the boy was born, hv would let her 
have him ; that she then returned to Baroda. 


States that Rugnath came at once to her 
bouse, accoaipanted by another man carry- 
ing the boy in a basket (without any inter- 
mediate intimation of the birth of the child). 


Slates that when Rugunath had brought 
the boy to her house she went to inform Lar- 
baee, who told her to hasten to bring the 
boy, upon which she informed Larbaee that 
it was necessary to give a writing to the kolie, 
besides 100 rupees in cash, and that the re- 
mainder could be given afterwards, which 
Larbaee promised to comply with when she 
could see Joitabaee, &c., upon which she 
(Phoolee) returned to her house and caused 
the child to be carried with her to the house 
of Larbaee. 

Discrepancies and other Causes of 


States that Rugnath first came to apprize 
her of bis wife having given birth to a son, 
and that then she having informed Larbaee 
.and arranged with tier, told Rugunath to 
bring the boy ; and that, on the second or 
third day afterwards, the child was brought, 
carried in a basket by another person. 

Though far more full than the first deposi* 
tion, ar^ so glibly detailing the most minute 
particulars, ex teeing through five closely- 
written pages, without halt or break, or any 
of these minute particulars being elicited by 
a single question, leading to the inference 
that the derosition had been previously 
writfen out (Wore the witness appeared be- 
fore the Ponchayet), no nctentton is made of 
this important discussion with Larbaee be- 
tween the time of tiie boy being brought to 
Baroda and being made over to Larbaee. 

Suspicion in Phoolk’s Statements. 


1. Ihe improbability that Larbaee, a high caste sowcarree lady of respectability, could 

have been on the intimate teims with a low caste kolie woman, and day labourer, which the 
latter represents them to have been on together. ^ 

2. The improbability that Larbaee, if she had admitted such a woman to her confidence, 
and placed herself in her power by obtaining a felse child through her, should have exposed 
herself to the certainty of being denounced by such a person and her associate, Rugnath, 

by 
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by refuging to fulfil the engagement by which she bad obtained the childi little more than 
two months (as stated by Pboolee) after purchasing the bby« The more especially, if, as 
stated by Pboolee, she had further committed herself by giving a written bond for the pay- 
ment of 200 rupees annually to Kolie Rugunath. 

d* The improbability thati if Larbaee had thus obtained a boy through the agency of 
Phoolee, she slmuld^ as stated by Phoolee in her second deposition, have fiiiled to reward 
her (Phoolee) in any way whatever, after having promised to satisfy and please her;” 
and yet this woman, who pretends to have been in the confidence of Larbaee, and to have 
had nothing to say to Baba Nafra, is paid by the latter a sum of 45 rupees, which charge 
on their account is thus protested against by the firm: ^^This amount is stated to have 
been paid to Phoolee, woman, on account of her wages; but this woman had not been 
employed in the firm, consequently this disbursement is inadmissible/^ . 

4. The improbability that, if Larbaee had procured one kolie child through ready Phoolie, 
and that that child having died, she should have sought a second infant through other people, 
thereby increasing the chance of disclosure, instead of again employing Phoolie. 

5. The improbability that had a second infant been obtained through a different channel, 
Larbaee should have again placed herself in the power of Phoolie (to whom she had given 
notiiing, as promised), by telling her that the first child being dead, she was now possessed 
of a second false child ; whereasi had she really procured another, would she not have 
passed it off as the same, to a person cognizant only of the first changeling, who was not 
likely to have been able to detect the imposture, and was little likely to suspect it, having 
merely passed the infant to Radhabaee in a basket” two months before? 

Discrepancies between Phoolee, Woman's Statement, and that of Kolie Rugnath. 

Phoolie Woman : No. 2. Kolie Rugunath. 

States that she went to Meitapoor to in- States that in consequence of Phoolie 
quire what had been done about the child, sending word to him (not herself going to 
about a month and a half after the first Meitapoor), he went the second time to 
engagement between them (an intermediate Baroda, to announce that the child was 
communication having passed bet ween them), about to be born (no intermediate commu- 
No. 1. Phoolie, in her first deposition, says nication having passed between them), 
nothing about this intermediate interview ; No. 1. Kolee Ruggoonath states that he 
on the contrary, states that Ruggoonath at came to Baroda to inform Phoolee that his 
once brought the child as she had instructed wife had brought forth a son, and that, as 
him. told by Phoolee, he subsequently brought 

‘‘ I replied, that as soon as the child was the child, 
born it would be necessary to bring it ; • • ♦ 
many days afterwards he brought with him 
the hoy, &c. 

Ruggoonath states (No. 1) that Phoolee had sent word to him a second time ; Phoolee 
makes no mention of this. 

Ruggoonath states that Pboolee informed him, a boy being wanted, if any female was 
enceinte, to bring her to Baroda, Phoolee makes no mention of this. 

The deposition No. 6 , before the Punchayet, has every appearance of having been prepared 
beforehand, occupying five closely written pages, without a break; full of minute parti- 
culars, which it is impossible she could have remembered unless elicited by questions. 
Moreover, this, and all the depositions before the first Punchayet, are written in the same 
hand (that of Hurree Punt) ; neither is there any mention on these depositions, as is always 
usual and necessary, as to before whom these depositions were taken. 

Rugunath Kolie, of Meitapoor. 

Discrepancies between his Statement and that of Phoolee, Woman. 

No. 2. Deposition of Rugunath Kolie, taken No. 6. Deposition of Phoolie, woman, taken 

by Baba Nafra, at Rurree Bhugtee's, before the first punchayet, on the IBth 

dated 25 September 1847. September 1848. 

States, that ih a few days my wife was States that after Rugunath's wife was 
delivered of a son, and immediately I took delivered he came to Baroda, to inform her 
the new-born babe and put him in a basket, (l^hoolie) of the circumstance ; that he first 
and got Kolie Guman to take the basket on ascertained from her the nature of the 
his head,^and we came tp the house bf reward he was to receive, who, having as- 
Pliolie (at Baroda).’' sured him that be was to receive 200 

rupees annually, he then returned to Meita- 
poor, and brought the child from thence. 

Subsequently, in his Deposition No. 6, taken before the first punchayet, on the 10th 
November 1847, he repeats nearly word for word the statement of Phoolie, here given ,* but 
the same causes of suspicion as to the preparation of this Itatement exists, as described with 
/eference to that of Phoolie, No. 6 . 

560. 
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Discrepanciea between Rugunath’s Statement, No, 2, taken by Baba Nafra, and No. 6, 

taken by the Punchayet. ^ 

In No, 2. States that his wife, being de- ^ In No. 6. States that ctfter the birth of 
Hvered of a son, he immediately took him to his son he went to Baroda to inform Phoolie 
Baroda in a basket, carried by Guman. of the circumstance, and then returned to 

fetch the child. 

Discrepancy between Rugunath’s statement, No. 6, and Kolie Guman, No. 10. 

No. 6. Kolie Rugunath states, that it was No. 10. Kolie Guman states, that it was 
on their return from Baroda that he imposed on his way to Baroda with the child that 
the oath on the River Myhe on Guman, not Rugunath imposed the oath on the River 
to disclose anything regarding the delivery Myhe, not to say anything connected with 
of the boy. the delivery of the boy. 


But it is unnecessary to trace further the discrepancies in the statements 6f this witness 
before the first Punchayet, all his accomplices in the plot belonging to Meetapoor and 
Jessupoor, having disclosed how they, as well as Rugunath, were bribed to make the false 
statements placed by Baba Nafa before the first punchayet. And though Rugmnath him* 
self having left his village, and gone no one knows whither, was not product before me, 
his wife* was and deposed to the fact of her husband and herself having been induced to enact 
the false parents by a bribe of 100 rupees. 

Their depositions before the first Punchayet are numbered 6, 7, 8, 0, 10 and 11 of 
Appendix (H.) ; those before the second Punchayet were numbered 22, 23, 24, 25, 20 and 27 
or f H.) Those before the Resident, Nos. 25, 26, 27, 28, 29 and 30 of Appendix (F.) Jessapoor 
ana Meitapoor Kolies, Nos. 7, 8, 9, 10, 11 of Appendix (H.); Nos. 14, 15, 16, 17, 18 and 
19 of Appendix (F.), and Nos. 22, 23, 24, 25, 26 and 27 of (H.) 


It is unnecessary to contrast their depo- 
sitions before the first Punchayet, Nos. 7, 8, 
9, 10 and 11, with those of Baba Nafra, as 
in their subsequent statements they declare 
the former to be utterly false, and to have 
been directed by the Baba himself. But I 
would call attention to the following testi- 
mony which they were made to give in those 
depositions, in order to contrast it with the 
reply of all the heads of Joitabaee’s caste, 
to a question I caused to be put to them 
through the Durbar as to the ground of their 
asserted expulsion of Joitabaee and her child 
from the caste. 

Thakoor Jeetsing was made to state as 
follows, and the same was repeated nearly 
verbatim in all the other first depositions : 

When was made this affair known in the 
first instance, K) or 15 Bunians were present, 
seated, who made me report to them the 
particulars of the affair about the boy. And 
when I went again a second time to Hurree 
Bhugtee’s, the iSedees of the Mahajuns were 
sent ibr, who, when they came, made me 
repeat the above particulars to them ; and 
upon my doing so the Mahajuns said, 
^ In the caste of us Banians a kolie son has 
been received, which is a very improper 
act/ &c. 


Depositions of the principal Setts of Jpita- 
baee's caste, dated 29 January 1860, for- 
warded with his Highness’ yad, dated 30 
January (vide No. 30, Appendix (J.) 

In the year St. 1903 (a.d. 1847), the date 
is not known, but one day Baba sent for us, 
about 25 persons of our caste, and merely 
asked us if we would admit a kolie’s son in 
our caste ; we replied, that a Banian would 
never keep a kolie’s son as his own. Thus, 
in an ambiguous way Baba put the question 
to us ; but what boy, of what kolie, and bow 
brought, and whether the boy was really 
a kolie’s son or not, no one told us of it ; 
and the parents of the boy were not sent for, 
not any inquiry instituted for our satisfaction. 
We were merely asked if we would admit a 
kolie’s son; we replied in the negative. 
Baba himself made over the Settanee’s son 
to the kolie, at which time we were not 
present, nor can we satisfactorily say whether 
the boy was a kolie or iiot.’^ 


Discrepancies in the Evidence relating to the Atnleeara branch of the Case. 

PuNNKE, Woman. 

As this is the most important witness brought forward against Joiteebaee, it is requisite 
closely to examine her evidence. She appears to have been one of the first of Joiteebaee’s 
<lomestic servants gained over by the Settanee’s fkersecutors, I find her first deposition 
taken by the Baba Nafra on the 23d March 1847, about one month After the alleged dis- 
covery of the imposition of the false child. 

On this first occasion of delivering her testimony (which, as usual with all the first depo- 
sitions taken by Baba Nafra, is written without a single break or auestiun being put ; and« 
as usual, in the handwriting o<' the Baba’s confidential agent, Vrizbookun), Punnee tells a 
long story, as containing everythmg relating to the matter, to the effect that the late 
Beecluir Bhaee had suspected Joiteebaee of infidelity, taxed her with it^ and beat hbr till 
slie confessed it, and caused the person with whom she was supposed to have had improper 

interconne 
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intercourse to be confined, who wa^, however, afterwards released a^t the request of the 
elder Setthnee, in consequence of Joiteebaee having cause^d her to effect it. That the elder 
Settanee had said that the Shett took this to much to heart that from that da^- he never eat 
bis meals heartily ; from which circumstance he became unwell and died. (All this Punnee 
states on the authority of tlie elder Settanee, Luxmeebaee). Bilt she (the Settanee) says 
nothing at all of this in her yad dated 5 September 1847, by which time, as will hereafter 
be seen, a different tactic had been adopted. She (Punnee) then goes on to say, that about 
five or six days after the Shett^s death Joiteebaee declared herself to be withchUd, but that 
seven days after the Shett’s death she had had the menses/’ and that thp elder widow 
‘'sent for Moteeram, doctor, and Tribhovun Josee, and told them that as both are old and 
true people, they should go to Joiteebaee. On this they went, and sat on one side. At 
this .time I heard Joiteebaee tell Moteeram and Tribhovun Jossee that it is all false (her 
being with child). In this way " she confessed.” (In confirmation of this, a deposition 
of Luxroebaee, afterwards denied by her, dated 10 December 1847, and of tlie native 
doctor, dated 24 September 1848, a paid servant of Baba Nafra.) Is it likely that Joitee- 
baee would have confessed such a thing, or that, if she had done so, the child brought forth 
three months afterwards would have been allowed to pass unquestioned for a whole year 
after its birth ? Moreover, Luxmeebaee made no mention of this in her previous yad of 
the 6th September 1847. 

Punnee continues, that " on a night, about threm months and a half after the Shett’s 
death, about a midnight, Joiteebaee went* to her house. I went also and sat in a room. 

Ludbaee come to the door, and told me to brii^ some ashes from down stairs, after sifting 
it. Accordingly I went to the gate of Nursingjee’s Pole for the ashes ; but if anything 
was brought from the door leading to Bazvara, or by some other means, Ladbaee must 
know. I went to collect ashes, but I got none, add while 1 was in search for it Ladbhaee 
called out to me, so 1 went up stairs and found a boy lying on the floor. Ladbaee was 
sitting near him, and Joitabaee was sitting on a stool close to the child, at which time there 
was no midwife nor anyone else.” 

This is the whole substance of Punnee ’s first statement, which, however, was suppressed, 
and evidently for the following reasons : — 

First. The tale of the incontinence of the Settanee, which appears to have been first got 
up in March 1847, with a view to malign the unfortunate woman, it was deemed, on further 
consideration, prudent to abandon ; consequently this calumny is not repeated in any of 
the depositions subsequently dictated by Baba, and given in before the Punchayet. Thus 
no mention of it is made in Punnee’s second deposition of the 18th September 1848 (No. 8 
and 48), or in any of Mahluxmee’s depositions, the first of which is dated 5 September 
1847. 

Secondly. Punnee’s first deposition professed to Contain all the information she possessed 
at the time it was written, but there was no allusion therein to the pretended writings said 
to have been passed between Joitabaee Settanee and Baba Nafra, the former confessing 
that the child was spurious, the latter promising u stipend of 200 rupees annually should 
be settled on them (Joitabaee and her parents). In order to establish obvious afterthought, 
it becume necessary to suppress the first deposition, as it would have shown the impossi- 
bility that so important an event as the writing and delivery by Joiteebaee of a confession 
of her guilt could have been forgotten in the single day which had intervened between the 
date of Joiteebaee’s asserted confession (21 st March 1847) and that of Punnee’s depo 
sition (23d March 1847). 

I now proceed to point out a few of the many discrepancies exhibited in Punnee’s first, 
second, and third deposition. The narrative portions being prepared by the same party 
(Baba Nafra’s confidential clerk, Brizbookun), of course agree tolerably well. It is gene** 

Tally the unpremeditated replies to questions put by the JPuiicbayet which let out these 
discrepancies, without perhaps that court observing them. 

Punnee’s suppressed deposition, dated Puniiee’s deposition, dated 30 August 
25 March 1847, No. ♦, states that when 1848, No. 78, states that she was sent down • S. i 

she WHS down stairs searching for ashes, stairs to bring ashes, where she learnt that 
Ladbaee called her up stairs, and that then Settanee had ogen delivered of a son. 
she became aware of the presence of the in- 
fant by seeing it lying on the floor. 

Again, in her third deposition, dated 18 September 1848, No. 48, she atates, " I went 
down stairs to do so, but as I could not find any ashes, some time elapsed, whereupon 
Ladbaee called to me, and I returned up stairs. Upon my doing so 1 found an infant lying 
upon his back on the floor.” 

In the deposition, No. 76/48, she states In deposition No. 78, she says she accom- 
that having accompanied Joiteebaee to her panied Joiteebaee, and after the ** Settanee’s 
ftither's house, "she sat in a room# where arrival at her father’s bbtliie, seated in one 
Ladbaee came to the door of tlie room, and of the rooms, she (Joiteebaee) sent me to 
told me to bring some asbe^ from down fetch some ashes ; upon which I went down 
stairs, afttT siflang the same. Accordingly I stairs.” 
went.” 

560* 
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In deposition 48^ she says she followed her (JoUeebaee) tliere» and saw the Settanee 
(Joiteebaee) and Ladteee seated in a room upon the upper floor, tiadbaee directed me to 
bring some ashes, &c., and again, When 1 arrived, the Settanee (Joitabaee) was seated 
upon the upper floor, and Larbaee was with her.'^ 


In doftosttion 75 she states that when she 
went up stairs and found the infant on the 
floor, tnere was no midwife or anyone else 
there besides Joitabaee and her mother. 

Punnee, in deposition 48, states that no 
persons were present excepting Ladbaee 
when the infant first appeared, but the um- 
bilical cord was not attached ; \ hat the infant 
exhibited no marks of his being recently 
delivered; that consequently she suspected 
that Joitabaee had not been accouched, &c. 


In deposition 48 she states that '^Ladbaee’s 
sister’s daughter was there in the room, sick 
at the time, who got up and drummed on a 
ihalee.” (The customary mode of announc- 
ing the birth of a child.) 

Muncha, woman, in deposition No. 86 (taken 
by the first punchayet), states, ‘^On the 22d 
December 1845, about after midnidit, Rewa, 
woman, said Ladbaee is calling. Thereupon 
I went there, and found Ladbaee and Joita- 
baee Settanee, Ambabaee Rewa, and Jumna, 
midwife, were seated in the upper story, and 
I also went in and seated myself amongst 
them, and about two ghurrees (three quar- 
ters of an* hour) afterwards, Joitabaee was 
delivered of a son, and the midwife, Jumna, 
separated the infant’s umbilical cord, after 
wnich I returned home.” 


This statement of Muncha is corroborated by Rewa, woman, as well as Larbaee and 
Ambabaee, who, however, being motlier'and grandmother of Joitabaee, are not considered 
trustworthy evidence by the punchayet. The only other woman present on the occasion, 
Jumna, the midwife, is dead, and was never examined ; but her husband, Becher (a barber), 
No. 87, deposed before the puncliayet that, when he returned from Ahmedabad, where he 
had gone at the time of the occurrence, he was informed by his wife that she had delivered 
Joitabaee, ami was rewarded with six rupees. 

In her deposition, No. 48, Punnee states 
that Joitabaee having told her to call Baba 
Nafra, confessed to him, that the boy was 
not hers, and requested him “ to send for 
Dada Meeya Havildar, to direct him to re- 
turn the boy to the parties from whom he 
procured him whereupon she (Punnee) was 
sent to the havildar with this message, and 
returned to inform the Settanee that the 
havildar promised to do so wherettpon 
Baba Nafra said (so and so) to the Settanee, 
and the Settanee replied (so and so), and 
confessed further, that the boy was not her 
son ; and that after the above conversation 
(in which nothing was said about provision 
for her parents, and after the interchange of 

communications with the havildar), Baba wrote (at the same interview) and 
gave the Settanee a lekb (writing), and the Settanee also passed a lekh to the 
Baba,” &c. ♦ # And the same night on which the above took place the 

boy Moieelall was caused to be carried by his nurse. # w ♦ 
was taken away for the ostensible purpose of being returned to 


And the boy 
his parents.’^ 


In her deposition, No. 78, Punnee states 
that Joitabaee having told her to call Baba 
Nafra, confessed to him that the boy was 
not hers ; upon which the Baba advised 
her to send for the boy and have him restored 
to his parertts. The Settanee said she would 
do so, provided he would pass a paper set- 
tling upon her father a stipend of 200 rupees 
annually, to be paid hy the dessar, which the 
Baba promised to do the following day ; 
whereupon the Settanee sentGunga to bring 
the boy, &c. • * # Gunga returned 

with the boy (who, however, without the 
Settanee being permitted to see it), the Baba 
sent and located,” &c. 


The conversation above referred to as 
having passed before the lekhs (or writing) 
were interchanged between the Baba and 
Joitabaee, and before the boy was sent for, 
was as follows : — 

Baba Nafra said to the Settanee that she 
was his mother, and what w'as destined had 
hapfiened ; therefore for the future she should 
conduct herself with rectitude. To this the 
Settanee replied that she had no hand in 
bringing the boy, but that her parents had 
done so, therefore that they should be held 
responsible ; and she confessed further that 
the boy was not her son.” 


In her deposition 48, Punnee say8,/^hav- 
irg got him to swear by Ids Koran, Roza, 
and by the sins wliich caused the famine of 
Sumt. 1869.” 


In the deposition 78, this conversation is 
introduced as having occurred the day after 
the confession, interchange of writings, and 
bringing ihe boy, thus ; — 

*^The next morning Baba came to Joita- 
baee, and Joitabaee informed him that the 
boy was not her son, when the Baba replied, 
You are my mother, what had been destined 
has come to pass ; and after saying this he 
went away, and in the evening he returned 
to the Settanee and informed her that she 
should find out&om Dada ( havildar) to whom 
the boy belonged, and have him restored. 
The Settanee answered that she would not 
do so herself, and immediately sent me to 
Dada Havildar.” 

In her deposition, No. 78, Punnee says 
she swore him upon the oath of ** your Raza, 
Peer, and ^od. 


Discrepineies 
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Discrepancies between Punnee’s Statement and those of others. 

In her deposition. No. 48, Punnee states Dada Hsf ildar, in his deposition. No. 40, 
that the child was taken by his nurse (whose states, that after the child had been divested 
name she does not recollect), and some men, of its ornaments, it was carried by Punnee 
for the purpose of being delivered to his and a servant to the garden, and 4>y them 
parents. delivered to the Amtillmra people. 

In her deposition 48, Punnee states that Gunga, in her deposition. No. 79 (sup- 
Joitabaee ordered Gunga to bring the boy. pressed), on the question being put to her, 

replied^ No, I was not orderal to do so by 
the Settanee, but Settaram Jemidar and 
Bhugwan Muzmoodar asked me to accom- 
pany them, therefore I went.'^ 

Punnee, in her deposition, No. 78, states Gunga, in her suppress! d deposition, No. 
that Joitabaee sent Gunga for the child of 79, declares that wnen she mentioned to 
her own free will. Joitabaee that the child had been brought 

away (from her father’s bouse), " she com- 
menced weeping, and beat her breast, and 
abtisid the t^aba.” 

In deposition No. 48, Punnee states that Dada Havildar, in his deposition, No. 73, 
Joitabaee sent her to Dada Havildar, who taken by the Punchayet, states that Baba 
was at the old house, and having caus^ her Nafra had sent for him to the house occu- 
to take an oath, delivered her message. pied by Jqitabaee, and placed him opposite 

to the staircase leading to Joitabaee’s apart- 
ment, and instructed him what answers to 
give to Punnee’s questions, who stood on the 
staircase, and that her questions and his 
answers were given as the feaba had dictated, 
he then being imprisoned and aciing under 
compulsion. 

In deposition No, 78, Punnee states that DadaMeeya, in deposition No. 73, denies 
on the occasion of her having gone to Dada that any oath was adinintstered, or that she 
Meeya, and given the oath, &c., Bhugwan came to him at the old honse, he having 
and herself alone were present (this having been sent for to the house occupied by the 
been written in September 1848, when Settanee (as above stated), and declares that 
Bhugwan was still in Baba Nafra’s cond- when Punnee questioned liim, no persons 
dence). were present except Baba Nafra and an 

Amb, at a distance (t.e. out of sight). 

In deposition No. 78, Punnee states th t The wet-nurse, in her deposition, No. 83, 
she used to give the child to Joitabaee, but states that she saw Joitabaee suckling the 
that she never witnessed her suckimg him. child twice and thrice. 

In deposition No. 48, Punnee states that Bhugwan, in his deposition before the 
Baba Niifia, Dyasunkur Dessaee, Bhugwan punchayet, No. 101, states that Baba Naft-a 
and herself were present wlien Joitabaee Jemadar Setaram and himself only were 
gave her written confession. present on the occasion of his writing the 

, said paper. 

In her deposition No. 78, Punnee states Bhugwa^ in deposition No. 101, states 
that when Gunga brought the child, it was that the child was placed in the “ Thakoor’s 
placed in the veranda before the mundur. Bbundar/’ that two sentries were placed 

over it ahd its nurse, and tiiat two eefitries 
were placed over the room occupied by 
Joitabaee, of which the windows vrere bar- 
ricaded with iron bars. 

For further evidence of the utter worthlessness of this witness, I refer to her examination 
by tlie medical committee, Appendix (L). But before parting with Punnee, I may give a 
few proofs of the unwarrantable manner in which she has made use of the name of her elder 
mistress, the Settanee Luxmeebaee. 

Punnee’s suppressed Deposition pf the Mahaluxmeebaee’s Deposition, No. 43 <F.), 
2da March 1847. dated 4 September 1880. 

On the d^ the Sett died, Joitabaee Yes, he (the Sett) caused N^rrain to be 
told the elder Settanee ^to release Narain, imprisoned; Narrain having got up a false 
servant, from confinement ; by not doing so, plot in the firm, he was caused to be im- 
she suflfers much in her character; that in prisoned. After the death of the Settjee, 
future she will do nothing without her wish/ this individual was released by Baba. No- 
As the Sett's moutb was closed, the elder body ever spoke to me ebout getting him 
SettanCe became alarmed; she answered released, neither was I consulted previous 
the younger Settaiiee in the afIimS|ite. The to his being released/’ 
goomasta was aecbrdii^ly directed 10 te- 
leaiui llamim, Who ' 

After ^ Question 

$ 6 ^ 


4x4 
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After five or six days (after the Sett’s Question put to Mahaluxnieebaee. * 

she spread the report. The elder Settan^ A 

Mahaluxmeebaee hearing of this, said that , V ahnnw'l Icnnw? 

when the Sett first heafd the report about ^ ^ "" 

Narrain,* from that day he felt much dis- ’■«‘=oUection about u. 

pleased^ and directed that some sepoys, but 

old in age, be kept as guards over her, and placed Narrain in confinement. 

And the~ Sett beat the younger Settanee well, at which time the Settanee 
acknowledged and took her oath, it is true that I have ^ committed this fault, 
but in future, if 1 be guilty again, do what you like with me; even now do 
as you like.' ” 


Afterwards Moteeram Vyud and Tre- 
bawun Josee were sent for by the elder 
Settanee, who told them that as both are 
old and true people they should go to loita- 
baee ; on this they went on one side, and I 
overheard Joitabaee tell Moteeram, doctor, 
and Trebawan Josee that it is all false." 


Question, to Maba Luxmeebaee. 

Had you ever deputed Moteeram Vyud 
to examine and ascertain whether Joitabaee 
was really pregnant or not ?" — Answer. ** If 
the Baba had bo despatched him, be should 
know ; I know nothing about it." 

Question. ^^Had you ever deputed Tre* 
bowan Josee on this mission?" — I never 
sent him, but if the Baba had done so, he 
should know." 


Dhullea, Tullaveya, Dhadoo, his wife, and Jooria Jusla, kholies of Amleara, and Dadah 

Meah Havildar. 


In deposition dated 9 March 1847 
(No. 32), taken by Baba Nafra, and in sub- 
sequent deposition before the punchayet 
(No. 41), Dnullea states that the infant given 
by him to Joitabaee was two months old at 
the time, and his wife, Dhadoo, tells the 
same story in her first deposition before the 
punchayet (No. 44). 

In Dhulleah's deposition, taken at the Dur- 
bar (No. 74), and in his subsequent deposi- 
tion taken before the Durbar (No. 73), he 
states that about nine, or half-past 10 
o'clock, after the whole of the villagers had 
retired to rest, the infant was given to 
Dadah Havildar by the back way (at Am- 
leara). 

In the d^ositions of Dulleah, Jooria, and 
Dhadoo (Nos. 32, 33, 34), taken by Baba 
Nafra, it is stated that Dadah Havildar 
stood before the outlet of the yard (of Dul- 
leah’s house), and Jooria having come 
(from the havildar) to them into the bouse, 
we took and delivered the child." 

Dulleah’s deposition before the punchayet 
(No. 41) states, Myself and Jooria were 
asleep in the grain-yard, when suddenly we 
were pounced upon and captured by certain 
Arabs, who had come from Baroda, and my 
wife also was brought by them from my 
house, and having captured us, the whole of 
us were conveyed at midnight to Baroda, 
and kept under surveillance in Hurree 
Bhugtee's garden. 

Dhulleah, in his deposition 32 (before 
Baba Nafra), states, The havildar came to 
my house, and agreed to give me 100 rupees , 
for my son, and also to extend his kindness 
towards me." 


In 


In Dhullea^s deposition before the Durbar 
(No. 74), and in Dhadoo'sdeposition(No.76), 
they state that the infant was five days old 
when given. 


In Dadah Haviidar's first deposition be- 
fore the punchayet (No. 40), it is stated that 
the infant was brought (from Amleara) to 
the Nursingjee's Pole in Haroda, about eight 
o’clock at night. 


Dulleah, in his deposition before the Dur- 
bar (No. 74), states, the havildar having 
come to iiiy house by the back way, I took 
the infant from my wife Dhadoo, and went 
with Dadah bhaee; and after having delivered 
the infant 1 returned to my house, and the 
havildar went away. 

Eshwur Patel, in his deposition before 
the punchayet (No. 50) states, Dulleah, 
Jooria, and Dhadoo woman, Arabs from 
Baroda, had come in quest of. Having 
sent for these persons, I delivered them." 


In deposition 74, before the Durbar, he 
states, This was mooted to me by the 
havildar in the »aid grain-;yard, when I 
answered that 1 would consider about^ 
and lethitn have my answer ; after which, 
in eveniqg, I met ihe havildar in the fields, 
and he asKed me to let him have the boy/' 

Jooria 
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Jooria, in deposition No. 34^ (by Baba 
Nafra) states, Myself and Dulleah had 
gone to meet the^ havddar upon bis return 
from Baroda, whither he had gone, and we 
met at the village confines, riding upon a 
mare; he^ot ofi, and gave me the mare to 
hold, and naving taken Dulleah aside, sat 
with him apart and conversed/' 

him* 

These are a few of the discrepancies in the evidence of the three individuals on whose 
testimony (and that of Punnee, previously considered), the A mleara invention almost entirely 
rests ; testimony which was distinctly proved before me, not only by their own confessions, 
Nos. 8, 14, 21 and 22 of (F.), but by the evidence of others, to have been obtained from 
them by Baba Nafra through bribery and threats. Yet to this evidence the punchayet give 
full weight, notwithstanding their utter denial before me of the truth of their former state* 
ments, of which they take no notice because the three kholies, Dhulleah, his wife, and Jooria 
were again induced oy the same influences which extorted tlieir first false testimony, again 
to forswear themselves, and to revert to their original story ; and tliis, notwithstanding that 
Dadah Havildar adhered to the testimony be gave at the residency (vide his deposition 
(No. 72 H.), in spite of all the effoiis of the Baba's friends to bribe, bully and cajole him 
into a recantation of that testimony (oiefe No. 39 F.) 

It is unnecessary further to scrutinize the evidence of these doubly forsworn kholies. 
But 1 may as well notice the assertions made in their last statements before the durbar, to the 
effect that, when their depositions were taken at the residency, they had merely been 
questioned by the carkoon as to the boy being returned to them by Baba Nafra, and therefore 
that they had deponed only (o what had transpired after that event, but that Lulloo Biigwan 
caused a changed verbion of what they bad stated to be written down ; and I may also 
notice the declaration put into the mouth of the woman, to the effect that the carkoons 
obliged her to depose to the same effect as what they had written for her husband, notwith- 
standing her protest against what was therein inserted." In reference to these statements, 
I have only to observe that they are utterly false, every word of the deposition taken at tho 
residency having been stated by the kholies, and written down in my presence ; and what 
is more, the punchayet were perfectly well aware that such was the case when they were 

K 'eased to record, without questions, the false depositions made by, or attributed to, the 
lolit 8, in their examination before themselves. That they were aware of the fact 1 have 
a right to assume, for I know that their proceedings from first to last vi^ere conducted in 
presence of the minister, whom I had enlightened on the subject, in consequence of his 
having mentioned to me the purport of what the kholies had de{K>sed on an occasion of his 
visiting me shortly afterwards. 1 then asked him how he understood, from what the kholies 
said, the depositions had been taken at the residency. In reply, he supposed they had been 
written out in the office, and then brought to me to be read over and signed by the w itnesses iu 
luy presence. 1 told him that such was not my mode of taking evidence, and informed him 
liow it really was taken ; and in proof, pointed out the long string of questions to Dulleah 
and his wile, every one of which I myself had put to them. The minister thereupon 
expressed himself convinced that the kholies bad been tampered with, as the evidence iney 
had just given before the punchayet was so entirely opposed to fact, and be affected to be 
very angry with Sumbooram Kotwall (who was present at the interview) for not pointing 
out to him the fact of my cross-examination of the kholies, copies of their depositions 
lieing before the punchayet. Ho then declared that their worthless ti^stiinony should not 
be recorded on the punebayet’s proceedings, but 1 insisted that they sliould be recorded, 
leaving it to that body to take such notice as they pleased of the tacts which bad thus come 
to his (the minister's) knowledge. 

The foUowiiig witnesses, whose evidence had been recorded by Baba Nafra before the 
first punchayet in 1848, could not be pnoduced at tlie residency in 1880, having died in the 
interim; viz., ^ 

Deasai Dya Shunkur. 

Trebowran Jossie* 

Woman Kooshallce (wet-nurse.) 

,, Juiuua (midwife.) 

„ Phoulie. 

„ Rewa. 

Buroda lUsidtncy, 31 March 1081. (signed) /. Resident. 


In deposition 74 Dulleah states, I bad 
been instructed by the havildar to come and 
await his return at the wood-apple tree, and 
accordingly I went there and waited, and 
the bavilaar having returned from Baroda, 
got off bis mare, and gave me 100 rupees at 
a little distance from the wood-apple tree 
there is no mention of Jooria being with 


4Y 
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Appendix (N.) 

Evidekcb regarding Joitabaee’s pretended Confessions 

Thb following paper was laid before the first punchayet by Baba Nafra^ asserted to have, 
been dictated and signed by Joitabaee Settanee. and purporting <o have been dated the 
2l8t March 1B47. 

I, with free will and sound inind, declare that the story of the boy being bom iQ roe on 
the night of the 2dd December 1845, is falsOi and 1 do not know whence he was brought by 
my parents. 1 know only this much, that he was brought tlirough the medium ot Dada 
Havildar, of Amleeara. I will not keep the boy any longer, and the Sirkar should there- 
fore be so merciful as to give him back to his parents. You, being our Ma-bap, I trust to 
be pardoned for this crime, m consideration of the late Sett and Hurree Bbugtee/’ 

The first report to Government of this transaction, by Mr. Andrews, dated 22d March 
1847, transmits a memorandum’^ detailing the circumstances of this dispute; which 
memorandum, as all such memoranda invariably were, must have been furnished to that 
gentleman by the native agent Nursoo Punt. 

That memorandum states, It is reported that yesterday a writing was taken from the 
second wife, acknowledging the child to be spurious.” 

If it be established that no such writing had at this time been taken, strong ground is 
afforded for assuming that Nursoo Punt had lent himself to forward bis relative. Baba Nafra’s 
views, by deterring the acting Resident from interfering, as by the guarantee of British 

f )rotection field by Joitabaee, he was bound to do, if he had any reason for suspecting that 
ady to be unjustly treated. The assertion, that she herself had thus voluntarily con- 
fessed her fraud, effectually prevented even a suspicion of foul play entering the mind of the 
Resident ; while Joitabaee and her father being closely imprisoned by Baba Nafra, and the 
residency establishment bound to his interests through Nursoo Punt, the Baba was there- 
fore assured of ample time to perfect his schemes, so ns to preclude any interposition here- 
after, on the part of the British Government, on behalf of his victim. On the connivance 
of the Durbar he had good reason to know he could implicitly rely. 

Under this assurance (of Joitabaee’s admission of the fraud) no interference was thought 
necessary by Mr. Andrews ; but had not bis native agent been interested in keeping the 
truth from him, that gentleman must have learnt that Joitabaee and her father continued 
in close confinement up to the day he delivered over charge of the residency to his succes- 
sor (7th May 1847), and this circumstance, had he been aware of it, must have excited his 
suspicion, that at least the asserted confession could not have been voluntarily made ; for 
had it been so, the child having been restored to its parents, what necessity existed ibr con- 
tinuing the young widow in close imprisonment, the more especially as her parents must 
have been considered more to blame than herself. 

On the 23d July 1847, I received from Government Joitabaee ’s first petition, dated Idtii 
June, representing the facts of her case, and appealing to the British Government for pro- 
tection and redress in virtue of her guarantee. After making some preliminary inquiries 
through other channels than the native agent, whose endeavours to mislead me, alluded to 
in para. 83 of Part II. of my Report, had ere then awakened my suspicion of his collusion 
with Baba Nafra, I forwarded copy of this petition to the durbar on the 2d August, 
demanding explanation, but no reply .having been received up to the 27th August, I 
reiterated the demand on that day, having intermediately done^o on tlie 10th idem. The 
determination 1 thus evinced to have the matter inquired into, alarmed Baba Nafra, and 
necessitated the adoption of such measures as be deemed best calculated to prevent inves- 
tigation at the residency. He appears about this time, consequentlv, to have renewed his 
endeavours to induce Joitabaee to give a written confession of guilt, as the price of her 
release from imprisonmeni ; which confession, made before reputable witnesses, would at 
once have been transmitted by the durbar to the residency, as a final and satisfactory 
reply to my demand for explanation ; after receiving which 1 could have had no plea (or 
further interference. 

Joitabaee, in a petition addressed to the residency on the 28th August 1847, thus refers 
to the endeavours then made by the Baba to tempt or frighten her into making such a 
confession : Since I have appealed to the Resident, the Baba has thrice been to me, and, 
under an assurance of his releasing me if 1 agree, desired me to write whatever he should 
dictate, and in the event of my refusal to comply with his will, I am threatened with a 
continuance of my confinement. Thus am I at times threatened and cajoled into complying 
with the Baba’s wish ; but I have replied, that the settlement of the business rests with tlie 
Sirkar” (British Government). 

The mere fact of no mention having been made of this ** written confession” in the cor- 
respondence which passed between the durbar and the residency, from the 2d August 1847 

up 

/ 

I 
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tip fo my departure in September 1848 (which, as T have observed, had it been in existence, 
would, of course, have been forwarded to me, and must at once have closed the case, and 
prevented further ipterlerence on my part after I had ascertained its authenticity) is, of 
itself^ pretty conclusive that such confession never had been written. Is it likely, moreover, 
that such an important fact would have been omitted in the elaborate statement of what 
professes to be all the facts of the case given in the elder widow's name (but which she 
declares was, like all other statements, given in her name by Baba Nafra, written by himself, 
without her cognizance*), and forwarded by the durbar to me on the 0th September 1847, 
6 months and 18 days subseouent to the date of the pretended confession, wherein, 
though she is made to sky Joitaoaee aduiitted the fraud to ner, no mention is made of the 
said written confession." 

* 

But Baba Nafra and his supporters knew (from Nursoo) too well that I would ascertain 
the authenticity of ^tbe document ere I permitted the closure of the case on the strengifa 
of it, to venture to impose the shameful forgery while I remained at Baroda ; and there are 
many presumptive proofs that it was only introduced after my departure (on the 12lh 
September), and when Larbaee, having given her deposition on the 26th of that montli» 
left the durbar no further excuse ior not closing their proceedings, and submitting them to 
the review of the Resident Then it must have keen that this fraudulent document was 
prepared, in the expectation that my successors would, as a matter of course, look into the 
case, but who, they doubtless hopeq, might be more easily satisfied than myself, guided as 
he must necessarily be in bis ignorance of the case by the native agent in a great mea- 
sure, and mystified and confused by the enormous mass of documents which had been 
accumulated. ,, 

A further presumptive proof that such a confession never was made by Joitabaee is the 
fact of her being continued in close confinement for months after the pretended voluntary 
admission of the fraud. Baba Nafra himself declaies that she was induced to give the 
writien confession to ‘‘save herself from being exposed" or “her house disgraced," to 
which be had pledged himself that “ all this can be avoided provided she would follow my 
advice;" and he declares that she did follow his advice, viz.* to give the “written con* 
fession." If, therefore, Joitabaee had thus acted voluntarily, why the necessity for keeping 
her cloi^ely imprisoned any longer? and wherefore was not Baba Nufira's pledge fulfill^ of 
“ saving her from exposure ?" On the contrary, the utmost publicity possible was given to 
the circumstance ; tier crime was proclaimed by the Baba himself to the caste people, 
whom he assembled for the pui-pose of expelling Joitabaee and her father from this caste; 
the child was publicly made over to the kolies ; and Joitabaee and her father were 
retained as criminals in rigorous imprisonment in the face of all Baroda. 

Such are some of the presumptions against the asserted confession ever having been 
written, or in any way given by Joitabaee; many more might be adduced. I wHl now 
advance proof that it could not have been in existence, at any rate up to the 2l8t November 
JB47 ; for on that day Joitabaee was examined by the punchayet, yet no allusion whatever 
is made to the said conft ssion, and no question on the subject is put by the punchayet in 
their cross-examination of Joitabaee. Is it possible that such an important fact wonkl have 
been overlooked had that document been before them? or is it possible that Baba Nafra 
would have neglected to place the document before them, as he had done all the other evi- 
dence be had collected against Joitabaee on the very first day tiiat the Court was convened ? 
Would the punchayet have thus neglected at all to notice a document, the establishing the 
authenticity of which would at once nave closed their labours, and that in the manner most 
satisfactory to themselves, by the conviction of Joitabaee? 

Another proof that the written confession could not have been in existence at the date 
which is assigned to it, is, that the deposition of Pkunnee, taken two days subsequently, viz., on 
the 23d March, who in her after depositions is made to appear not only as having witnessed 
the execution of the said confession, but as having been the party employed by Joitabaee 
to intimate to Baba Nafra her desire to confess, makes no allusion whatever to 9o impor- 
tant a circumstance ; neither is any question^ rtgaiding it put to her by Baba Nafra, who 
himsell examineci htr, though to have esiabltsbed that point alone would have consum- 
mated his cbject. As only one day had intervened beiwetn the date of the pretended con- 
fession (21^t March) and tnaf of Phunuee's denpeltion (23d March), it was impossible that 
so important a circi mstance could have bf cn forgotten by the deponent, or tliai the oppor- 
uiniiy for recording her testimony to the fact would have been overlooked by Baba Nafra, 
had she really witnessed, or in any way been a* party to the transaction. This obvious fact 
did not escape the punchayet, and they therefore suppressed this original deposition of 
Phunnee, while they recorded and gave full weight iptbat which hud hetn suosequently 
taken before the first punchaj^et, and which detailed all the paiticulars of the pretended 
confession. That this deffesitioii was before the present punchayet is pioved by the fact 
that a reference to it had beeO inad^eitenUy left on their proceedings^ which gave me the 
clue that enabled me to call for the doeumeiit, and insist on its prodnctioii. 

A further conditsion that the ** confession, said to have been written in March 1 847, wajnot 
in existc nee prior to Septober fiB40, may be draw n from the fact that, with the exception of 
Baba N ufi aVstatsmenV^^^^^ 3**^ Mahaluxmetbaee's, No.04,clated November and December 
1847, none of the deporitiona recorded prior to Scptimber 1848 allude to the circumstance ; 

560. 4y3 
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and the originals of thoae documents clearly show that the portions thereof relating to the 
confession had been subsequently appendedi and that the subject had not been thought of 
when those depositions were first prepared on^the SlOth November and 10th December 
1847. Thus the first, Baba Nafra’s, contains no allosioci to the confession throughout its 
first portion, which had been completed and dated on the 29th November; subsequently a 
long continuation has been tack^ on, and dated 9th September 1647; which, from the 
appearance of the paper and writing, most have been prepared at a longer interval than 
only 10 days ; a great portion of thi^ continuation, moreover, embracing the story of the 
confession with other matters, has evidently been subsequently interpolated down to within 
a few lines above the concluding date. The second deposition again, that of Mahaluxmee^ 
baee, has its first portion concluded and dated lOth Depember 1847, without any allusion 
to the confessioh; afterwards has been added the story of the confession, dated next day, 
but having the appearance of having been written at a considerable interval of time ; a 
portion of which, moreover, has been subsequently interpolated ; and besides this, the 
signature purporting to be Mahaiuxmeebaee’s, attached to the first portion, is in a different 
handwriting to that appended to the second. But even admitting that the stories written 
by Baba Nafra, and said to have been stated by Mahaluxmeebaee, were really deponed to 
on the dates assigned to them, viz. 10th and 11th December 1847, how is it that an interval 
of nine months had been allowed to elapse since the date of the pretended confession (21st 
March 1847), before any mention was made of that important document; and that no 
allusion thereto is contained in the intermediate communications of those parties ? 

One other proof of the dishonesty of the punchayet in connexion with this matter will 
suffice, out of many I might adduce. With a view to evade the necessity of convicting 
Baba Nafra of the crime of forgery, they admit without question his assertion that the 
original document had been given to the late Guicowar, as a reason for its not now being 
produced, though the deposition of Dyashunker, No. 99, showed them that it had been 
placed before the first punchayet on the 24th September 1848, that is, nine months after 
the demise of his Highness ; and in order to prevent detection, they withheld Dyashunker’s 
deposition ; and then in their finding, they n^ve the assurance to express their inability to 
decide whether or not the confession was really made by Joitabhaee; and if not, whether 
or not Baba Nafra was a party tp the forgery. 

Baroda Residency, 81 March 1851. (signed) J» Outram, Resident, 


vTrue copies.) 

(signed) A. Malet, Chief Secretary. 
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JoETABlIAEE SeTANEE. 

Reference to Captain P. T. French, late Officiating Resident at Baroda, 
in the Case of Joetabhaee Setanee, 
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Bombay Castle, 

3 Beeeniber 1851. 


A, Malet^ 

Chief Secretary. 


— No, 1. — 


Minute by the Right Honourable the Governor, concurred in by the Board. 


1. I WOULD send Captain French the paras. 36 to .53 inclusive of Colonel 
Outram’s Report of the 31st March, Part II., for any explanations which he 
may wish to offer. * 


2. I would solicit his attention to the bracketed parts of the following paras.* 
in particular paras. 37, 39, 40, 43, 44, 47, 49, 51, 63. 

3. Upon para. 37, he should be requested to state whether the assumption is 
correct that he was under the impression there stated. 


4. Para. 39 « should be accompanied by Appendix (A.) Captain French 
should be called on to show wherein consist the instances in Joetabhaee’s 
statements of “ a denial on one day of what on a previous day was admitted,” 
and of the “subterfuges and evasions on the part of Joetabhaee and her 
parents.” * 


5d0. 


6. He 


4 Y 3 
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5. He might also notice the statement, that ** he cottld not have been able 
during the 12 days that preceded the preparation of his letter, to study the 
entire mass of translated and untranslated documents connected mth the case 
of Joetabhaee.” 

6. Captain French has exonerated Nursoo Punt on the charge of having 
misrepresented matters, in as far as I can glean his meaning from his deposition 
given before the Commissioner. But it is desirable that he enter fully into an 
explanation of his statements, if they are not found to tally with Joetabhaee’s 
petitions to which they refer, or with facts. 

7. He should reply to the allegation in para. 40, that he could know nothing 
at the time he wrote of the popular sentiments of the place, and more in detau 
than he has done before the Commissioner. 

8. He should be invited to offer any remarks on the bracketed portions of 
the remaining paras, above noticed, and especially on the assertion in para. 53 
that “ he was clearly in ignorance of the actual posture of afi^rs." 

9. He should be allowed access, if he desire, to any official documents on 
record, which will enable him in his opinion to recall to mind the facts necessary 
for his explanation of circumstances which have taken place, and opinions 
which were formed and expressed at so distant a period. 

10. An entire copy of his correspondence with Government on this subject 
should also be furnished to him. 

1 1. In like manner paras. 67 to 69, Part 11. inclusive, should likewise be sent 
to Captain French. His attention should be drawn to the parts bracketed, but 
it is unnecessary and, I think, inexpedient to particularize. 

12. He should be asked to explain how he came to inform Government 
(see para. 63), that Joetabhaee had declined to consent to the settlement of the 
dispute by arbitration, and whether he had any assurance of this from 
Joetabhaee herself, or depended solely upon the yad from the Durbar, trans- 
mitted with his letter to Government of the 15th February, 

13. Appendix (D.) to Colonel Outram’s report should accompany this re- 
ference, to assist Captain French’s recollection. 

14. Paras. 70 to 85 should be recommended to his particular attention. The 
propriety of Captain French’s official conduct is directly impugned throughout ; 
I have Aerefore bracketed but a few of the passages which call for particular 
remark. 

15. He should be asked to explain his reasons for recommending at that 
juncture the removal of the disability under which the Baba lay of visiting at 
the Residency, and which is noticed by Colonel Outram in para. 76» 

16. He, should explain, if possible, his statement in allusion to Sir R. 
Arbuthnot’s non-attendance, commented on in para. 82. There would seem to 
be no such correspondence as that referred to by him, in his evidence before 
the Commissioner. A copy of Mr. Andrews’ two reports to Government, on 
the subject of Joetabhaee, may be sent with this reference, to enable Captain 
French to state whether this letter, in which it is stated that the Resident was 
asked but would not go, is not the correspondence to which in his evidence be- 
fore the Commissioner he erroneously refers as between Government and Sir 
R. Arbuthnot ; wd if so, as the fact of Sir Robert’s non-attendance is alone 
stated in that document, how he came to assign a motive for it. 

17* Para. 86, Part II. should also be sent to him. 

18. So may paras. 92 to 126. The first subject of these paras, which calls 
for remark is Captain French’s letter to Joetabhaee of the 11th April 1849 
(see paras. 93 and 99) ; his rqection, without reading them, of her petitions 
(para. 101); his transmission of what he celled the translated substance of 
Joetabhaee’s petitions alluded to in paras. 113 and llAi the statmnent that he 
grossly misrepresented their contents (para. 114), in siwing that these docu- 
ments were but a repetition of the petition Of the 21st December (para. 1 17) ; 
his failure to notice that, even supposing the intention of Government not to 

interfere 
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inUrfere were to be maintained, Joetabhaee under the will of her husband had 
certain pecuniai^ rights which were withheld by Baba Nafra (««« para. 120), 
and wnich justified her in her request that an allowance should be made her by 
the bank, or a sum advanced to her on account. Finally, his statement that it 
was reported at Baroda by every one, “ that the deceased banker had not been 
near Joetabhaee for more than a year previous to his death," see para. 125. 

19. In relation to paras. 113 and 114, and the note to para. 118, of the 
second part of the report. Captain French might be asked whether he wished to 
make any alterations in the translated substance, and what hiS reasons were 
for not sending a translation in full. Exhibit B. 1 to B. 28, in the first case 
tried by the Commissioner against Nursoo Punt, should also be sent to him, 
that he may be satisfied whether these are the untranslated papers referred to 
in his letter. 

20. As regards other particulars, he should endeavour to justify his conduct 
to Government on all of the above points, and on such other allegations on the 
portion of the report sent to him as he may see fit to notice. But as his re* 
plies may involve a defence of his measures generally in regard to Joetabhaee, 
as well as an explanation of the distinct statements of facts put on record by 
Colonel Outram, 1 do not think it desirable to put to Captain French specific 
questions on the paras, now under notice, at least not until he shall have 
replied to the reference herein proposed. 

21. I would further ask Captain French to state formally, whether Colonel 
Outram previous to his departure to Egypt put him on his guard against the 
treachery which he states that he then suspected in relation to Joetabhaee Setanee, 
and an extract para. 17 of Colonel Outram’s letter might be sent to him. I have 
already had the inquiry put to him in a demi-official manner, and have his reply, 
but it may be as well to have it formally on record. 

22. I would also send to Captain French the chief secretary’s letter. No. 60, 
dated the 4th January 1849, and his answer. I would at the same time observe 
that Nursoo Punt has explained that the letter reached him on the 8th, and 
not on the 9th, as noted on the letter its^f ; that granting this, it is desirable 
that he should state how he satisfied himself, so as to answer on the day 
following the receipt of the letter, that no such person as Venais Dhondoo 
Abeshunker was to be found in B6u*uda. 

(signed) 

10 November 1851. 


— No. 2. — 

No. 407 of 1851 j Secret Department. 

From J. Maletf Esq., Chief Secretary to the Government of Bombay, to 
Captain P. T.^ French, late jOfficiating Resident at Baroda. 

Sir, , 

As connected with your letter, dated the 19th August last, intimating your 
readiness to answer any questions that the Right honourable the Governor in 
Council might see fit to put to you, connected with certain inquiries, which by 
order of Government have lately been instituted at Baroda, I am ffirected to 
transmit to you, for any explanation you may wish to offer, the documents 
enumerated in the annexed list 

2. The first document to which I am desired to call your attention is an 
extract paras. 36 to 53, from a report submitted to Govemment by lieutenant- 
colonel Outram, C.B., Resident at Baroda, dated the Slat March last and to 
direct your special notice to the portions of this extract, in paras. 37, 38, 40, 
43, 44, 47 , 49, 51, and 63, which are enclosed in brackets. 

3. With reference to para. 37, 1 am directed, to request that you will state 

360. 4 T 4 whether. 


Falkland, 

D, A, Blane. 
A. Bell. 
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whether, as aasumed hy Lieutenant-colonel Outram, you were under tlie 
impression therein stated. 

4. I am next desired to call your attention to Appendix (A.), to Lieutenant- 
colonel Outram*s report, which forms enclosure to Compilation No. 2, accom- 
panying this letter, and with reference to the 4th para, of your letter to 
Government, dated the 15th November 1848, quoted in para. 98 of that 
report* to request that you will distinctly specify the instances in Joetabhaee’s 
statemejits of a denial on one day of what on the previous day was admitted," 
and of the “subterfuge and evasions on the part of Joetabhaee and her 
parents." 

5. You will also be pleased to notice the remarks made by Lieutenant- 
colonel Outrmn in the 39th para, of bis report, that you “ could not have been 
able” during the 12 days that intervened betweeh your assuming dharge of 
the Baroda Residency, and the transmission to Government of your letter 
of the 15th November 1848, above alluded to, “to study the entire mass 
of translated and untranslated documents connected with the case of 
Joetabhaeei” 

6. It appears to his Lordship in Council, from your depositions made 
before Mr. Johnson on the 3d July last, that you have exonerated Nursoo 
Punt 'from the charge of having misrepresented matters to you during the 
period of your incumbency at the Baro^ Residency ; if this be the case your 
attention is specially directed to the several representations from Joetabhaee 
which accompany this letter, and specially to the one from this lady to the 
address of Government, dated the 21st December 1848, in which she deposes 
to facts which are strongly opposed to the opinion you appear to have formed 
of Nursoo Punt’s conduct in the above particular. 

7. The Right honourable the Governor in Council requests tliat you will 
reply to the remai’k made by Lieutenant-colonel Outram at the commence- 
ment of para. 40 of his report, that at the period when your letter of the 
15th November 1848 was addressed to Government, you could know nothing 
of the popular sentiments of the place ; your report upon this point 
should he in greater detail than the aeply contained in your deposition before 
Mr. Johnson. 

8. His Lordship in Council invites you to offer any remarks on the 
bracketed portions of the remaining paras, above noticed of Lieutenant-colonel 
Outram ’s report, andj specially on the assertion in para. 53, that at the period 
therein alluded to, you were “ clearly in ignorance of the actual posture of 
affairs." 

9. I am desired to transmit to you the whole of your past correspondence 
with Government in the case of Joetabhaee Setanee, and at the same time to 
state, that on application to me you will be allowed access, should you desire 
it, to any other official document on the records of Government which, in 
your opinion, may be likely to enable you to recall to mind the facts necessary 
for your explanation of circumstances which have taken place, amd opinions 
which were formed and expressed at so distant a period. 

10. I am further desired to transmit to you an extract, paras. 57 to 69, 
from Lieutenant-colonel Outram’s report above mentioned, and to draw your 
attention for explanation to the parts ^enclosed in brackets. 

11. lam particularly to request, with reference to the 68d para., that you 

will explain on what grounds you reported to Government on the 22d February 
1849, that Joetabhaee had “declined to consent to the settlement of the 
dispute by arbitration,” and whether you had any assurance of this from 
Joetabaee herself, or depended solely upon the yad from the Gaekwar Durbar, 
which was transmitted to Government, with your letter above mentioned. The 
papers which form Appendix (D.), accompanying this letter, may possiWy assist 
your recollection upon tins' point . 

12. Iff forwarding to you a further extract, paras. 70 to 85, of Lieutenant- 
colonel Outram’s report, I am directed to draw your particular attention to 
the remarks and statements therein contained, and specially to those portions 
enclosed within brackets. 

13. You 
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13. You are at the same time requested to explain your reasons for having, 
at the pardcular juncture alluded to by Lieutenant-colonel Outram, in para. 75, 
recommended to Government to authorize tlv^; removal of the disability under 
which Baba Nc^a lay of visiting at the Residency. 

14. You are also requested to explain the statement alluded! to by Lieutenant- 
colonel Outram in the 82d para., contained in the 6th jpara. of your letter, 
to the address of Government, dated the 22d February I849, ali«ady mentioned, 
that “ Sir Robert Arbuthnot refused to visit the house on the occasion of the 
child being named.” No correspondence of the nature alluded to by you in 
your * 43d ansvrer before Mr. Johnson, with reference to this point, cim be 
traced upon the records of Government. 

15. As connected with this point, I am desired to forward to you two 
reports on the subject of Joetabhaee’s case, made to Government by the late 
Mr. Andrews, under dates given in the margin f, and to request that you will 
explain whether the letter stating that the Resident was asked, but would not 
go, is not the correspondence to which, in your evidence before Mr. Johnson, 
you refer as between Government and Sir Robert Arbuthnot; and in this 
case, as the fact of Sir Robert’s non-attendance is alone stated in that docu- 
ment, to request that you will explain how you were led to suppose, as stated 
in the 6th para, of your letter to Government of the 22d February 1849, tliat 
Sir Robert Arbuthnot declined to be present on the occasion alluded to, for 
the reason stated by you in the following words : “ The entire bearing of all 
concerned is so bad, and the case so notorious in the town, and was so from 
the first, Sir Robert Arbuthnot refusing to visit the house, &c.” 

16. I am also directed to forward to you further extracts, paras. 86 and 
92 to 126 of Lieutenant-colonel Outram’s report, and to call your special 
attention to your letter to Joetabhaee of the 11th April 1849, alluded to in 
paras. 93 and 99 ; your rejection, without reading them, of her petitions 
(para. 101); your transmission to Government, on the 21st July 1849, of 
what you termed the translated substance of Joetabhaee’s petitions (paras. 
113aud 114); the allegation that you misrepresented their contents (para. 
114), in saying that these documents were but a repetition of the petition 
from this lady of the 2l8t December 1848 (para. 117) : your failure to notice, 
that, even supposing that the intention of Government not to interfere in this 
case were to be maintained, Joetabhaee, under the will of her husband, bad 
certain pecuniary rights, which were withheld by Baba Nafrn (para. 120), and 
which justified her in her request that an allowance should be made her by 
the bank, or a sum advanced to her on account ; finally, your statement that 
it was reported at Baroda by every one “ that the deceased banker had not 
been near Joetabhaee for more than a year previous to his death” (para. 125). 

17. In relation to paras. 113 and 114, and the note to para. 118, Part II., 
I aui instructed to call on you to state your reasons for not sending a translation 
of Joetabhaee's petition in full. With reference to this point, 1 am desired to 
call your attention to the documents which accompany this letter, marked 
“ Exhibits B. 1 to B. 28.” 

18. His Lordship in Council is desirous that you should explain your 
conduct on the.whole of the points already specially alluded to in this letter, 
and on such other allegations contained in the extract fiwm Lieutenant-colonel 
Outram’s report now sent to you, as you may see fit to notice. 

19. I am further desired to call your attention to Compilation No. 2, accom- 
panying this letter, being para. 1*7, from a communication from Lieutenant- 

colonel 

— — I k 

* “ QtMrtf j»ii 43. In the letter of the aad February 1849, in which you re|Mrted to Government 
that Joetabhaee Setanee had dccHned to aiihmit her affhirs to arbitration, you ex^tened yourself 
thus ;>.<The rntire bearing of all concerned is ao bad, and the case is so notoriotn in the town, nnd 
was to fronfthe fint. Sir Robert Arbuthnot refusing to visit the house on Ufe occasion of the child 
being named, that ] am of i^inioB Govenameht would be fully borne o«t in ciihoelliog the guarantee, 
which, it will be rceoUected, ia during good bebavii^*’ When yon pOitBcd this para., did you 
mean OtwerOnnmt to that Sir K not being preaent at the 

naimngofthe diild was tbe ndtorlety which the case had then obiatnod ?--^AlNatp(T. Yea, I ooncludo 
1 did ; and that in Sir R. AibtMbttota letters in the English compilation he lays as much." 

5w. 4 Z 


t Dated the Sid 
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Dated the 14th 
April 1847, No. 91 
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eolonel Outram, dated the 31st March last, and to request that you will report 
whether that oflicer, previous to his departure to Egypt, put you on your 
guard against the treachery he therein states he then suspected in relation to 
Joetabhaee Setanee. 

20, Finally, in drawing your attention to my letter to ymir address of the 
4th January 1849 i^o, 60), and of your reply thereto of the 9th of the same 
month (No. 14), 1 am desired to inform you that Nursoo Punt has explained 
that my letter reached you on the 8th* and not on the 9th, as noted on the 
letter ; you are requested to explain by what means you succeeded in satis- 
fying yoixrself, in the short period of one day, that no such person as Venack 
Dhondoo Abesunker was to be found in Baro^. 

21. 1 am directed to request that the whole of the accompaniments to this 

letter may be returned with your reply, and that no copies of them be rettuned 
by you. , 

1 have, &c. 

(signed) J. Malet, 

Bombay Castle, 16 November 1851. Chief Secretary. 


Extract Paras. 36 to 53, 57 to 86, mid 92 to 126, from a Report (Part II.) 

from Lieutenant-colonel Outram, dated 31 March 1851, alluded to in 

Government Letter to Captain French, dated the 15th November, No. 407, 

of 1861. 

36. Captain French only assumed charge of the Residency on the 2d 
November, and on the 15th of that month the punchayet not having yet closed 
its proceedings, addressed a communication to Government, in which he 
recommended the disposal of the case in a manner which, under the circum- 
stances of the two contending parties, could only have issued in the irrevocable 
ruin of Joitabaee. 

37- That in making this proposition, the acting Resident was actuated by the 
fairest regard for justice there can, of course, be no doubt ; but I think I shall 
have no difficulty in demonstrating that he had been grossly deceived by his 
native agent Nursoo Punt, the relative and friend of Baba Nafra, and a man of 
much cunning. It was natural that Captain French should look to this 
individual for an honest statement of the case, and a faithful record of past 
and passing occurrences; and the man’s demeanour is precisely such as to 
impress the minds of his superiors with the idea that the utmost .. reliance and 
confidence may be placed in him; he is respectful, unobtrusive, and nodld; 
cool and unimpassioned ; he does not thrust his opinions on you, he allows 
them to drop out in seemingly casual observations ; and he is far too wise to 
appear in favour of those whose interests he seeks to promote, as was 
strikingly illustrated in this very case, for so effectually did he conceal his 
regards for Baba Nafra, that the acting Resident, after 14 months’ incum- 
bency of office, left Baroda under the impression that the two worthies were 
inimical to each other. To show that I am not wrong in attributing the pro- 
traction of Joitabaee’s unmerited sufferings to the mal%n influence of Nursoo 
Punt, and the deceptions practised by him on the acting Resident, I shall make 
a few extracts from the despatch of the letter above adverted to, the despatch 
of the 15th November 1848. 

38. That despatch he commenced with the preparatory paragraphs : 

Para. 1 . “ With the intention of carrying out the orders of Government given 
in your letter of the 4th November 1847, and many subsequent communica- 
tions, Colonel Outram had the accompanying translations (with abstract 
thereof) prepared in the case of Joitabaee, widow of l^eChurbhoy SJpmuldass, 
of the firm of Hurry Bhugtee, of Baroda.” 

2. "In addition to these voluminous doeumetiis, tbere are no less than 48 
others of a subsequmt date to the concluiffing one translated, yet the case 
is undisposed of, and seems as far as evm* from amicable settlement.- 

3. "This 
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3 . This will account for the delay that has occurred, and warrant, I hope, 
my submittii^ the subject for the consideration of Government, though in an 
unfinished state." 

4 . The untranslated papers are very similar to these now forwarded, in feet, 
in many respects, mere repetitious, a denial on one day of what on the previous 
one was admitted ; subterfuge and evasions, but all on thftpart of the petitioner 
Joitabaee and her parents. 

39 . When it is recollected that at the date of penning the foregoing sentences 
Captain French had only been 12 days at Baroda, when the heavy and multi- 
farious demands which society makes in India on the time Of a high official 
arriving at a new station, are considered ; when we further remember the official 
and demi-official encroachments, necessitated by the interchange of civilities 
between a newly-appointed Resident and the Sovereign to whom he is deputed, 
the courtiers, nobles, and leading members of the native community j when we 
bear in mind that considerable time is necessarily occupied in acquiring that 
familiarity with the system of the office, the sphere of its duties, &c., which it 
is one of the first objects of a newly-appointed Resident to obtain; and when, 
still further, it is held in remembrance that besides the current ][Outine duties 
of the office, there were other cases on hand requiring his attention as well as 
Joitabaee’s, the inference is, 1 think, fair, that Captain Franch could not have 
been able during the 12 days that preceded the preparation of his letter, to 
study the entire mass of translated and untranslated documents connected with 
the case of Joitabaee ; nor was it necessary that he should do so had the repre- 
sentations of the native agent been as trustworthy as the officiating Resident had 
a right to assume they were. But it is a pity that he did not do so, as he would 
have found that one, at least, of those representations was false, and this discovery 
would, I have no doubt, have induced him to receive with less confidence the 
other statements of the native agent. The misrepresentation 1 allude to is that as 
to the character of the untranslated documents- After a careful examination, 
I can find no instance of “ a denial on one day of what on the previous one 
was admitted,” and I can detect neither ** subterfuges ” nor “ evasions " on the 
part of Joitabaee and her friends ; on the contrary, I see nothing but a 
consistent statement of the grievances under which these unfortunate persons 
declared they laboured, and an equally consistent protest against having their 
claims adjudicated on by a tribunal which they believed to be a corrupt one, 
in the unprincipled man who had their own property at command, for the 
purpose of suborning perjury against them. The documents are certainly 
iterative and most wearisome ; inconsistent with each other they assuredly are 
not, nor do they display either evasion or subterfuge ; and that Government 
may be in a position to judge whether Captain French or I give the more 
faithful account of them, I subjoin them in Appendix (A.), along with the 
correspondence which passed between Joitabaee and Captain French, &om 
which it will be seen that the unfortunate lady was dealt with in a somewhat 
harsh manner. Here then is one of the misrepresentations artfully conveyed to 
Captain French, which I conceive to have been influential in prejudicing him 
against Joitabaee. The next paragraph of his letter will illustrate another. 

Para. 5 . “ In a case of this nature, we meet with impediments at every step 
of the investigation. The honour of a female of an ancient and respectable 
firm is concerned. One widow of the deceased banker states that the oth«r 
had the usual monthly visitations after the death of her husband, and he, the 
people here assert, was unable to b^et progeny for a period that, if true, would 
at once settle the point. Thus it will be seen that insuperable difficulties beset 
the settlement of the question, either at the Residency or Durbar." 

40 . It is very clear, considering the short period Captain French had been 
at Baroda, and the many demands that must necessarily have been made on 
his time, ihsA he eould kiiqw nothing of the popular sentiments of the place, 
save as he fancied he saw them reflected in the conversation of his assistant, 
his native agent, the Durbar vukeel, the courtiers, and those of the leading 
nobles and merchants from whom he had received visits. Mr. Battye assures 
me that^ he never gave the information refent^ to, and it is extremely impro- 
bable tlfet in the flint, a^ therdfora ceimxionial, visits exchanged between a 
newly-arrived Resident and the courtiers, nobles, and merchants of the place, 
560. ^ 4 z 2 the 
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the conversation would, contrary to established etiquette, turn upon disputed 
cases then pending. We may therefore, I think, assume that ‘*the people 
here,” who asserted that Joetabaee’s husband Was “ uhable to ' beget progeny 
for a period that, if true, would alone settle the point," were the Durbar 
vukeel or Nursoo Punt, one or both of them ; and from them also must he 
have heard the stoiy about the “monthly visitations,” which if true, as I am 
informed by medical officers, would only add loitabaee to the category of those 
exceptional ladies of whose existence no accoucheur doubts, who continue to 
menstruate during uterogestation. But it matters little whether Nursoo Punt 
supplied the alleged facts,* or whether they were communicated by the vukeel 
of a Durbar which had already leagued itself against Joitabaee, or whether 
Captain French suffered the courtiers, nobles, and merchants of Baroda to take 
advantage of their earliest ceremonial visits to allege as matters of general 
belief what, ‘4f true, would at once settle the point that is, consign a widow 
who sought redress to infamy and destitution. Whoever were his informants, 
they attempted to convey to his mind an impression which subsequent inves- 
tigations have proved to be utterly folse, and thus to pervert his judgment, and 
to prejudice him against a persecuted appellant ; and though of course Captain 
French could not anticipate the results of my subsequent investigations, it is to 
be regretted that he so unhesitatingly indorsed the alleged popular belief. 
A little redection must have satisfied h^im that it bore the impress of a fiction ; 
for had the alleged impotence of Joitabaee’s husband for many months been 
a matter of universal, or even general belief, and had it been universally or 
even generally believed that Joitabaee had never been pregnant, it is difficult 
to conceive how the announcement of her delivery of a son, who, if recognised, 
was to inherit almost untold wealth, should have failed to excite at the time 
a very general suspicion of fraud. But that no such suspicions were awakened 
is demonstrated by the recognition of the boy as the posthumous son of the 
late banker, not only by his caste, but by his sovereign and by the relations of 
the banker’s other widow, whose son’s prospects were so materially damaged 
by the advent of the second boy. 

4 1 . In bis 6th, 7th, 8th, and 9th paras., Captain French observed : 

“ The petitioner, under the influence of a vakeel she brought from Bombay, 
evades an investigation. She questions the impartiality (perhaps rightly) of a 
punchayet appointed by his Highness, and she wished to have a lawyer from 
the Presidency to advocate her cause ; thus departing from the customs and 
usages of her caste and profession. 

“ My experience, mainly on the other side of India, of disputes in banking 
establishments, has led to the impression that few if any cases adjucficated 
through us, or by our intervention, hold good. The bank works on as usual, 
but the wound is unhealed, and a final settlement is made by the members 
through the aid of a punchayet of their own nomination ; and were this matter 
disposed of by us or the Durbar, such I feel convinced would be the final 
result. 

“ Besides, there will be many difficulties to carrying out our settlement, and 
that perhaps at the hands oi the very party in whose favour the decision 
was.” 


Accoinpaninient 
No, 40 to Captain 
French’f letter of 
the 15th Novem* 
ber 18^8. 


42. Though I myself should have objected to an European lawyer, barrister, 
or attorney coming to Baroda to conduct a case in a Guicowar Court, as an 
infringement of the rights of his Highness, an objection actually communicated 
by me to one of the members of the Bombay bar whom it was wished to retain 
on behalf of Joitabaee, still 1 had insisted on the Settanee being allowed to 
avail herself of the services of a native vakeel, as will be seen from the fol- 
lowing extract from a yad addressed by me to his Highness on the 11th De- 
cember 1847 : 

“ In your Highness's reply to my letter, nothing is said regarding Joitabaee’s 
request to employ somebody to assist her father Banabhqy; but in the enclosure 

Meer 


• Directly, or through hie tubordinuie and tool, Narrain Row, tlie second careoon ln my office, 
one of tliose shore referred to as remsiniiig in my office to hetny its seciwts, baffle my intjuirier, 
and intrigoe against myself from roy inability at present to afford strict legal proof <rf flmt regarding 
which DO mural doubt can exist. * ' ' 
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Meer Surfraz AIBe> &c. write* that the person q^uestioned should personally * S. 0. 
reply, and that such is the custom, to which I quite agree ; but this is particu- 
larly applicable to witnesses, and it is not' custpmaiy to object to either the 
plaintiff or defendant employing vukeels or agents in prosecuting their case, 
when it is of great importance, and the parties concerned are females, or 
incompetent to uphold their cause. In all courts of justice this indulgence is 
allowed, and in tnagisterial cases the accused parties are. permitted to employ 
vukeels. It is true that the party questioned should reply personally ; but 
without assistance of vukeels in examining witnesses or either l»rty, how 
could such cases be conducted ? ” * * * “It appears that 

Bhanabhoy is unable to either read, write, or give an opinion; therefore it is 
very evident that some assistance is necessaiy, which is equally applicable to 
both parties. I am therefore of opinion, that under the circumstances of the 
case, the Settanee should be permitted to employ a good respectable person for 
tlie assistance of her father.” 

43. These views had been expressed by me on mature deliberation, after 
the case had been under discussion for several months. After I had read and 
pondered on every document that had been penned on the subject ; and after 
I had ample opportunities of seeing the spirit in which the inquiry was being 
conducted; and had Captain FVench been aware that license to employ a 
vakeel had been demanded by me, surely delicacy to the man for whom he 
was officiating, and the deference due to the opinions of one who had paid 
some attention to the case, ought to have prevented the acting Resicknt from 
offering so totally diverse an opinion till at least he had familiarised himself 
with the case more completely than it was physicaEy possible he could have 
done during the first 12 days of his tenure of a new office. 

44. From what I know of Captain French’s character, I feel convirfced that 
had that gentleman been aware that I had insisted on Joitabaee’s being allowed 
a vakeel, delicacy to myself, and deference to my official status, would have 
prompted him to a further study of the case ere he reprobated the measure 
which I had not only defended, but insisted on ; at all events, he would 
have noted the fact that my opinion on the subject differed from his own. 

And on this conviction 1 feel entitled to assume that when he penned this 
letter, not only had he not read the untranslated documents alluded to in 
para, 39, which he pronounced self- contradictory, subteiffugal, and evasive, 
but that he had not even read the whole of the translated documents which he 
transmitted to Government ; for in one of them. No. 40, is the yad I sent to 
the Durbar on the 11 th December 1847, from which the above quotation is 
taken. 

45. Captain French, in the passage from his letter above quoted in para. 41, 
says, that Joitabaee’s mother questioned the legality of the punchayet. 
Undoubtedly she did, on the ground that it was one from which she could 
expect no justice to her persecuted daughter. But though she had for long 
delayed giving evidence before it, she did at length (as I have shown in 
para. 27 ) consent to be examined, and thus had she removed the only real or 
pretended obstacle that had ever existed, or been alleged, as standing in the way 
of the punchayet continuing and clo^ng its proceedings. Her examination 
might have taken place, had it suited the views of Baba Nafra’s Mends, eight or 
nine weeks before Captain French’s arrival, and only the anxiety of Baba Nafra 
that the punchayet 8 proceedings should not be brought under review and 
subjected to a searching scrutiny at the Residency, and the collusion of the 
native agent, who kept the acting Resident ignorant that such was the case, 
had prevented these proceedings being in his hands at the date of his writing 
that “ the case was as far from settlement as ever.” 

46. In para. 9 of his letter. Captain French thus expressed himself : “ The 
house of Hurry Bhugtee carries on its banking concerns as usual ; but if 
encouragement be afforded to the evil propensities of the litigants by hearing 
them through hired vakeels, whose object must be to embroil all, and give bad 
counsel to gain thdr own ends (wrf« enclosure No. 18), the firm will assuredly 
ere long stmer and cease to be.” 

47- Where* tht^ nothing else to prove that the native agent, Nursoo Punt, | * 

had completely deceived Captain French as to the merits of the case, and by | 

560 . 423 his 
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L his misrepresentatioBS as to the nature and cha*acter of the various petitions 
from Joitabaee and her mother, led him to think a cursory glance at these 
documents was quite sufScient, this' paragraph alone vrould suffice to demon- 
strate the point. It is so completely irrelevant to the case, that it could only 
have been penned under most confused and erroneous conceptions of the 
real matters at issue. It was indeed true that the house of Hurry Bhugtee 
carried on its affairs as usual, and as Government are fully aware from the 
testimony adduced in the report I addressed to them in reference to Mr. 
Andrews,* the usual mode of conducting the affairs of that house was a 
thoroughly abominable one, and one pronounced by the bankers, both of 
Baroda and Ahraedabad, as most “ unbanker like.” But it is difficult to see 
what immediate connexion there subsisted between Joitabaee’s case and the 
alleged prosperity of the bank. What she complained of was, that a gross 
outrage had been perpetrated on herself by the manager of that bank ; that 
her character had been aspersed, her child abducted, herself and her father 
kept in ignominious confinement, and that all these things had been effected 
by suborned perjury, paid for out of funds in part her own. The paid vakeel 
may have had a thousand bad and sinister objects, but none appear on the 
record. His ostensible object was to aid Joitabaee and her mother in obtain- 
ing redress ; and who will say that these unfortunate women did not stand in 
need of aid? 

48. In his 10th para. Captain French observed, “ As we cannot establish by 
oral evidence the fact -or otherwise of the child being that of a kolie, of the 
petitioner having been pregnant at the death of her husband, and his ability 
to beget offspring, without entering on an inquiry abhorrent to the feeling 
and prejudice of the caste the litigants belong to, and as such an investigation 
would in all probability fail to satisfy either party, while it would assuredly 
be most distasteful to the whole of the ^SeitliB here, I beg to propose, that 
through the Durbar, both the widows be told to each name two persons, and 
conjointly a fifth, or Sir Punch, to determine their disputes, but first giving 
under their hand and seal, duly witnessed, a written agreement to abide by 
their decisions. The parties may at the same time be warned that the British 

E uarantee is ‘during good behaviour’ (vide accompaniment to Mr. Boyd’s 
etter. No. 121, 18th November 1840, entry No. 13), and be informed that 
their razernamma will suffice for the Durbar and Government.” 

49. Whether or not it was Nursoo Punt who informed Captmn French that 
“the people here” had expressed opinions, which it is notorious they did not 
entertain till it was Baba Nafra’s interest to give them currency, and to 
stimulate their frequent expression, may be a matter of doubt. But it admits 
of no doubt that it was Nursoo Punt’s duty to inform Captain French of what 
he himself well knew, that the inquiry into the distasteful matters above 
^ referred to, had already been carried on for months, and that whatever there 
might be in such an inquiry abhorrent to the feelings and prejudice of the 
caste had already been effected ; and it was his duty to explain to the acting 
Resident that the thing best calculated to efface the injury done to the feelings 
and prejudices of the caste would have been the acquittal, after a fair trid, 
of one of the principal ladies of the caste, from such disgraceful charges as 
those that had been brought against Joitabaee. 

50. But it was not the wish of Baba Nafra, or of his friend and relative 
Nursoo Punt, that Captain French should be aware of the' real merite of the 
case, or of the stage at which the inquiry had arrived. It was their obvious 
interest to deter that officer from having anything to do with the investigation 
of the case ; and it is, I think, pretty clear that Nursoo did endeavour so to 
deter him, by depicting in strong terms the offence such an inquiry would 
occasion if conducted either by the Resident or the Durbar, by representing to 
him that “insuperable difficulties beset the question either at the Residency or 

the 


t S. 0. • In my yetf (3>»t March) unaniwered appeal against the conduct of that gentleman, in which 

1 endeavoured to prove, and as if that report be not sufficient, I shall yet satisfactorily denoirstrate, 
impressed the minds of the natives of Baroda not only that he was not merely the protector of 
corrupt public servants, but that he was himself corrupt. 
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the Durbar, ” by preventing him from oarefully perusing all the appeals of 
Joitabaee, on the plea that they were seif-contradictnry and evasive, and by 
making out a case against the laidy litigant, as one reputed to be 

unchaste and generaUy regarded as a cheat. Further, it was his duty to explain 
that before I left Baroda the only all^d obstacle to the proceedings of the 
punchayet being closed had been removed by myself, and that it merely required 
a firm representation on the part of the Resident to obtain the punchayet’s 
decision, and thus be in a position to sit in review on its proceedings. 

51. But dishonest strumpet as Joitabaee was represented to be, she was still 
entitled to British protedtion ; her case must be decided some way or other, 
and it was transparently the interest of Baba Nafra to secure, if possible, a 
decision in his favour which should not be subject to revision ; one pronounced 
by a court whose proceedings should not come under the Resident’s review, and 
whose award should be final. And had the Baba himself been openly consulted 
on the subject he could not have devised a course of procedure which, under 
the form of giving fair play to all parties, was better suited to his own views 
and intereats than that suggested by Captain French. 

52. Even assuming that the nominees of Joitabaee had been inaccessible to 
corrupt considerations ; even assuming that neither the gold of Baba Nafra, 
nor the menaces of his influential friends (and all the influential men at Baroda 
were in his interests), could have made them swerve from the strict path of 
Justice; — assuming all this, could the same be supposed likely of any man 
whose election as “Sir Pimch” Would have been assented to by that arch 
briber, that child abductor, that suborner of peijmw, that conspirator against 
the reputation, happiness, and property of his master’s widow, whom an adverse 
verdict would have consigned to imprisonment for life, who had the means of 
bribing to any imaginable extent. True, at the time the proposal was made. 
Baba Nafra had not been proved to deserve all the epithets I have just applied 
to him, but he has since been proved to merit them. Joitabaee weU knew that 
he then merited them, and knowing this, can we wonder that she, a prisoner, 
friendless, in poverty, and in disgrace, should have shrunk from such a tribunal 
as that offered her ? and it was a touching and convincing proof of the widow’s 
desolate condition when she agreed to submit to such a tribunal. 

53. In proposing such a tribunal, Captain French was of course actuated by 
the purest motives, but he was clearly in ignorance of the actual posture of I 
affairs, and in suggesting that the parties should give beforehand a written I 
agreement to abide by the decision of the proposed tribunal, it is pretty obvious 
that he was unconsciously playing the game of Baba Nafra, who knew that by 
his wealth and influence he could procure from any court at Baroda such a 
decision as he chose, and who was only solicitous that the decision should not 

be open to the Resident’s review. This solicitude it was that had given rise to 
the various delays by which the proceedings of the first punchayet were pro- 
tracted till after 1 had left Baroda ; to this solicitude may be traced the non- 
communication to Captain French, by Nursoo Punt, of the various facts it was 
his duty to bring to the notice of the acting Resident. Sympathy with his 
friend’s solidtude, and a cordial desire to promote its objects, alone influenced 
the native agent in withholding from .Captain French that Laihaee had long 
previously consented to give her evid^ce, and that, in fact, she had given all 
the evidence that could be demanded of her, viz., a statement of facts that the 
punchayet had not one valid excuse for longer withholding their report that the 
revolting part of the inquiry had long since been gone through and a liberal 
canvass instituted, as well of Joitabaee’s menstrual peculiarities as of her 
husband s sexual capabilities ; and the grand object of Baba Nafra’s solicitude 
was realized when Captain French, betrayed, kept in ignorance, and deceived, 
proposed an arrangement which effectually preolqded his ever himself exercising 
an appeflate jurisdiction in the case. 

57- On the 30th December Joitabaee addressed Captain French as follows :~ 

“ On the first interview after your arrival a few repress^^ were made, 
and when called! a second time, on the 26th December, iro fother, Bhanabhoy, 
and kamdars were sent, whom yen derired to go to titelE|ii|ar, as, according 
tq the Governmmif orders, it was written to conyene a punch, to take razee- 
nammahs (writings) from both parties, to the effect that they will abide by the 

560. 4 Z 4 decision 
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decision the punchayet may pass, and to have the matter settled by the decision 
of a punchayet, although 1 wished the settlement of the ease according to the 
yads formerly given.” That is, by an investigation conducted by the Resident 
in person, or by a punchayet subject to the Resident's review, precautions being 
taken to limit Baba Nafra’s powers of intimidation and bribery ; “ Yet my 
father went to the Durbar, as he was called there according to your orders. 
When your orders were read over to him, he asked for ccmies of them, but was 
refused. A kamdar carkoon will therefore be sent to you for the copies, as from 
them the names of punch of the opposite parties can be ascertained, whereby I 
shall be able to name the members on my part, as, it is necessary to obtain 
their previous consent. The present time being critical, the persons (employed) 
in this matter ought to be the most confidential, and the writings (razeenamahs, 
&c.) will therefore be passed after making perfect inquiries on these heads. 
Notwithstanding I have become quite helpless, owing to the impositions and 
hardship used towards me and others for these two years, my ruin is not of a 
kind that I can describe. It was represented before, but nothing has yet be'en 
decided for my maintenance, &c., I have therefore got into debt with my 
creditors, as well as with the carkoons, kamdars, and servants, &c., for which I 
suffer a great deal, too much to detail. As the Colonel was convinced that 
Bhanabhoy (her father) was unable to manage this affair at the Durbar, he had 
postponed the investigation, and ordered me to appoint a trustworthy kamdar 
(vukeel) for the purpose, which was accordingly done as per yad given on the 
29th March 1848. Yet the Durbar does not call that man for the business, but 
mentions in yads the names of inexperienced persons. * ♦ * This matter 
being very delicate, injurious, extraordinary, and intolerable, the delay creates 
various mischiefs, which cannot be plainly described, but some of them have 
been mentioned in the former yads j and as the settlement was not made as 
therein suggested, the case has become intricate, and it is not known how long 
it may yet go on. It therefore seems necessary to represent, that for these two 
years past all the (other) people of the firm are in the full enjoyment of every- 
thing, without any hindrance, but towards me such harassing proceedings are 
exercised as nobody else could have ever endured, and I do not get anything 
for expenses, such an extraordinary case is this. According to the fame of our 
family, I ought to keep up such expenditure as would enable me to live with 
respectability, and now as the members of the punchayet are to be invited, I 
am much concerned as to how to defray the expense necessary on such 
occasions. It is to be hoped, therefore, that you will at once kin^y get me 
12,000 rupees from the firm for present expenses, and take such steps that I 
may not hereafter meet with any such inconvenience. By doing which I may 
suffer no further pecuniary difficulty, and have no cause to trouble you any 
more about it.” 

58. When the previous history of this case is considered, and due weight is 
given to what I have said in para. 52 of this section, it must, 1 think, be 
allowed, that in so readily acceding to the proposed arrangement, Joitabaee 
displayed submissiveness of no ordinary kind. The request of Joitabaee to be 
furnished by the Durbar with copies of the written orders which the Resident 
had issued in her case, was a most reasonable one ; for these orders, which 
had been written to the Durbar, had been communicated verbally to her 
father, and Captain French has accurately enough described the old man as 
imbecile. The refusal of the Durbar to furnish the lady with copies of Captmn 
French’s orders was a gross act of injustice, and a gratuitous display of 
animosity quite in keeping with its previous conduct, and it was calculated to 
awaken the acting Resident’s suspicions that some deception was bmng prac- 
tised by the Durbar. The request made by Joitabaee, that, before naming her 
own arbitrators, she should be informed as to whom were the arbitrators 
selected by Baba Nafra, was equally reasonable ; for, until it was known who 
were to represent the powerful and hitherto triumphant Baba Nafra, who 
“ ruled the ruler ” of the Baroda territory, and who was the protegh of the 
Baroda Resident, Joitabaee could not have found men willing to consent to 
take the part of the friendless widow, in opposition, it might be, to influential 
persons, having monetary or other checks upon them. Had she named men 
who subsequently refused to sit on the couil, a fresh sophistry to her dis- 
advantage would have been placed in the hands of her enemies. Andj further, 

common 
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common ju&tice demanded that, in her critical po^on, she should have it in 
her povrer to nominate as arbitrators men thoroughly removed from even 
indirect connexion with Baba Nafra’s nominees. If ever, therefore, there 
was a fair and reasonable request, it was the request of the oppressed widow ; 
if ever a Durbar behaved in a disgracefully arbitrary manner, it was when the 
Baroda Durbar refused to let the widow know the names of those who were 
to be appointed as die nominees of her adversary. The demand for money 
out of the wealth bequeathed by her late husband, to enable her to vindicate 
the cause of his widow and posthumous son, was self-evidently reasonable. 

She was literally in a state of personal destitution, being dependent on her 
parents for shelter, food, and raiment, as, since her first persecutions, she had 
never received one single anna from the bank. Captain French, if he knew 
anything at all of native customs in native states, must have been well aware 
that in all such cases of arbitration, heavy expenses are incurred in main* 
taining with dignity and feasting the arbitrators and their followers during 
their investigation ; and he must have known right well that the expenses in 
Joitabaee’s case would be necessarily enhanced, from her inability to procure 
arbitrators in Baroda sufficiently free from Durbar and Nafra influence, and 
from the consequent necessity that would he imposed on her of selecting 
her umpires from some distant place within the British territory. Yet, from 
lirst to last, he refused to interfere in her behalf, with a view to obtain for her 
the smallest fraction of that money to which, as will shortly be seen, he 
admitted her to be entitled ; and Captain French, who himself characterized 
Joitabee's father as an imbecile, must have been as satisfied as Joitabee herself 
of the justice of allowing her vukeel to represent her during the arrangements 
preliminary to the assembly of the punchayet, and during the proceedings of 
that body, proceedings on which, contrary to her own views, but in obedience 
to his orders, she was about to stake her fortunes and reputation. 

59. The answer vouchsafed by the Acting Resident to Joitabaee was as App. ( A.), No. i 
follows : ‘‘ The Resident’s advice to you is that you should agree to the adjust- 
ment of your case by punchayet. as suggested by the Guicowar and Bombay' 

Sirkars. If you do not agree to such arrangements, the measures made 
known to your father, Bhanabhoy, verbally, will be submitted for the sanction 
of the Bombay Government ; and if your conduct be marked with impro- 
priety, the said Government will take into consideration the necessity of 
rendering null and void their guarantee, which you are at present in the 
enjoyment of.” 

60. On the 17th January, Joitabaee again petitioned Captain French in the 

following strain : “ I beg to submit, that if the Maharaj had impartially inves- App. (A.). No. i 
tigated the complaint made by me, &c., * • * what necessity existed for my 
petitioning and inconveniencing the Company’s Government ; but, as under 
the Guicowar Sirkar’s rule, impartial justice is not to be met with or 
expected, 1 have been from time to time necessitated to petition the Resi- 
dent ; yet, such being the case, the Resident Sahib at present directs implicit 
obedience to be paid to this Sirkar’s mandates, which order from the Resident 
involves me in deep distress. Colonel Outram had, in the first instance, 
decided and ordered that a kamdar should be appointed to conduct my case, 
but the Guicowaf Sirkar objects to this measure, and desires that my father 
Bhanabhoy should be in attendance at the Durbar for the purpose of conduct- 
ing the case, and the Resident concurs with the Guicowar Sirkar ; but as my 
father is entirely ignorant of the manner in which cases are conducted at the 
Durbar com*ts, owing to which the Resident was pleased to sanction some 
other party being deputed by me to attend at the Durbar on my behalf ; and 
the reason for not now permitting such agent to conduct my affairs is with a 
view of screening the Baba, and involving me, as heretofore, in misery and 
ruin. This is evident : notwithstanding which, however, in obedience to the 
orders of the Resident, 1 hdd dispatched a yad by my father to the Guicowar 
Sirkar ; and upon its being presented to the karbaree, he having perused it, 
returned it to my father ; u^n which my father submitted to the Maharaj, 
that, akhouj^ the Maharaj wanted him to attend, he was not aware of the 
manner in whidh badness was conducted at the MaharaVs court, and requested 
that Rie r^y tb tEe yad might be sent to me, and (said) that I would give 
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the necsssary explanations, and also send a vakeel to conduct my case. To 
this the Maharaj replied, that he would neither receive my yad or give any 
reply thereto, lltiis is what transpired on the occasion.'’ * 

.(A.), No. 17. 61. Captain French thus replied : “In reply, be it known, that in your yad 

you have cast reflections upon the Guicowar Sirkar, and otherwise disrespect- 
fully addressed him, which is very improper on your part to do, therefore here- 
after should your yads be written in the same objectionable tone, they cannot 
be received, which I advertise you of. With reference to the adjustment of 
your case, whatever order the Maharaj may be pleased to make you should 
respect, and you should submit to the Maharaj any reasonable representations 
you may feel desirous of doing” 

62. Captain French was as well aware as the lady herself that Joitabaee 
told the simple truth, when she asserted that from the Guicoww Durbar she 
could not expect impartial justice. It was he himself who ‘had reduced 
Joitabaee’s already slender chance of obtaining redress, to the infinite small 
amount afforded by a punchayet, from which there should be no appeal ; and 
one too which was to be nominated in equal proportions by a friendless, hope- 
less, resourceless widow, whom he himself represented as an imbecile, and by 
a powerful influential, wealthy, crafty, and talented man, whom he not only 
believed, but had officially declared to be an unscrupulous villain, and to have 
committed a crime, in consideration of which he ought to have been placed 
before a criminal court, instead of being allowed to appear in one of arbitra- 
tion. Under these circumstances, though for form’s sake (Japtain French might 
have reprimanded Joitabaee for calling things by their proper names, when 
speaking of Royalty, surely he was bound to see that when in obedience to his 
behests, she acceded to the settlement of her affairs by arbitration, she was 
allowed every facility for so doing. He ought to have seen not only that 
Joitabaee’s requests were reasonable, but that non-compliance with them was 
to make the arbitration he had proposed a gross delusion, a cruel mockery, and 
a fatal snare. 


“ S. (>. 


63. Yet in spite of all these considerations, and in spite of the fact that 
Joitabaee had sent him accounts from time to time of the insulting and heart- 
less manner in which the Durbar treated her reasonable requests, and thus 
tlirew obstacles in the way of her complying with his orders. Captain French 
did not hesitate on the 22d February, to inform Government that Joitabaee had 
“declined to consent to the settlement of the dispute by arbitration.” He 
founded this statement on the assertions of the Durbar, contained in the 
following passage, which he transmitted to Government on that occasion (dated 
1 6th February) : — 

“No reply having been received from Joitabaee, her father, Bhanabhaee, was 
again on the 13th January sent for, and the matter was explained to him. His 
reply was unfavourable, consequently a yad was addressed to Joitabaee on the 1 7th 
January, and another on the 22dof the same month, but no answer came regarding 
the punchayet. On the 31 st January, a jasood was sent to the Settanee, request- 
ing her attendance at the apartments of his Highness’s mother, who would 
explain to her the circumstances of the case. This was also declined, and a 
third yad was addressed with a similar effect, notwithstanding this proposition 
has been made, both personally and in making * she still refuses to con- 
sent.” 

64. Captain French’s high notions of the morality of the Baroda Durbar, 
may have forbade him to regard the above yad as a deliberately told circum- 
stantial falsehood ; but how he could have come to any other conclusion than 
that there was some grievous mistake, and that Joitabaee was the heroine of a 
tragedy of errors, must be best known to himself. The Durbar averred that 
“ no answer came about the punchayet,” but it was Captain French’s duty to 
demand the production of the answers sent, whether they referred to the 
punchayet or not. In failing to send these answers, the Durbar violated the 
established usage and etiquette ; and they would not have ventured to do so 
had they not been well assured that Captain French’s mind had been so power- 
fully biassed against Joitabaee by the artful unscrupulous Nursoo Punt. 

65. Fortunately 
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65 . Fortunately for Joitabaee, she retained the yads addressed to the Durbar 
on the 2d, 22d, and 23d of January, which (Jiat body had returned to her. 

These documents will be found in Appendix (D). Appendix (D.; 

66. Their authenticity may be relied on. The authenticity at all events of 
those of the 2d and 22d, is established beyond a doubt, by the Durbar endorse- 
ment on the back of the latter, to which Joitabaee thus alludes in the petition 

of the 23d : “I beg to submit for the information of the Sirkar, that I had on App, (D.), No. 3 
the 22d January sent a yad, enclosing my former yad of the 2d January, by 
my karkoon to tlie Maharaj, which although perused by the Sirkar, the arrange- 
ments therein suggested have not been as yet made ; and the above two yads, 
together with one bearing the signature of Trimbuck Shastre.e Memhore, these 
yads, three in all, about midnight, were brought back to me by a jassood be- 
long^g to the Maharaj Sirkar, I being at that time asleep, they were made 
over to my father who had been disturbed from his rest* ♦ *. The reason 

for this evidently is to show (make it appear), that I do not attend at the Durbar, 
which I also treat with disrespect, thus to make it appear that I am self-willed, 
and treat the mandates of my sovereign with contempt and disdain, and the 
wording of the above-mentioned Shastree’s yad is such as would convey such 
unfavourable impression against me.” 

67 . The petitions of the 28th January and 2d February, alluded to in the 
petition to Captain French on the 20th April, as having been sent to the 
Guicowar, I have been unable to obtain. I applied for them to the Durbar, 
but received for answer that they were not to be found, an answer which con- 
sidering the great care taken of all such papers by the Durbar, I regard as pretty 
strong evidence that these petitions are as demonstrative of the falsehood of 
the Durbar yad of the 1 5th February, as are the petitions I have rescued and 
appended to this report. 

68. I have said that the mere non-transmission of Joitabaee’s answer, along 
with the yad of the 15th February, afford conclusive evidence that the Durbar 
believed the Acting Resident to be deeply prejudiced against Joitabaee ; and 
the intensity of their convictions on this score may be judged, when we call to 
mind that they were well aware that the officer whom they assured of Joitabaee’s 
recusancy was one, as the lady’s petitions show, had been regularly apprized of 
her unsuccessful efforts to obtain those fneasures which were requisite to enable 
her to submit her case to the arbitration suggested by Captain French. Thus 
in the authenticated petition or rather answer, sent by Joitabaee on the 22d 

January, she wrote as follows : “ In accordance with the instructions received App. (D.), No. 2 
from the Acting Resident of Baroda, Captain French, that I should cause my 
father and others to wait upon your Highness. Upon which, considering it 
necessary, I have duly kept that gentleman informed of the result of such in- 
terviews. Considering it necessary to respect the mandates of the Company 
Sirkar, on the 2d January I sent a yad to the Guicowar Sirkar, which yad, 
however, the Sirkar refused to receive, and consequently it was brought back 
to me, the particulars of which 1 reported for the information of the Resident. 

Subsequently, in accordance with the instructions adverted to above, the party 
directed (her father), personally attended with the yad, and delivered it to his 
Highness, but this yad, after perusal, and being ts^en into consideration, was 
returned; the particulars which transpired on this occasion also I duly informed 
the Resident of.” 

69. To suppose that Joitabaee, who so well knew Baba Nafra’s intimacy and 
influence at the Durbar, who knew that Nursoo Punt, the native agent at the 
residency, was his relative and confident, who knew that all transactions at the 
residency having the remotest reference to his affairs were regularly reported 
to the Baba; to suppose that Joitabaee with this knowledge would nave dared 
to state, as facts, fictions which could not fail to be discovered, and the disco- 
very of which would ruin her cause by displaying her as a convicted liar, is to 
make a supposition violently improbable, and one in utter antagonism to the 
whole history and complexion of her case. Had not the Durbar been well 
aware of the truth of Joitabaee’s assertions, they would have sent her yads to 
the Acting Resident as a proof of her mendacity, and being well assured of 
their perfec^ accuracy, what must have been their opinion of Captain French’s 
itnpanitdify and sense nf justice, when they dared to send him the yad of the 
15th February. 

560 . ■ 5 A 2 70. After 
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70. After reporting that Joitabaee declined to consent to the settlement of 
her dispute by arbitration, Captain French thus proceeded : “ I yesterday sent 
for the father of Joitabaee ; he came, accompanied by the vak^l they enter- 
tained in Bombay, and to them I explained that his Highness had vmtten he 
had several times endeavoured to induce them to settle the dispute by pun- 
chayet, but they wanted to re-open the case from the beginning, and to argue 
it before me. The father of Joitabaee is, perhaps you are aware, a perfect 
imbecile.” 

71. Doubtless they would have been only too grateful and happy had the 
Acting Resident taken the trouble to hear what they had to say of the sys- 
tematic oppression they bad experienced from the beginning, and it would have 
been well had Captain French done so ; but I am assured, and the context 
demonstrates, that what they were really anxious "to explain at the visit referred 
to, was the reasonableness of the demands made by Joitabaee, and the impossi- 
bility of her complying with the Resident’s orders, while the means requisite 
for doing so were withheld from her; while she was in ignorance of the 
names of her enemy’s nominees ; while the precise nature of the instructions 
issued by Captain French was withheld from her, and while she was denied the 
pecuniary means requisite for entertaining her arbitrators during the inquiry 
in the manner which the usage of her country prescribed. 

72. Captain French proceeded, “There is not, I believe, in the opinion of 
any one here, a doubt of the children having been supposititious, for it is said 
there were two, one having died another was introduced, nor that the manager 
of the firm, Baba Nafra, was a party to the introduction of both, but of course 
Joitabaee and Baba Nafra allow but of one child, the former alleging that the 
latter carried it off, and the latter that it died subsequently to its removal on 
the discovery of the fraud.” 

73. Considering what Captain French had assumed to be the current belief 
at Baroda within 12 days of his arrival, it was not likely that that assumption 
would be less vigorously maintained after three months’ intercourse with 
Nursoo Punt. What Captain French meant when he said Joitabaee and Baba 
Nafra acknowledge but one supposititious child, it is difficult to understand, 
and still more difficult is it to comprehend his meaning in saying “ that the 
former alleged that the latter carried it off', and the latter that it had 
died subsequently to its removal on the discovery of the fraud.” Joitabaee 
acknowledges no fraud whatever ; she asserted that the child abducted was a 
child to which she had herself gix'en birth. In asserting that the child was 
carried off by Baba Nafra, or under his directions, she simply stated what Cap- 
tain French knew the Baba had never denied, and she piteously demanded the 
restoration of her abducted boy. Why her case should be prejudiced or her 
veracity called in question, because Baba Nafra declared that the boy whose 
removal he had effected had subsequently died, it is difficult to understand. 

74. At first sight it may appear that the charge of complicity in Joitabaee’s 
fraud implied against Baba Nafra is inconsistent with what has been said of 
the agency of Nursoo Punt ; but a moment’s reflection will show that it was 
not so ; for as Mr. Andrews had reported to Government, and as every one at 
Baroda well knew, that no sUch fraud as that attributed to Joitabaee could pos- 
sibly have been effected without the connivance of Baba Nafra, who had held 
despotic control over the whole household, it became unavoidable for Nursoo 
Punt, when assuring Captain French that the belief in the fraud was universal, 
to admit that the belief in Baba Nafra’s complicity was equally wide spread 
and strong. That is, the story against Joitabaee could not be made to present 
the faintest traces of plausibility, by the assumption that her accuser had been 
her accomplice, that he who now stood forth to denounce and invoke vengeance 
on one of the widows of his late master, had engaged in a foul conspiracy 
against the other, a conspiracy the final success of which would have transferred 
to an alien of a despised race, an enormous amount of the wealth of the man 
whose confidential agent be had been ; such was the self-drawn scoundrelly 
character of the man against whom Joitabaee in vain appealed, and such was 
the character which Nursoo Punt was ccimpelled to endorse in promotion of 
his kinsman’s case, and finding that the officer with whom he had to deal was 
completely under the influence of his kinsman, Nursoo Punt, Baba Niafra pro- 
bably 
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bably felt no tineasinesg at the imputation thus cast on his character. It 
mattered little to him urhat was said of him so long as his schemes prospered, 
so long as he could effect the removal of a mistress who had the sense to per- 
ceive his villany, and of a child who, when he came to man’s estate, would 
adopt his mother’s views, and expel and expose his unfaithful steward ; so 
long as he retained under his thraldom the other mistress and her son, 
the first of whom Captain French truly described as an imbecile, while 
urging that on that very account her property should be left in the hands 
of a man whom he himself accused of having engaged in a foul conspi- 
racy to funder her, and the latter of whom was a boy, whose sickly frame 
and weak intellect gave promise that he would become an easy prey to his 
unprincipled trustee. Under these circumstances it is not improbable that 
Baba Nafra, regardless of a reputation already damaged beyond remedy, and 
aware of the opinion officially recorded by Mr. Andrews, may have himself 
-suggested to Nursoo Punt to insist on his complicity with Joitabaee’s asserted 
fraud. By doing so Nursoo could preserve his credit for impartiality with the 
Resident, and give, a seeming confirmation to the enmity which the two 
worthies professed to -bear towards each other, thereby increasing his ability to 
forward the Baba’s main object, viz. the permanent usurpation of his master’s 
power and wealth, which had been entrusted to his guardianship on behalf of 
that master’s family. 

75. That Baba Nafra was justified in relying on Nursoo Punt’s influence — . 
over Captain French to prevent the admissions against him operating in the 
slightest degree to his prejudice, is painfully apparent, for in six days after 
assuring Government that it was notorious to every one in Baroda that Baba 
Nafra had been concerned in a foul conspiracy, the effect of which was to 
defraud the other widow and orphan son of his late master, and that master an 
individual enjoying the British protection, he addressed an official yad to the 
Durbar, formally intimating that he had been pleased to remove his interdict 
against the Baba being adWtted to the residency which the Government had 
issued in 1843, in consequence of the man’s bad character. The removal of 
this interdict had never been contemplated by Government, and it was only 
sanctioned by Government after Captain French had made it an accomplished — 
fact, because they understood that officer to say that the interdict had become 

a dead letter through the disregard to orders of previous Residents. This was 
a misapprehension which that officer ought, in justice to his predecessors, to 
have removed, instead of taking advantage of it, and transferring to others the 
odium of an act which the native community could only regard as powerfully 
illustrative of the efficacy of “khutput,” and of the indifference, of British 
officials to the moral character of those they desire to honour, or resolve to 
befriend ; when Captain French thus stepped beyond his legitimate province, 
and cancelled an explicit Government order, that he might patronize a man of 
notorious depravity, and one whom but a few days previously he had accused 
of complicity in a gross fraud of peculiar heartlessness and atrocity, it is, 

I think, but justice to that officer to assume that he was labouring under some 
extraordinary delusion inspired by Nursoo Punt, or Nursoo’s convenient and 
unscrupulous tool, Narrain Row, and this assumption becomes the more 
Teasonable, when it is known that Captain French continued to receive the 
Baba at the residency as a welcome visitor. 

76. In continuation of the para, above quoted, Captain French wrote: 

“ Had Joitabaec, or her mother, Larbaee, come to the residency instead of 
proceeding to Bombay to complain, there would have been little difficulty in 
the disposal of the case, probably, at onbe, but instead of coming one or two 
•miles, they went some hundreds ; and now, as shown in my letter of the 16th 
November, it is enveloped in mysteries.” 

77. This sentence affords striking confirmation of all I have alleged regard- 
ing the ignorance of the case, in which Captain French was kept by his native 
agent. Had Captain French read the papers in his possession with the fiftieth 
part of the care his humanity and sense of justice would have made him 
bestow on them, hud he not been led astray by designing individuals, he would 
have discovered that Joitabaee, whon* he repr^ents to have gone to Bombay, 
was from the first a close prisoner, treated with indignity* Ho would have 
learned, further, that her mother, to avtfid sharing her daughter’s late, had 
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kept in close hiding till she could escape beyond the limits of the Ouioowar 
jxurisdiction, and that she had remained at Jumboosir, a town within the 
British territory, only 35 miles from Baroda, till not receiving any answer to 
the petitions she addressed to Government, s^ thought it her duty to proceed 
to Bombay and press her daughter’s smt in person ; why, when she did 
escape, she did not come to the residency and throw herself on Mr. Andrews’s 
protection, I cannot say.* Perhaps she feared that in that direction her 
enemies would keep a good look-out for her; perhaps she feared that she 
might be surrendered to the Durbar ; or she may have dreaded the inimical 
influence of Baba JS’afra’s friends among the native establishment of the 
residency. But whatever were her motives, 1 think she did wisely in putting 
herself at a safe distance from those who had imprisoned her daughter and her 
husband ; she did not, however, as has been seen, proceed to Bombay till after 
she had resided for weeks at Jamboosir, from which place she addressed the 
two petitions dated respectively 4th and 20th April 1847, to which she alludes 
in her petition of August in that year. 

78. In para. 4 of the letter under notice. Captain French observes, — 

“ Tlie object of Joitabaee and her vakeel would seem to be the management 
of the firm, to the exclusion of Baba Nafra, during the minority of Purshotum 
Bhaee, son of the elder widow. Government will recollect an expression of 
Captain Lang’s in letter No. 563 of the 29th October 1840, para. 1, in 
speaking of the mother of Purtabsing of Aglore, who had lately entertained an 
Ahmedabad vakeel of notoriously bad character, even among the unprincipled 
class to which he belongs. I do not say Joitabaee’s vakeel is obnoxious to the 
above charge, but few there are of his calling that do not give bad counsel to 
gain their own ends.” (f^ide Enclosure, No. 18, to my former letter.) 

79. Of course it was an object to secure her just rights in connexion with 
the bank ; and what these rights were, was matter for the Durbar to deter- 
mine, subject to the appellate review of the Resident ; and of course she wished 
to exclude from all share in the management of the bank the man whom she 
accused of hatching a foul conspiracy against her reputation, happiness, and 
worldly goods. If Joitabaee’s story was true, to plead for the continuance of 
Baba Nafra in the bank for one hour would have been a scandalous offence 
against common justice, common decency, and common sense ; if Baba Nafra’s 
story was true, the conspiracy against the elder widow, which it implied he had 
been previously guilty of, rendered it equally desirable that such a man should 
no longer have any connexion with the bank in which the lady was so largely 
interested. In either case it was proper that he should be sent about his busi- 
ness, and though the Resident could not procure his dismissal, it was but 
natural that Joitabaee should wish it. The implied attack on the vakeel is 
a matter W'hich requires no comment. 

80. In the next paragraph Captain French wrote : — 

“ The late Mr. Boyd, when Resident here, forwarded to Government, on the 
10th April 1841, certain articles of arrangement with the Durbar, the 26th of 
which sets forth that whatever business guarantees may have should be 
brought to the notice of the Durbar. But the active agent in this case, Larbaee 
(the mother of Joitabaee), though holding no pledge, instead of at once coming 
to the residency, went to Bombay and entertained a vakeel, from which an 
unfavourable inference as to the justice of her cause may be drawn.” 

81. I confess I hardly perceive the precise nature of the argument intended 
to be conveyed in this paragraph. If the “ active agent in this case” was not 
a guaranteed person, it would seem that she was not required to come to the 
residency. She was the “ active agent,” in so &r as she did her best to pro- 
mote the interests of her persecuted daughter. Perhaps she mi|ht have acted 
more wisely had she at once come to the residency ; but the probability is 

quite 


• Since th» was written I observe the reason thus stated in a {petition addressed by_ Joitabew ^ 
the Uesident on the 4th October 1847, “ Her mother on this left the Durbar, and wished to go to 
the bangalow in camp (the residency) to complain, but that the Baba, as above mentioned, placed. 
men to mze her ana that from fright she went to Bombay.” 
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quite as strong on the other side, for had she been arrested by scouts on her 
way into camp, she would probaWy have shared her daughter’s fate, and both 
would have j&u^d the worse ; but be this as it may, I do not see how, under 
the circumstances of the case, an “ unfavourable inference as the justice of her 
cause,” can be legitimately drawn from her hastening off to Jamboosir, peti- 
tioning from that place, and then finding no improvement in her daughter’s 
condition or prospects, proceeding to Bombay, and availing herself of the best 
advice she could find means to purchase. * 

82. In paragraph 6, Captain French observed, “ The entire bearing of all 

concerned is so bad, and the case so notorious in the town, .md was so from 
the first, Sir R. Arbuthnot refusing to visit the house on the occasion of the 
child being named, that I am of opinion Government would be fully borne out 
in cancelling the guarantee, which, be it recollected, is during good behaviour. 
In the book of guarantees the entry will be found No. 13, and under the head 
of remarks, that it is subject to their own merits. His Highness denies that 
the pledge is hereditary, but the above shows the British Government reserved 
to itself the privilege of cancelling it. . ^ 

83. In the foregoing passage the dishonest agency of Nursoo Punt is trans- 
parent, as 1 deem it my duty to show. Wheti Captain French wrote that “ the 
case was so notorious in the town * * * from the first, that Sir R. Arbuthnot 
refused to visit the house on the occasion of the child being named ; he wrote that 
which, had he sought his facts from the residency records and not from the mouth 
of Nursoo Punt, he would have seen was the reverse of truth, and that also, 
which reflection must now satisfy him, was absurdly and transparently false. 
If the case had been “notorious,” is it not intensely ridiculous to suppose that his 
Highness the Guicowar would have attended on the occasion of the child being 
named ? thereby not only sanctioning a notorious fraud, but paying a compli- 
ment to a low-caste child, and if Captain French had read the petitions of 
Joitabaee and her mother, he must have been aware that his Highness did so 
attend. It is further pre eminently absurd to imagine that a respectable 
member of the banking community would have bethrothed his daughter to 
a child notoriously the son of a low-caste kolie, or that the bethrothal, like the 
previous ceremonies, would have been graced by the presence of the sovereign, 
and confirmed by the sanction of the heads of one of the strictest and most 
punctilious of the castes had it been notorious that the child was a spurious 
one ; and it appears to me a gross libel on Sir Robert Arbuthnot to suppose 
that if it had been notorious, nay, that if it had even been whispered to him that 
a vile, felonious, brazen imposture had been perpetrated with a view to defraud 
one of the widows and the infant son of an individual enjoying the British pro- 
tection, he would not have taken steps to have an inquiry instituted ? Only one 
reason can be assigned for the non-attendance of Sir R. Arbuthnot on the 
occasion referred to, and it is this: though on rare occasions the Baroda 
Residents had met his Highness at the houses of respectable sowcars on the 
celebration of marriages. Sir Robert Arbuthnot had not done so on any 
occasion whatever ; and it is extremely improbable that an officer who system- 
atically abstained from attending even marriages, would think on other and 
minor occasions of family rejoicing. The supposition that he should have ever 
thought of doing so becomes violently improbable, when I mention that though 
I have caused the records to be searched since 1821, that is for a quarter 

a century prior to the naming of Joitabaee’s son, I can only find two instances 
of a Resident visiting at the house of a sowcar on the occasion of any other 
celebration than a marriage ; indeed I am hot certain that more than one 
instance can be cited, for though I find that Mr. Williams went to the house of 
Shewlall Paruck in 1828, the nature of the festivities are not stated, and as 
there was an interchange of presents, it is not improbable that the occasion 
was that of a marriage. The only other instance I find is one in which Mr. 
Boyd attended at a private house, but not to be present at the naming of a 
child. But though it is not usual for Residents to attend such ceremonials, 
invitations are still sent. In confonnity with traditional usage, an invitation 
had been sent to Sir Robert Arbuthnot, and in confonnity with the custom of. 
his predecessofs, and in confomlty v^th his own setfll more strfn^nt individual 
practice^ Sir Roberi; did not avau himsdf of the invitation. But I feel very 
certain he would be much shocked were it brought to his notice that the fact 
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of his not having broken his invariable custom in favour of Joitabaee’s child 
had been so successfully misrepresented by the native agent as to mislead 
Captain French, the Bombay Government, and the Court of Directors into 
sanctioning a heartless conspiracy, maintained by the foulest perjury ; and that 
the deception practised on Captain French originated with Nursoo Punt there can, 

• I think, be little doubt ; he had, as will be seen by a reference to Mr. Andrews’ 
letter, quoted from in para. 2, apparently attempted to palm the same argument 
on that gentleman ; at all events, he did so on me very soon after I assumed 
charge of the residency. The intrinsic absurdity and sheer dishonesty of such 
an argument struck me forcibly at the time, and this circumstance, as Govern- 
ment are informed by my despatch dated 7th September 1848, suggested to my 
mind the first suspicions I ever entertained of Nursoo Punt being an untrust- 
worthy man, and in tlie interest of Baba Nafra, for at that time I had not 
learned that these two worthies, while cunningly pretending to be foes, were 
really relatives and friends ; and in mentioning my suspicions and the circum- 
stances which first evoked them to Mr. Mansfield (then political agent in the 
Rewa Kanta) that gentlemen, who had till then entertained a high opinion of 
Nursoo Punt, and taken a great interest in his welfare, was obliged to admit 
that my suspicions were just and reasonable. 

84. In continuation of his former remarks Captain French proceeded : “The 
legalised manager of the firm is Baba Nafra, a man Sir J. Camac, in a khureeta 
of the 3d February 1841, warned his Highness against, yet then, as now, he 
enjoys guarantee, though on the previous 12th November the Honourable Court 
of Directors, in their despatch. No. 2,468, in paras. 7j 8, 9 and 10, enun- 
ciated their hope of a curtailment of such anomalies.” 

“ This is not the place to enter on the general subject, but the opportunity 
seems to be fitting for suggesting in this one instance a reduction in the 
anomalies, and be it that the Honourable the Governor in Council is of opinion 
the tender age of the heir of the firm precludes our now cancelling the 
guarantee, I ^g to say on that score that there need be no fears for the 
manager of the house ; Baba Nafra is on friendly terms with the Durbar, and 
that were it even otherwise, now if any time for years back it is not actually 
in the power of his Highness to oppress it, I need not remind you of the 
difficulty there is in our towns to introduce weights and measures, tending to 
general improvement, nor had the Durbar the power, and were they disposed 
to oppress Hurry Bhugtee’s firm on the cancelment of the guarantee, that there 
would not be in half an hour an open shop in the city.” 

“ '1 he Durbar would indeed be much surprised did it suppose even at this 
date, so tenaciously preserving what the Court of Directors terms anomalies, 
arose from a desire to protect them from its vengeance and its being believed 
his Highness had such power. When the pledges were given it was as much 
to protect the guarantee from the ruler of the country as the Arab Jemadar singly 
or combined. But those days have gone ; the Jemadars are not in being, and the 
ruler is positively ruled by the sowcars, one of whom is this very Baba Nafra 
(the manager of Hurree Bhugtee’s house), the subject of these para., and 
against whose advice the Government of Bombay, in a letter to the late 
Guicowar, warned his Highness. 

“ But even had the Durbar the power, and were disposed to exercise it, after 
the removal of the guarantee, surely the Resident by treaty could interfere. 
The power, I again assure you, exists not, and I may with equal certdnty say, 
neither does the inclination.” 

“ Therefore, under all circumstances of the case, seeing no chance of this 
dispute being attended with other than very baneful results to the firm of 
Hurry Bhugtee, &c., and bearing in mind that on various occasions it has 
done quite enough to forfeit the guarantee, I beg that, in the spirit of the 
Honourable Court’s view, given in the despatch of the 12th of November 1840, 
No. 2,468, the guarantee may be cancelled.” 

85. Though these remarks seem to have little pertinence to Joetabaee’s case, 
they had a very important bearing on her prospects at ^e date of the letter ; 
and though Captain French and myself have ever been at one in our general 
condemnation of “gu^ntees,” yet I feel certidn that that officer would ndt 
have written as he then did, had not his mind be^ poisoned by the erron^eous 
information and interested suggestions of his native agent, who, wMle cun- 

niiigly' 
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ningly professmg a desire to use a blow etruek at ihe house of which Baba 
Nafra was manager, seems to have recommended a uieasure which, if carried 
out, would have j^ven a complete triumph to that bad man, have afforded him 
a complete immunity for all his past misdeeds, and have rendered him irre- 
sponsible^ for his alter conduct as manager of the bank. 

86. Baba Naira had, in Captain French’s estimation, been an accomplice of 
Joitabae^ in a foul conspiracy, not only to plunder the other widow and the 
youthful heir of his late master, but socially to degrade both these ladies and 
their families. Captain French was aware that, in addition to this foul moral 
depravity, the notorious bad character of the man had caused the Bombay 
Government not only to prohibit his admission to the Residency, but to warn 
the G^icowar against listening to his counsels. He was aware not only that, 
in spite of this warning. Baba Nafra was “ on friendly terms with the Durbar,” 
an expression which is significant of much to Oriental minds, but that he was 
one of the. most influential of the Sircars by whom “ the ruler is positively 
ruled.” In other words, that so far m regarded the Durbar, the Baba could 
do pretty touch as he pleased ; and yet he proposed that the only check on the 
Baba’s rascalities which still existed, viz. an appeal to the British authorities, 
should be removed by the immediate cancelling of the guarantee. Had he 
suggested that, before adopting this measure, the man whom he accused of 
having already attempted to defraud the youthful heir of the firm, should be 
removed from all connexion with it, I should have understood and acquiesced 
in his recommendation. I myself bad long advocated the cancelling of the 
Hurry Bhugtee guarantee, for various frauds which had been perpetrated in 
past years ; and had I remained at Baroda, I should have continued to press 
for its abrogation whenever an opportunity of alluding to the subject was 
afforded me. But I should have taken care to make it explicitly understood, 
that the withdrawal of the guarantee in no way prejudiced the claims of 
Joitabaee, or of any one else whose suit had ‘been commenced while the 
guarantee was intact. Not only, however, was no such specification made by 
Captain French, but, as will be hereafter seen, he broached the doctrine that 
not even the existence of the guarantee authorized us to take measures against 
Baba Nafra, even on the assumption that he was guilty of all that Joitabaee 
had ever laid to his charge. So completely did Captain French promote the 
objects of Baba Nafra, and destroy the prospects of Joitabaee, by urging his 
recommendation at that particular juncture, that, as will hereafter be seen, 

Joitabaee regarded the recommendation as virtually a sentence of death 
against herself. “ If,” she argued, “ Baba Nafra’s power enables him with im- 
punity to abduct his master's orphan, imprison, defame, insult, and plunder his 
widow, in spite of the British guarantee, what will prevent him murdering the 
widow when the guarantee is abrogated ?” And she argued not badly. 

92. Up to^the 10th of April her letters had been touchingly gentle and 
submissive, and though she could not but have felt that she was treated with 
excessive harshness and scanty justice by Captain French, and that her request 
had been most unreasonably set aside, she threw all the blame on Baba Nafra 

and his allies. In reply to a supplicatory letter written on the 2d of April, in App. (A.), 
which Joitabaee had complained of the double set of guards placed over her, 
and who not only kept her prisoner, watching her actions and dogging her 
steps, but wlio offended her with their obscene jests, (’aptain French bad 
directed Baba Nafra to remove those that he had posted. Joitabaee acknow- 
ledged this act of kindness on th<^ 5th, fiut being entitled to British protection, 
she justly enough represented that the removal of Baba Nafra’s guards was not 
enough. She demanded satisfaction for the outrage that had been offered her 
by the placing of these guards. She besought the Acting Resident to punish 
the perpetrators of that outrage, which she pointed out was in open defiance of 
the explicit orders I had previously issued, and she entreatwi that the Durbar 
guard might also be removed. , * 

93. To this letter Captain Freiwdi replied the same day, as follows : , 

** I have to ac^owle^e the receipt of your yad, datM t|ie Sth April 1849, App. (A.), 
requesdng that as Bp>a alieady i^moved the guiud wto was placed 

over you,_that Ws fii^jbness si^^ |b. Ip i^ly, I beg to inform you, 

that nothing could laduced bi^ over you, but 

560. jB considering 
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considering that as you, being tender in age, and may be in possession of Joys, 
jewels, &c. belonging to the shop of Hurree Bhugtee, and pa}dng regard to his 
name, it may have been thought advisable by his Highness to keep a guard 

C over you, with no other motive than to keep you secure from the depredations 
of robbers, who are too common in the town. Your case, I beg to say, is 
already before the Bombay Government, and a reply is shortly expected. It is 
impossible (improper) in you to trouble the Sirkar, by your hearing the evil 
advice of your vakeels, &c. The bearer, Narrain Row Chimnajee, a karkoon 
in the Residency Office, has been instructed to call on you, to read and explmn 
to you the purport of this yad.” 

94. The jewel plea assigned by Captain French in explanation of the rein- 
forcement of Baba Nafra’s guards by others sent from the Durbar, and in 
defence of the latter having been continued after the former had been removed, 
is in itself too intrinsically absurd to require a moment’s notice. But I may 
observe, that even were we, in violation of common sense, to suppcfee that the 
abruptly-impressed Joitabaee had secreted about her person any valuables to 
which she was not entitled, it would not have enhanced the gross indignities 
to which she had already been subjected, to submit her to the examination of 
a lady of her own rank ; such examination would undoubtedly have been 
instituted had Baba Nafra for a single moment fancied any jewels were 
secreted. The allusion to the tender age ” of the young widow, and to the 
regard due to her defunct husband’s name, seem only to have reference to a 
vile story concocted by Baba Nafra, to the effect that she was unchaste. This 
story seems first to have been got up with a view of disinheriting her son on 
the plea of illegitimacy, instead of on the ground that he was a purchased 
child ; and it was afterwards revived as a pretext for insisting that her vakeel 
(an old man) should never be allowed to have access to her, except in the 
presence of a jassood ; and of this mode of practically evading the licence to 
employ a vakeel, which I had claimed for her, Joitabaee had complained in 
more than one of her petitions, asserting (and with truth) that the jassood 
kept so close to her, that she could not communicate anything to her legal 
adviser, or receive any communication from him, which did not reach the ear 
of the spy sent to listen to and report their conversations to Baba Nafra. 

95. When these things are borne in mind, and when it is recollected that 
Captain French had tottdly ignored Joitabaee’s request that Baba Nafra should 
be punished for having re-imprisoned her, after my explicit orders to the 
contrary, 1 feel confident that .no one possessed of manly sentiments, or of 
a common sense of justice, wiU find in his heart to condemn the unfortunate 
lady for writing the remarks which constitute the first three paragraphs of 
Ipp. (A.), No. *8. her letter of the lOth of April, the “low” and “unbecoming” character of 
which. Captain French assured her, had prevented his proceeding further in 
its perusal. * 

96. As Captain French says he read no further than the three first paragraphs 

of Joitabaee’s letter, there can of course be no doubt that such was the ease ; but 

it is to be deplored that his perusal of the document was thus lindted. Had 

he read a little further, the gross absurdity and the insulting character of his 

vindication of the Durbar must, 1 think, have struck him so forcibly as to have 

induced him to abstain from accusing the poor, friendless, oppressed widow of 

using “ low ” and “ unbecoming ” language. 

« 

97. In reference to Captain French’s assertion that the guards placed over 
her by the Gukowar were designed to {urotoct her against robbers, Joitabaee 
naively remarked that Baroda abounded in people repifted to be possessed of 
wealth, and begged the Acting Resident to asoert^n to how many of these the 
Guicowar extended a similar benevolent protection. She appealed to the state- 
ments made by her guards themselves to the residency carkoon, to the effect 
that whenever she left her accustomed comer of the room they followed closely 
on her; she asked the Acting Resident whether such restriction did not more 
accurately c(Hne under the designation of imprisonmeht than under that of 
protection ; and she inquired if the Acting Resident would maintain that the 
infliction of such imprisonment, at the Mld^ her own unfaithful 

steward, and in direct violation of my clear arid ex|fficit orders, was n just or 
proper act on the part of the Durbar. Respect for the honour of her deceased 

husband’s 
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husband's nalSie, she very justly observed, should have prompted the Durbar to 
afford protection to his widow and infant son, to listen to their complaints and 
redress their wrongs ; it was a poor pr^xt to offer for imprisohing the widow 
and granting immunity to the abductor of the oiphan. She solemnly denied 
that she was acting under the “ evil advice of vakeels she acknowledged that 
she required and that she had made use of her vakeel’s knowledge and expe- 
rience, and she asked the Acting Resident wherein lay her g^ilt in so doing. 

“ I beg,” she wrote, “ to submit that in the whole world nothing is done with- 
out deliberation.” The following appeal is as true as it is touching : — 

“ For the upholding of the great respectability of the firm of Hurree Bhug- 
tee,” the Maharaj Sirkar has resorted to this very benevolent measure of placing 
guards upon me. But with only a single su^ of clothes I joined my mother at 
Dhackjee’s wada, and “ upon sending my people to my house the next day for 
my clothes, the Sirkar prevented their obtaining them, "i^is however the 
Maharaj ^id not take into account, and as the expenditure of my house 
apaounts to lacs of rupees, and thousands of people are being provided for 
thereby; such being the case, yet up to the present time I have not been 
allowed a single hdf seer of flour from my house.. Even to persons charged 
with the greatest crimes imaginable, the Cbmpan/s Sirkar, within the 12 hours 
of the day, allows them food. It js incumj)ent, therefore, on the part of 
Maharaj Sirkar to take this into consideration, which, however, he does not do. 
Nafra having great influence over the Maharaj, how is it to be expected that the 
Maharaj should pay any attention to such matter ? But the Resident had been 
written to about my expenses being defrayed from my firm, and the Resident, 
on the 31st December 1848, in his reply stated that he could not sanction the 
disbursements mentioned in my yad. But I did not wish the disbursements 
in question to be made from, the Government treasuiy, but from my own firm, 
regarding which, however, the Resident did not think proper to write to the 
Bombay Government, and refused the prayer at once. But the Company 
Sirkar having pledged their word to the Dewanjee’s people, rendered them every 
assistance ; now the same Sirkar’s guarantee has been extended towards me, 
what objection therefore existed to the Sirkar permitting my expenses to be 
disbursed from the funds of my firm r At the present time it is owing to my evil 
destiny that there is no gentleman who is willing to dispense justice ; but as I 
am put to much difficulty on account of my expenses, this disgrace the Resi- 
dent should take into consideration.” 

98. In reference to Captain French’s assurance that her case was under the 
consideration of Government, Joitabaee very justly observed that this was a 
poor answer to her petition for the removal of the Durbar guards ; seeing that 
Baba Nafra and his friends made open boast of the nature of the reply Captain 
French’s representations were certain to elicit from Government, she wrote, — 

“ The clique of Baba Nafi-a congratulate themselves that the Resident has 
written to the Bombay Government to induce them to withdraw their guarantee 
which the firm at present enjoys, and that upon this measure being sanctioned, 
as they enjoy the protection of the Guicowar Sirkar, they need not fear being 
punished ; and that as I had been formerly confined in a dark room, that the 
time is approaching when I shall again be subjected to the same treatment. If 
such be the consequence of my having petitioned the Resident, I am hopeless.” 

99 . Had Captain French read thus far it is to be hoped he would not have 
so summarily disposed of Joitabaee’s letter on the score of its “ low” and ’* un- 
becoming ” language ; and had he perused what immediately followed, he would, 
1 am sure, have admitted that Joitabaee was indeed a victimized woman, and 
have seen cause to suspect that he had been betrayed into an act of injustice 
by the plausible bud man on whose representations he had relied. 

“ One circumstance troubles me much, i. the Resident having written that 
my case is pending before the Government of Bombay, and that an answer in 
the matter may be looked for shortiy ; but Cotonel Ontram had ordei^ that 
consequent upon my mother Lariiaee not having given fn hes^ deposition the 
case had not beoi conduded, but that so soon as such deposition was taken the 
case would be completed at the Guicowar Sirkar’Sj and would then be sent before 
him, and that when the case was brought before him he would take into consi- 
deration what I had to uige on my part, and have the case adjudicated ; there- 
fore my mother was induced to give in her deposition ; but I am not informed 

560. 5 B 2 whether 
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vfhether after giving in of such deposition, whether the case has been sent beforo 
the Resident or otherwise ; but the Sahib states that the case is pending before 
the Bombay Sirkar, therefore I beg that the Sahib will be pleased to afiord me 
every information on this subject.” 

100. The motives that induced Baba Nafra to make open boast in the city 
of the reports and recommendations which Captain French, under the malign 
influence of Nursoo Punt, submitted to Government, may be readily understood; 
the same motives prompted him to drive Joitabaee to madness and^despair, by 
communicating to her that the Acting Resident had not only urged on Govern- 
ment the immediate cancelling of the guarantee ; in other words, the immediate 
removal of the only check to the Baba’s persecution of her which still existed ; 
but that he actually maintained that in spite of the guarantee, Government had 
no right to invoke punishment on her persecutor, even were all her allegations 
true. Coupling the information thus maliciously conveyed to her with the 
extraordinary display of friendship made by the Resident towards Baba Nafra 
on the 28th of the preceding February, and taking further into consideration 
the unlimited power and influence that the Baba possessed, as illustrated by the 
Durbar's acquiescence in all his irregular and lawless acts against his mistress, 
it cannot be a matter of surprise that Joitabaee trembled for her life, nor ought 
it to be a matter of reproach to her that, in her anguish and despair, she 
should have thus written : — 

“ The Bombay Sirkar had written to the Maharaj to remove Baba Nafra and 
his partners in crime from their several offices,* and it does not appear that 
the said Sirkar had given this order with a view of furthering their own interests, 
but it is evident that such order had been made with a view of preserving the 
friendship which obtains between both the Sirkars ; but such being the case, 
any parties at the present time, should they ever feel disposed to murder one 
in my position, they may do so with impunity, as far as the Guicowar Sirkar is 
concerned, therefore I am induced to solicit the Resident that he will be pleased 
to submit to me any order which may have been sanctioned by the Bombay 
Government, or any of the late Residents, permitting Baba Nafra to commit 
murder, so tliat I may feel satisfied, and not cease to adopt any measures calculated 
to secure me redress. The Sahib should forgive me for thus troubling him, 
because the Sahib would appear to be ignorant of the practice obtaining under 
the Guicowar Sirkar’s rule, as also with the people and customs of the country, 
and consequently I am denied redress, and exposed to much inconvenience 
and suffering, and therefore I am compelled to urge that yOu should inform 
yourself upon these points, when only these intriguers are likely to be punished, 
and I relieved from my present miseries.” 

101. Yet these were the representations, and such the language which 
Captain French rejected on account of the “ low ” and “ unbecoming ” phrase- 
ology of the first three paragraphs.* 

102. On the 20th of April Joitabaee addressed another letter to Captain 
p. <A.), No, 30. French. In the opening paragraph she reminded him that she had throughout 

implicitly obeyed the orders conveyed to her by myself and him. “ But,” she 
wrote, “ the road leading to what is called justice I have failed in finding. On 
the contrary, my several petitions have not only been unattended to, but I have 
been menaced ; extraordinary conclusions have been come to, and extraordinary 
decisions have been passed in my case.” 

103. Amongst other things, she alluded to the fact that without taking the 
trouble to investigate her case, and without affording her an oj^rtunity of 
explaining it to him. Captain French had recommended ils settlement ^by such 
a Punchayet from which there lay no appeal, and expressed" her opinion that 
such a recommendation could only have been made at the instigation of Baba 
Nafra’s relatives, Gunnesh Punt, and Nursoo Punt, Captain French’s native 
agent. “ It i%” she' wrote, “ evident that the Sahib has been raisihfOTmed, and 
has reported on this case without taking the trouble to inform himself of its 

5 merits ; 


* Alluding to the correspondence between the two GovemihenU on the subject of the Dhuckjee 
Drulajee afTair in 1843. 
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merits ; and when, in consequence of this, for the pui^ose of having it explained, 
according to the orders of the Sahib, and in accordance with the rules of 
justice, 1 happen to express myself anxiously in mforming the Sahib, he 
becomes angry, fancying that his orders are not respected.” 

104. She implored Captain French so far to do her justice as even at that 
late period to peruse her petitions, and thus be in a position to judge for 
himself ; she complained that her lot was doubly hard, inasmuch being ignorant 
of what reports Captain French had made on her case, she was at a loss to 
make knoi^n her grievances to the Bombay Government, and rectify the 
errors into which that Government might be betrayed, through the ignorance 
of her case on the part of Captain French, and the false reports made to ^hat 
official, and by him unsuspectingly communicated tu Government. 

105. And thus accurately did she describe the course of her hopeless suit : 

“ Unnecessary delays have been permitted to interfere, haring for their object 
the placing of the case, by procrastination, in such a position as to prevent its 
being ultimately established, and the charges therein contained brought home 
to the parties who have perpetrated them. Thus on every side am I betrayed 
into difficulties, and all that the Sahib has done for me has been to remove the 
guards and jassood who have been placed upon me«by the Maharaj and the 
rebellious Baba Nafra. Beyond this, the Sahib has done nothing towards 
relieving me from the difficulties I am surrounded by on every side, and the 
measures which, in accordance with the rules of justice, it was incumbent upon 
the Sahib to have adopted, he has entirely overlooked and set aside.’* 

106. She complained that while in his letter to her. Captain French had 
never answered her remonstrances, he imparted irrelevant matters, and adduced 
as an illustration the letter of the 5tli April, in which the Acting Resident had, 
in vindication of the Guicowar’s conduct in re-inforcing Baba Nafru’s guards, 
impugned her honesty and her chastity, and she begged that she might be 
furnished with an attested copy of the representations in which he had ventured 
to do so. 

107* In reference to Captain French’s request that she would not listen to 
the bad advice of her vakeel and “ give unnecessary trouble,” she observed : 

“ I beg to submit that this remark is at variance with the rules of justice, 
and the usual practice in such cases. If such a remark be made, it can only 
emanate from my opponent or his supporters ; but such a remark to come from 
the Sahib does not appear proper.” She entered into the matter at some length 
to show that it w'as not her fault so much trouble was given, and she wound up 
with expressing a “ sanguine hope that the Resident would be pleased to take the 
whole of the above circumstances into consideration, and not feel vexed at her 
writing to him, and not think it a labour to peruse her petitions ;” concluding 
by intimating that she would “ feel obliged if the Sahib will be pleased to 
transmit with this petition all the papers which have, up to the present day, 
passed upon this subject to the Governor in Council,” having previously in the 
Ist paragraph stated, “if, however, the Resident be disincUnedto write to the 
JBombay Government to the above effect, it is requested that this, my yad, may 
be transmitted for the above Government’s information.” 

108. This petition was, like the petition of the 10th, returned to the writer, 

and on it was the following endorsement by Captain French, dated 21st April : App. (A.), 

“The order on this matter is, that on the 10th April 1849, your petition, 
improperly written, had been received, and was returned by endorsement. The 
present petition, upon a perusal of a portion of its contents, has been found to 
be simikr to your former petition, as regards the unbecoming language used 
therein, consequently it is returned to you without the whole of its contents 
being perused, Therefore, if you are “desirous of sending any petition, you 
should cause such petitions to be properly and temperately written.” 

jp. (Si.~“ What is the benefit of youf^sending petitions ? The Bombay Govern- 
ment has been trritten to regarding youf case, and upon a reply thereto being 
received, the decision of the Bombay Government will be made known to you.” 

1 09. The Bomhay Government had indeed been written to, and very erroneous 
were the reports that had been written. Had Captmn French granted 

560. 5 B 3 Joitabaee’s 
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Joitabaee’s request, that if he failed to comply with her petition, he woud 
least send it on to Government, that body might at length have perceived 
the injustice of which she was the victim ; but Captain French heeded not the 
widow’s request. 

)p. (A.), No. 33 . 110. The unhappy lady again addressed Captain French (m the 25th of 

April, entreating him to “ take into consideration that I am being severely 
oppressed, and that besides yourself, I have no other to look to for redress ; 
and that consequently, if 1 do not lay my grievances before the Sahib, where 
am I to seek for justice ? " And she once more entreated to be famished with 
attested copies of the representations on which Captain French had been 
induced to justify her imprisonment on the plea that she was in possession of 
jewels not her ovm, and that she was unchaste. But no reply seems to have 
been vouchsafed to this affecting and most reasonable petition. 

111. On the 7th of May Joitabaee, wearied with addressing an officer 
who treated her after the fashion indicated in the foregoing paras., dis- 
appointed at his inattention to her request to forward to Government her 
petition of the 20th April, and attributing the denials of redress she met with 
at the hands of the Bombay Government to the erroneous representations of 
Captain lh*ench, and the ‘withholding by that officer of several representations, 
sent a sealed petition to the Acting Resident for transmission to Government. 
This petition, dated 7th May, which was written in Maharatta, contained 

pp. (A.), No. 33. Guzerattee copies of those she had addressed to Captain French on that day 
and on the 10th and 20th of April; and her motive for thus addressing Govern- 
ment direct is thus stated in her concluding paragraph : 

“ In the memorial which your petitioner forwarded to the Resident upon the 
20th April 1849, she begged, in the event of his not acceding to the request 
therein cohtained,- that he would forward her memorial, together with its within- 
named papers, to your Lordship in Council, in order that his report and the 
memorial might be simultaneously considered. The Resident not having 
acceded to your petitioner’s request, she herewith forwards copies of that memo- 
rial, and of one bearing this day’s date, 7 May 1849. 

“ P.S. — Your petitioner humbly requests that before dispatching an answer 
to the Resident, your Lordship will direct him to supply the petitioner with all 
papers relating to her case, in order that she may enable your Lordship to 
compare the Resident’s reiJort wdth her statement, and so decide'the case.” 

112. This memorial was dispatched by Captain French on the 10th of May. 
On the 13th of June Government returned it, and its enclosures, to Captain 
French for translation, and at the same time referred him to the letter of the 
21 St May, in which Government had refused to interpose further, that is, at all, 
in Joitabaee’s behalf ; the said letter having been in reply to the communication 
in which Captain French had unjusiifiaWy and inaccurately reported that 
Joitabaee had declined to consent t<J the settlement of her affairs by arbi- 
tration. 

113. On the 21st of July Captain French transmitted to Government what 
he was pleased to call the translated substance of Joitabaee’s petition, and in 
doing so, he added, “ From the memo, appended, it will be seen that the enclo- 
sures are mere repetitions, in all respects, of former complaints.” 

114. By what right, or on what grounds, or with what object. Captain French 
abstained from sending to Government foil translations as well of Joitabaee’s 
petition as of its enclosures, it is for that officer, not for me, to explain. He 
had ample time for their preparation, 40 days having elapsed between the 
i^ceipt of the documents and the dispatch o( what he styles their ‘‘ translated 

. substance.” The fact of the petition having been sealed, showed that Joitabaee 
had ceased to have confldenoe in the Acting R^ident, that she desired to appeal 
from him to his masters, and that she was anxious h^ appeal should reach 
those masters in its integrity, and not be tampered with at the residency. The 
petition itself set forth that the reason of its being sent was the petitioner’s 
suspicion that Captain French liad withheld some of her representations, and 
Captain French was well aware that the surmii^ was well founded. Under these 
circumstances surely delicacy, manly feeling, justice, and official decorum, pre- 
scribed that the widow should have the full benefit of laying her case before 

Government 
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Government in the way she desired ; and even if Captain French thought him- 
selfjustified in withholding those documents which Government had directed 
him to transmit in a translated form, surely nothing but the deception practised 
on him by Nursoo Punt could have induced him grossly to misrepresent them ; 
and in stating that the enclosures to Joitabaee’s petition of the 7th of May were 
mere repetitions of her petition of the 21st of December, he did undoubtedly 
misrepresent theih, just as on the occasion of his first letter to Government he 
had misrepresented the petitions she had written prior to my departure. 

115.1 subjoin in parallel columns the memorial of the 7th of May and what 
Captain French call^ its “ translated substance.” He doubtless believed it to 
be so, on Nursoo Punt’s assertion that it was ; but a comparison of the two 
documents will show that the latter did not display what Joitabaee was anxious 
to make known to Lord Falkland, viz., her conviction that her case had been 
misrepresented in the reports which the Acting Resident had sent to Govern- 
ment, and her anxious desire that she should be furnished wit^ copies of those 
reports, to enable her to demonstrate and correct the errcmeous statement they 
contained. 

Memorial addressed to Lord Falkland, "Translated Substance” of the 
dated the 7th May. Memorial of ihe 7th May. 


Para. 1. Your niemorialist humbly showelh, Para. 1. In reply to my petition of 
that on the .21 st December 1848 she forwarded ilst December 1848, I was referred to 
a petition to your Lordship, who returned it the Acting Resident, to whom the docu- 

with an endorsement, dated 25th January 1849, ment was forwarded, but whether it has 

and to the effect that it should be forwarded sinqe been sent to Government I know 
through the Acting Resident, Captain French ; not. A perusal of it is necessary to become 
this vour petitioner accordingly did, but the acquainted with the circumstances of my 
Resident’s answer not clearly stating that the case. By reierring to the petitions of the 

petition had been forwarded, she now begs 20th April and 7tB May, preferred by me 

tlwt, in case it has not been, your Lordship will to the Acting Resideni, the difficulties of 
require it from the Resident, and if upon pe- my situation will become apparent, and 
rusal, the circumstances therein stated shall not I beg that the Resident may be instructed 
seem thoroughly intelligible, your Lordship will to inquire into the matter, 
consider that, owing to certain reasons, all of 
which are stated in your petitioner’s memorials 
of 20th April (with its enclosure of the lOtb ’ 

idem) and 7th May 1840, here enclosed, she is 
unable to enter into full details. Your petitioner 
further humbly hopes that your Lordship, having 
brought under his consideration the continued 

K ievances she has suffered, owing to the'over- 
oking of her former complaints, will be 
pleased to direct the Resident to hasten the 
investigation of her case, as stated in the above- 
mentioned memorials. 

Para. 2. If, as requested in the above me- Para. 2. Otherwise copies of all the 
raorials, your petitioner shall be allowed copies correspondence on this subject should be 
of all papers relating to her case, she will fiimished me, which will greatly facilitate 
thereupon furnish your Lordship with so clear the investigation, and without which 
a statement as shall save all trouble in the Governmeiu will be unable to judge as 
coming investigatidn. In the absence of those to whether the Resident has taken a right 
papers, being ignorant as to what the Resident view of the case or not; onr^iptoftiiiK 
may have written, your petitioner is unable to documents I will communicatie the oir- 
draw out the said staiemeni, she therefore begs cumstances in detail. After taking which 
your Lordship to prevent any objections to her into consideratioi^ as also what the Resi- 
receiving the requisite papers being put forth. dent may write oh the subject, Lpray that 

a just and decided order be issued. In 
^ « the meantime I hoM DO instructions will 

be sent to the Residency. 

Para. 8. Your petitioner IrumiJ^ begl that 
your Lordship in Council will^itiTest^atesimul- • 
taneously the Resident’s report and her Tstat^ 
roentjiewainli^ firom ensweriog the &Taiertwt^^ 

such time as his* final decision shidl have been > 

4>ubyahed. 
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Memorial addressed to Lord Falkland, 
dated the 7th May — continued. 


Para, 4. That your Lordship will, and at his 
earliest convenience, dispose of the case, is the 
petitioner’s prayer. 

Para. 6. On the 2d August 1847 your peti- 
tioner wrote to your Lordship, begging that 
arrangements might be made for the preveaiion 
of injury to tlie State of her ancestor, Hurree 
Bhugtee. She hns, moreover, on more than one 
occasion, and lastly on the 24th April, addressed 
the Resident upon this subject, but as yet with-* 
out result, she therefore anew solicits your 
Lordship’s notice of the matter. 

Para. 6. In bri^, your petitioner humbly re- 
quests these arrangement- for the' prevention of 
injury n>«y be made belore the investigation of 
the case, and that in the interim she may be 
allowed resources adequate to her necessary 
expenditure. 

Para. 7. Th is lawsuit has entailed upon your 
petitioner unavoidable debts, for the payment 
of which she is much pressed, and to free her 
from which, and enable her to live after the 
manner of her ancestors, she has before peti- 
tioned your Lordship. Two years have elapsed 
since she first represented her just claims, but 
as yet they remain unsettled, while diflSiculties 
accumulate. 

Para. 8. In the memorial which your peti- 
tioner forwarded to the Resident upon the 
20th of April 1849, she begged, in the event of 
his not acceding to the request therein con- 
tained, that he would forwaid her memorial, 
together with the within named papers, to your 
Lordship in Council, in order that his report 
and her memorial might be simultaneously con- 
sideied. The Hesident not*having acceded to 
your petitioner’s request, she here forwards 
copies of that memorial, and of one beating this 
day’s date, 7th May 1849. 


Translated Substance ” of the Mb- 
MOBiAL of the 7th May — continued, 

m' 

Para. 3. I pray that eith.er of the above 
plans be adopted for the settlement of ray 
affairs. 

Para. 4. Several applications have been 
made to Government a^d the Residency 
for the protection of the wealth of the firm 
of Hurree Bhugtee, but as yet nothing has 
been done. 


Para. 6. If the inquiry be instituted be- 
fore these arrangements are made, much 
of the property will be lost ; I beg that 
arrangements be likewise made for iny 
expenses. 


Para. 6. My former petition the Resi- 
dent was requested to submit to Govern- 
ment should he be unable to effect a 
statement, but as this has not been done,, 
I now beg to enclose copies of these 
papers for the information of Govern- 
ment. 


Postsaipt — Your petitioner humbly requests that before dispaichiri^ an answer to the 
Resident, your Lordship will direct him to supply the petitioner with all papers relating to 
her ca^^e, in order that she may enable your Lordship to compare the Resident's report with 
her statement, and so decide the case. — Dated 7th May 1849. 

1 1 6. The memorandum alluded to by Captain French, as showing that the 
enclosures are mere repetitions in all respects of former complaints,’* is as 
follows : — 

Memorandum. 


The petitions sent to the Residency, alluded to above, are mere repetitions 
of the grievances already recorded in the English petition of the 21st December 
1848, received from Government under endorsement, No. 355, January 1849, 
and expressing a desire that no orders be given to the Resident until the case 
has been strictly inquired into.” 

117* *Two of the three enclosed petitions were those of the 10th and 20tb 
April, the contents of which I have already had occasion to notice at some 
length ; and how Captain French could reconcile with his conscience the asser- 
tion that these documents were but repetitions of the petition of the 2 1st 
Deteember 1848, is more than I can comprehend# When he thus designated 
them he had either read them, or he bad not read them. If he had not read 
them, he 4id a very reprehensible thing irf pretending to give an account of 
theqj ; if ho had read them, he must have peredted that they chkdy referred 
to matters not alluded to in the December netition ; he must have seen that 
they contained strong appeals against himself, and that they distinctly iidplied 

not 
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not only that he was under the influence of Baba Nafra and Nuraoo Punt, but 
that^his recommendation of a pimchayet from which there should be no appeal 
had been suggested by these people ; he must have observed that the wisdom 
and humanity of his recommendation for the immediate abrogation of the 
guarantee while Baba Nafra remained in the bank had been seriously impugned ; 
and he would have seen that Joitahaee not only protested against the defence 
of her imprisonment which he had urged as gross and gratuitous insult to her- 
self, but that she had exposed its flimsiness and absurdity in a very happy 
manner. All of which grounds of complaint had arisen subsequent to the 21st 
December. 

118. The other enclosed petition was that to himself of the 7th of May. In App. (A.), No. 
that petition, in which Joitabhaee distinctly accused Captain French of having 
remained wilfully ignorant of the merits of the case, by refusing to read the 

papers in which she endeavoured to describe them, she made some truthful but 
doubtless unpalatable strictures on his request, she would “ cease to ^ve unne- 
cessary trouble and she criticised the remarks he had made on her petitions 
of the 10th and 20th April, which it was clear she herself had not considered 
‘‘ low” and “ unbecoming,” else had she not sent copies of them to Government. 

Yet these three documents, of which translations had been required by Govern- 
ment, were withheld on the plea that they were “mere repetitions of the 
petitions of 21st December 1848.”* 

1 19. Captain French, after thus summarily disposing of the widow’s petitions, 
went on to say — 

“ The Baee, you will observe, always speaks as if she were the owner of Hurree 
Bhugtee’s firm, whereas there is an elder widow of the late Bechur Samuldass, 
besides a son. For Joitahaee a distinct provision was made in the will of the 
deceased banker.” 

120. The “distinct provision” referred to was contained in an unattested 
deed, which Baba Nafra professed to have obtained from her husband at a time 

when, as a medical committee (appointed by me to investigate the matter of Appendix (L 

Joitabaee’s pregnancy) clearly believe, the banker was not in a state of mind or 

body to attend to business affairs ; and the circumstances under which the deed 

was obtained, as well as the deed itself, savours strongly of fraud, as will, I 

think, be admitted by any one who candidly reads Appendix (C ) But be this Appendix (C 

as it may, the deed, even if knowingly signed by Bechur Samuldass, would be 

set aside by any equitable tribunal as having been written under the erroneous 

belief that his wife would not bear him a son ; but even were it otherwise, 

Joitabhaee had surely a claim to be heard in respect at least of that “ distinct 
provision” to which Captain French referred. Whatever might be the precise — ■ 
amount of her pecuniary rights, it was undoubted these were withheld under 
circumstances, if her tide were true, of peculiar atrocity. Captain French 
knew that they were withheld, and he ought to have reflected that if he had 
sent translations of the enclosures to Joitabaee’s petition, instead of withholding — 
them on an erroneous plea. Government would have learned that Joitahaee had 
made many, but ineffectual, efforts to obtain through Captain French a subsis- 
tence from out of those funds, in part her own property, which Baba Nafra had 
been lavishing in suborning perjury against herself, and in buying up shares in 
Captain French’s projected Baroda railway, with a view to ingratiate himself 
with the acting Resident. 

121. In reference to the doubts expressed by Government, in their letter of 
the 21st May, as to Baba Nafra 's complicity with Joitahaee, whom they had 
assumed to be guilty of a fraud, and in reference to their recommendation that 
if Baba Nafra’s complicity were proved, the elder widow should be requested to 
dismiss him from his appointment. Captain French observed— 

“ With 


* When Captain French had reaolved on withholding the translations demanded by Governmenr, 
and sending a ** translated substance '’ in liibu thereof, it would have been better hnd he allowed 
Mr* Battye to draw up the translated substance,^ instei4 ot confiding ^to Nursoo Punt the duty of 
giving the substance ” 804 leaving to Mr. Battye simply the tad Sf translating it, thereby making 
his assisiant apparently resfmosiby ibr the accuracy or the summary, whii reality he was on 
^responsible for tfie fidelity with which that iummary was rendered into English^ 

560. 5 c 
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“ With reference to the concluding para, of Mr. Acting Secretary Courtney's 
letter of the 21st May, No. 1,263, the part home by the Moonim, Baba Nafra, is 
perfectly well known to every inhabitant of this city, but his services as active 
manager are indispensable to the existence of the firm, and the advice to the 
elder widow to dismiss him would be thrown away, for she, like Joitabaee, all 
concur in saying, is more than wanting in sense.” 

122. How the services of a man who was “ perfectly well known to every 
inhabitant” of Baroda to have already prostituted his confidential post by the 
practice of a foul fraud and conspiracy against the elder widow and heir of his 
late master, could be indispensable to the well-being of the bank in which the 
fortune of the widow and heir were bound up, is, I confess, far from obvious to 
me ; but I have no difficulty in understanding why Baba Nafra’s relative and 
friend, the native agent, should have endeavoured to satisfy the acting Resident 
that such was the case. I can readily conceive that Meersurfraz Allie, and the 
other friends of the Baba who visit^ Captain French, did their best to rivet 
that opinion in his mind, and I think it is a fair assumption that the Baba him- 
self lost no opportunity of impressing it on the mind of the acting Resident 
during the three months that had elapsed between the cancelling by Captain 
French of the Government interdict and the date of the letter under notice. 
The intimation contained in the foregoing extract that Joitabaee was “ more 
than wanting in sense,” is the first and only one to that effect I have ever had ; 
and if all “ concurred in saying” so to Captain French, all concurred in prac- 
tising on him a gross delusion, for she is not “ more than wanting in sense,” if 
these words be meant to imply that she labours under mental imbecility ; but 
had it been so, surely every principle of humanity, justice, manly sentiment and 
offieiiil duty, should have prompted the acting Resident to sift the charges that 
had been brought against her with a jealous eye, to listen to and examine with 
scrupulous care into every complaint she made, and to insist that at least she 
should receive everything to which she was entitled by the terms of the “ distinct 
provision” referred to by Captain French. 

123. In his fourth paragraph Captain French observed, “ If Government will 
persist in not further interfering in this matter, and tell Joitabaee that the 
decision come to in Mr, Courtney’s letter is final, it is more than probable that 
a reconciliation will come about between the parties.” 

124. The decision referred to was that the British Government would not 
further interfere in Joitabaee’s behalf ; in other words, that it would leave her to 
the tender mercies of her enemy, and of a Durbar that had already ranged 
itself in a most irregular and reprehensible manner on the side of that enemy. 
To such an arrangement the Baba would doubtless be readily enough recon- 
ciled, but how its finality was calculated, and “ more than probable ” to promote, 
Joitabaee’s reconciliation to that individual is not quite manifest. 

125. In paragraph 5 of his letter. Captain French went on to say: — 

“ It is reported here by every one that the deceased banker had not been 
near Joitabaee for more thsm a year previous to his death, as well as that the 
ceremony of ‘ uggurney ’ in the seventh month of pregnancy was not per- 
formed. This rite is not secret or private, but one in which all of the caste are 
invited to share. In fact, that the Baee not only bore no child to her husband, 
but was not a mother at all, is perfectly well understood here ; but had it been 
the reverse, then the charge which she prefers against Baha Nafra is the child’s 
abstraction, and supposing this the case, can Government punish him, a subject 
of his Highness, for an offence in this raj, though he be the servant of a 
guarantee f I presume all that could be done would be to request the Guicowar 
to see justice done, and I need not tell you that this foolish lady, or rather her 
mother, Larbaee, for her, declines all interference by the Durbar.” 

126. There are two distinct points here mixed up together. The first of 
these is an assertion alleged to rest , on universal belief, to the effect that 
Joitabaee never had a child; the second, a practical denial that if she had a 
child, and that child had been abstracted by Baba Nafira, the British Govern- 
ment had any right to interfere in behalf of Jcatabaee. In reference to the 
first of these points I have only to observe that unquettionable evidence exists, 
and will hereafter be adduced, to the e^ct that Joitabaee had a child, and that 
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the reason of uggemey ” not being performed, was the recent demise of her 

husband. The rite referred to {vide Appendix (J.) No. 38), is seldom if ever App. (J.), No. 38 

celebrated if the husband be very ill ; it cannot be performed at all after his 

death ; and if Captain French had taken the trouble to institute inquiries, he 

would have found that Joitabaee’s husband died ere she had accomplished the 

seventh month of her pregnancy. As regards the second point, I fed certain 

Government will determine that so long as a guarantee exists, the terms of the 

guarantee render it imperative on the Resident to interfere in behalf of any of 

the subjects of the guarantee, who is the victim of so foul an outrage as the 

abduction of her child, imprisonment at the hands of the abductor, defamation 

of character, loss of caste, and deprivation of all her worldly goods. 


Documents contained in the Compilations accompanying Government Letter to 
Captain French, dated 15 November, No. 407 of 1861. 

Contained in Compilation No. 1 : 

Extract paragrm)hs 36 to 63, 67 to 86, and 92 to 126, from a Report (Part IL) from 
Lieutenant-colonel Outram, dated 31 st March 1861, alluded to in Oovemment letter to 
Captain French, dated the 15th November, No. 407 of 1851. 

Contained in Compilation No. 2 : 

Appendices (A.) and (D.) alluded to in paragraphs 4 and 11 of Government letter to 
Captain French, dated the 15th November, No. 407 of 1851. 

Contained in Compilation No. 3 : 

Letter from Captain French, Acting Resident at Baroda, dated the 15th November, 
No. 282 of 1848, with Enclosures. 

Petition to Government from Joitabhaee, widow of the late Bechurbaee, dated 15th June 
1847. 

Report by Captain French, dated 22d November, No. 285 of 1848. 

Petition to Government from Ladbhaee Kome Bhugteedass, alias Bhanabhaee Kandass, 
without date. 

Hef)ort by Captain French, dated the 22d November, No. 283 of 1848. 

Petition to Government from Joitabaee, widow of the late Bechurbaee, dated the 29th 
July 1847. 

Report by Captain French, dated the 22d November, No. 284 of 1848. 

Government letter to Captain French, Acting Resident at Baroda, dated the 18th Decem- 
ber, No. 5,269 of 1848. 

Contained in Compilation No. 4: 

Depositions of Captain French before Mr. Johnson, alluded to in paragraphs 6 and 14 of 
the Government letter to Captain French, dated the 15th November, No. 407 of 1861. 

Contained in Compilation No. 5 : 

DI. Translation of a Yad from Joitabhaee Settanee to the Acting Resident at Baroda, 
dated 10th April, with his Reply thereto, dated the 11th April 1849. 

DII. Translation of Original Guzerattee Petition from Joitabhaee Settanee to the 
Acting Resident at Baroda, dated 20th April 1849, with his Reply thereto, dated the 21st 
April 1849. 

Dill, Translation of Original Petition from Joitabhaee Settanee to the Right Honourable 
the Governor, dated 17th May 1849. 

DIV. Translation of Original Yad from Joitabhaee Settanee to the Resident at Baroda 
dated 7th May 1849. 

E. Petition from Joitabhaee Settanee to the Right Honourable the Govmnor, dated 21st 
December 1848. 

F. Translation of Original Yad to Captain French, Acting Resident, from Joitabhaee, 
dated 80th December 1848. 

Reply to the above from Captain French, dated the SOth December 1848. 

Contained in Compilation No. 6 : 

Letter from Captain French, dated the 22d February, No. 66 of 1849, with Enclosures. 

Letter to • ditto - ditto, dated 2l8t May, No. 2,168 of 1849. 

Letter from ditto - ditto, dated 10th May, No. 116 of 1849. 

Letter to ditto - ditto, dated 18ih June, No. 2,840 of 1849* 

Letter from ditto - ditto, dated 21st July, No. 199 of 1849. 

Tmnslated substance of a petition from Joitabhaee Settanee to Government, dated 7th 
May 1849, with Memo, by Mr. Battye to Captaih French and Joitabhaee Setanee, dated 
9th August, No. 3,899 and 3,400 of 1849. 

560. 
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Contained 
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Contained in Compilation No. 7 : 

Two Letten, with Endosures, from tiie late Mr. Andreiirs, then Actiaff Reaident at 
Baroda, dated th<e 82d March and 14th April, Nos. 70 and Si of 1S47, leaded to in para- 
graph 16 of Government letter to Captain Frencb« dated the 16th Novemher, No. 407 of 
1861. 

Contained in Compilation No. 8: 

Exhibit, B. No. 1 to B. No. 28, alluded to in paragraph 16 of Govemmei^ Letter to 
Captain French, datW the 16th November, No. 407 of 1861. * 

Contained in Compilation No. S t 

Extract paragraph 17 of a letter from Lieutenant-colonel Outram to Government, dated 
the Slet March, No. 47 of 1661, alluded to in paragraph ISth of Government Letter to 
Captain French, dated the l&th November, No. 107 of 1651. 

Contained in Compilation No. 10 : 

Letter No. 60, dated the 4th January 1840, from the Chief Secretary to Captain French, 
forwarding for his report a petition from Venayek Dhondeo Ubyunker, and Captain 
French’s reply. No. 14, dated the 8th idem, alluded to in paragraph 20 of Government 
Letter to Captain French, dated the 16th November, No. 407 of 1851. 

Bombay Castle, (signed) A. Makt, 

15 November 1861. Chief Secretary. 


— No. 3. — 


From Captain P. T. French, late Officiating Resident at Baroda, to 
A. Malet, Esq., Chief Secretary to Government, Bombay. 

Sir, 

1. I HAVK now the honour to return all the Compilations that accompanied 
your letter of the 16th instant (No. 407), and to request you will lay with this 
letter before Government the enclosed series of replies to the “ bracketed 
portions of Colonel Outram’s Report, Part IJ. of the 31st March last.” 

2. I have, at the close of the replies just referred to, answered such portions 
of your letter as were called for. ’ 

3. Having twice already disappointed my friends at home in the matter of 
returning after an uninterrupted residence in this country of 29 years, I have 
devoted all the time I could to at once drawing up the above replies. Though 
not prepared in the studied style of Colonel Outram’s report, I trust my 
answers will, in the estimation of Government, be deemed sufficient. 

4. Colonel Outram ^ves extracts from every letter and report I ever made 
on the affiurs of Joetabhaee, artistically commented on, and so placed and 
contrasted as to evince a great amount of care in the display, with much know- 
ledge of the art of pleading. 

5. I am not aware of any point on which, after such a lapse in time, I could 
afford more information than I gave in my answers; and it were to little 
purpose offering speculations, where I have no one to refer to, in the absence 
of all the persons with whom I transacted the public duty viewed by Colonel 
Outram, and where the memory may be defective. 

6. But with the hope of going home on the 3d December, as above stated, 
I lost no time in furnishing answers to such portions of the mitique as you 
called for, and have now but to solicit that any deficiencies in my answers may 
be soon made known to me in order to my carrying out this intent. 

7. Colonel Outram’s report is dated seven and a h^ months back; and 

though, in May last, it was well known I wished leave India on the 
1st November, 1 am but just favoured wi|h about twq quires of papets filled 
with attacks on me in the matter of this lady, Joelabhaee. This was, perhaps, 
unavoidable; but even at this late hour 1 thank his Lprdslup in Cbuni^ for 
affording me the opportunity of a reply. ^ ^ ! 

8. In 
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B. In 1829 aad«i830 I wa| at Bi|i‘oda, regiment, ^ about 18 

months, an^ 18 years never retimued, lin^ then as officiating 

Resident eO the v2d November 1848. T romamedv i^ court of his 
Highness Qnicowar at till the 14th 5an^ary 1850, or spme 14 

months, not a long period parthnilarly to one previously unacquainted with 
its political and social features. 

9. Biiriog ^k^^ period 1 worked hairi in v^ ways, but have £sred indif- 
ferently, for I fciund it vrad^iadustry without applause, succ^S without reward ; 
and the gentleman during whose absence 1 was acting, has been ' allowed to 
criticise with an inimical pen every one of my public acts. vv 

10. To each item of each attack 1 responded on the mbttfent ; hut to this 

hour I know not how my replies met those attdcks in the estimation of Goveta- 
ment, excepting the two extracts of the honourable <3ourt*s decmtch of the 
13th February 1851 (No. 4), referring to my .fettef ;9f the i860, 

answering Colonel Outram’s review of everything I ^ at Buoda, ^ted the 
20th ultimo. , ■ 

11. One para, of the above referred to extfact exoneriddd me 
attempt to injure the character of Cidonel Outram and all his dredeces^rs fer 
some 50 years in the mind of the honourable Court (for surii a sUrange idea 
that officer had contracted), and the Other extract blamed me for importuning 
the Gaekwar in the Baroda railway mattmr ; but 1 give oUr honourable 
masters too much credit for a knowledge of Imman nature, as developed in 
India, to suppose they were serious ; one party is blamed, and the other 
praised for yielding to his importunity. 

12. I am not about to attribute motives to Colonel Outram. In all my 

replies I have avoided personality, as, Qpposed to my principles of action, and 
I am now not ffisposed to take the war into an eqemy’s country, though so 
doing might strengthen my cause. This war of words, Government are, I dare 
say, heartily tired of, so 1 shall not reopen it; but I may, without disrespect, 
ask if any man can so conduct duty at a place like Baro^, or any place in 
fact, where a door may not be left open for questioning, Why did you do 
this ? or. Why leave that undone ? And if each officer is thus- to ^ve his most 
trivial acts, to the planting of some trees, or rath«r getting the prince of the 
country to plant and water them, questioned, where is the end of it, where the 
utility to the peace of the country, or a good nudei^fend among ours, elyes ? 
Colonel Outram’s incumbency, ere going to Egypt, as ^sident was longer 
than mine as officiating; yet, most assuredly, ^an iniimcal* pen, aft«r studying 
the records, might easily get up a case of omissien or commission, each and 
every point of which could not, tifter a lapse Of two or three years, be 
-^explained. ^ ^ ^ ^ 

13. But though a lover of peace, it will not be said that while at Barbda 

I refrained from speaking freely, thCugh not, I trust; discourteously. Two 
instances I may quote; one that I frcqnaatly told my Government we were 
departing, or rather acting in direct opposition to the various treaties made with 
^he Gaekwar Government, with reference to the ninth article of the treaty of 
1817 , which confirmed a like provirion m many treaties^ of a pre^ date ; 
and secondly, when in the summary <iE the 2d Noveinher I849 | pbiii^ out 
that a stipulation made on the teanafer to us by his Highni^s 
Mehwassee villages was not acted »Up to, though the geptleiuan wh^b <|fevv up 
that deed of transfer was then (2d a member hf t^ t|pv^- 

ment. But in both instances I received, in 'lien of thai^ a reprinwM. ' 

14. As particularly ^plicahle to Che ^$cuBsion|, Colonel Outiutn has been 

canying on with me, I his Lqrdsl^’s perUsid m ibis extrifet of the 42d 
paragraph of the summary just r^erted to : , , 

“ Para. ^ 2 . In feet if we vtroUld aHow it, it is often a pajw war between the 
agents . (l^lhee Kanfe) add Berident’i estabfishmenti^ lor f -Wtvl^^ -will allow 
that in mady any man ttf my more at 

hooje than I ^ 

and merlta these’matjle^^^^ be' aMe 0’ ^ctitte ;‘ he the outline, but 

must leave tp thh Rw^ oid# and up; ^ Ae whole; as well as 

be to an Undeririihle extent led by hint. ^ ^ f; - - 
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.‘ill Nov. 1848. 
lot her of Joe- 

iRf C, 


16. 1 would not be supposed, in giving the last lines, to make any rdlection 
on Nursoo Punt, of the merits of whose case I know nothing 1 but the whole 
extract tends to show the door left open by “ British sabjedrs, guarantees,” 
“ pledges,” as well as, which is nearer to the point, the measures one has to 
resort to in seeking for information to implicate a predecessor in office where 
such pledges exist. 

1 6. Surely if anything was wanted to place the guarantee question in its 
proper light, the late proceedings at Baroda are sufficient. At the capital of 
a principality in alliance witli the British Government for some 50 years, the 
person of a lady of rank and caste is examined by medical men to prove she 
was a mother. This lady is a subject of that state, and the examiners are 
servants of this. Hi.s Highness the Gaekwar cannot be supposed a willing 
party to this investigation, nor that he is to the punishment, though deserved, 
I believe, of Baba Nafra. 

17 . I wish not in any way to place my proceedings in contrast with Colonel 
Outram’s, but this I may say, that though I deemed my chief duty to be to see 
his Highness had nought to complain of in inoperative treaties and pledges, 
none suffered in any sense that could be avoided who had a claim on my 
Government, and out of such care and treatment came the visit of his Highness 
with every male member of his family (but one, an infant) to this place last 
year ; men, too, who had before never been out of Guzerat, or seen the sea. 

18. Will the proceedings of late, if not now going on at Baroda, tend to a 
hope of his Highness and family emerging from Guzerat again r or will that 
not rather tend to impair the little moral courage and self-esteem they had, 
the little effort they made in an onward direction disappearing ? How true is 
the saying, that human institutions not connected with progress must fall, 
if not before the increasing light of civilization, by the hand of violence ; by 
violence from within, if not from without. His Lordship in Council need not 
be reminded that certain interested parties have of late done that which might 
have caused “ violence from within,” a party well known to hundreds, European 
and native, here, but in which I do not believe Abba Sahib, the Gaekwar’s 
brother, had any hand. 

19. Government may with ease rescue that unhappy state of Baroda from 
many if not all its difficulties, and I feel assured an evincement of a purpose to 
do so will lead to the best possible results, and hearty concurrence on the part 
of the Durbar in all matters Government may suggest for its improvement in 
civilization in general. It has suffered at our hands much, but the greatest 
loss of all will be self-respect, and fears of the coming day. 

20 . In conclusion, and with reference to Joetabhaee, I beg to say I never 
pronounced more than an opinion of her guilty participation with Baba Nafra 
in the child ira^sition matter ; a judgment I never gave, though I expressed 
belief in the opinion. 

21.1 may here, though late in the day, also state that after due inquiries 
I placed no credit in her assertion of abject poverty, or even want. Krishna 
Rao Wittul was in the habit of making Uke complaints, and they were believed 
here ; yet while I was at Baroda, and trying to obtain his admission to the 
Durbar, he offered some 20,000 or 30,000 rupees, Nuzzerana, if received by 
his Highness. 

1 have, Slc. 

(signed) P. T. French, 

Bombay, 20 November 1861. Late Officiating Resident, Baroda. 

Since writing the preceding letter, and following replies to the bracketed 
portions of Compilation No. I, being certain paras, of Colonel Outram’s report, 
dated the 31st March 1851, I have perused Compilation No. 4, from which I 
now copy one of the questions put me before Mr. Johnson, and answered on 
oath 3d July 1851. 

“28. Were you at same date* aware that prior to j^our arrival at 
Baroda, Larbhaeef had given as full and ample a deposition as the pun- 
chayet had a right to demand of her, and that the punchayet' had 
been deprived of the only pretext they had had before for delaying^ to 
dose their proceedings, and forward them to the residency for that review 

to 
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to which I had intimated they would be subjected, and in the course of 
which it might be necessary to test much of the evidence recorded 
by the punchayet ?” 

2. I have had already occasion to mention the exceedingly clever and 
artistical style in which the paras, of Colonel Outram’s report sent to me are 
drawn up. Parts are contrasted with parts, and my letter of the 1 5th November 
1848 is nearly if not all given in the pleading so very judiciously, that I 
almost began to think I was hasty in so very soon writing it after reaching 
Baroda. 

3. Elsewhere in the accompaniments to this I have said that in one or more 
interviews with Colonel Outram he talked much on Baroda affairs, and no 
doubt Nursoo Punt, the native agent of the residency, held a prominent place 
therein, and that my mind was aware of Colonel Outram’s impression of him. 

4. I was aware too, that he had sent a formal complaint against the native 
agent to Government, suggesting that he should, in consideration of some 30 
years of service, be allowed to retire on a pension, instead of any harsher 
measure. 

5. I have also said elsewhere that I read over and studied the English 
records in Joetabhaee’s case, wherein I conclude in some of the reports or 
translations was the purport of that portion of the question above given, 
which says, the proceedings of the punchayet, all but complete when the 
Colonel left for Egypt, were to be “ sent to the residency for review, in the 
course of which it might be necessary to test much of the evidence recorded 
by the punchayet.” 

6. This I saw or heard of I conclude, and no doubt this settled the question 
in my mind, and led to the letter of the 15th of November 1848, for it 
outstrips any hallucination of {he many in the whole proceedings in this 
unhappy lady’s case 1 know of, 

7. The native agent, the only man of talent in the office, is stated by 
Colonel Outram to be unfit, in a moral sense, to remain in the service. Then 
through whose aid would Colonel Outram test the proceedings of the pun- 
chayet ? He will not, I know, say that he is himself a tolerable linguist, nor 
that his assistant, Mr. Battye, is a very good one. In the name of common 
sense, then, 1 ask how Colonel Outram could confirm or dissent from the 
decision of a punchayet of natives of the place, subjects of its sovereign, and 
ask his Government to indorse his decision on a case involving, he says, untold 
of wealth, and the honour of one of the ladies of the first banks in Western 
India? 

8. How an officer of his long service could arrive at such an idea is to me 
supremely surprising, but so carried away by it is he, that in Guestion 26, he 
asks if 1 was aware that all Joitabhaee asked for was to have her case 
inquired into “ by the Resident in person,” and to confine the manager of the 
said bank “ till after he had been tried for conspiracy, child abduction, &c. &c.” 

9. But perhaps the Colonel purposed not seeking the aid of the Government 
Establishment, but that of Baba Phurkey, for whose employment on another 
occasion he found, on returning to his charge, a severe reprimand, and in 
which document Government completely exonerated Nursoo Punt from the 
charges preferred against him by Colonel Outram, above referred to. 

] 0. Though perhaps knowing more of native states and native habits than 
Colonel Outram does, and ceitainly not less of Oriental languages, I would 
now decline the Residency of Baroda were it offered me, on the condition of 
my inquiring into and su Witting a judgment for confirmation of Government 
on this case of Joitabhaee. 

11. The reading of Colonel Outram’s questions to me has brought my 
impressions of November 1848 to recollection, and I feel I was fully borne out 
in makii^ the suggestion I did, with the intents I had regarding it, and which 
are enlarged on in my replies to the brackets, though but 12 days then at 
Baroda. 

(signed) P. T. French, 

Bombay, 20 November 1851. Late Officiating Resident, Baroda. 

560. 504 Replies 
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1. Replies of FfCBchi late Officiatisig Resident at Baroda, to the 

bracketed twd other portions of paras,*36 to 53, &7 to, 86, and 92 to 126, 
of a Rijpdi^^jjr Colonel Ou1;ram, c.b., Resident at Baroda (Part 11.), dated 
31st 1851, being No. 1 of accomjKmiinents to a letter from Mr. Chief 

SecJ?ot»iy Malet, dated the 15th November 1851, No. 407- 

not leave Baroda under the impression’ that Nursoo Punt, native 
and Baba Nafra, were inimical to each other. Nursoo Punt told me 
Baba Nafra “made and would unmake the house of Hurree Bhttj^ee,” 
though when he said so I cannot exactly calP to mind. I knew they were by 
marriage connected, but the above tells the late native agent^s opinion of the 
N^Rra in one sense, and in another he often said, that in the introduction of a 
coolie child the Baba joined with the lady, Joitahhaee. 

3. The whole of the English compilation I read and studied ; but ! cannot 
now call to perfect recollection going through the untranslated papers, 
thot^h I think I heard some of them read out; I must, consequently, hayp 
spoken on the information afforded me by the Assistant Resudent, Lieutenant ' 
^ttye, the native agent, and usual readers of papers in the office, in express- 
ing myself as I did on the untranslated documents ; I do not mean by this to 
throw on any one else the blame I am naturally obnoxious to for not seeing 
that I had indisputable grounds for my assertion, and readily concede to 
Joitabhaee the consistency Colonel Outram says she deserves in this matter. 

4. Had I been able to induce the lady to submit to a punchayet, as I had 
hoped to do, it was my intention to take great pains in suiting it to all parties ; 
and that this could have been done, had she consented, I now firmly believe. 

I then as now am of opinion that she never bore a child to l\er late husband, 
and under that impression 1 thought a reconciliation might have been brought 
about when she saw her previous intents could not succeed ; but had she 
really been a mother, that would naturally prevent her consenting to a 
punchayet. 

5. Of her party I saw and could only see her father and vakeel ; the former is 
an imbecile, and the latter would of course oppose a settlement ; still had she 
consented to a punchayet, there would have been every available means 
adopted to insure faith in it ere sitting, however the parties might deem the 
settlement afterwards somewhat one-sided. 

6. Government will recollect the long-pending disputes in the family of 
Gungadhur Shastree; when I left Baroda the 30 or 40 items of difference 
were reduced to, I think, three, and since then these have been disposed of, 

I believe. This was brought about by my frequently having all concerned at 
the residency, ai^uing with them, and appealing to their better feelings. At 
last they agreed to each depute a carkoon to the residency, and once or twice 
a week for months together they wrangled and disputed in the upper room 
of that building, assisted by a. man of their own choice from the office, until 
gradually points were conceded on either side, and their affairs brought to the 
Sfete above told, though frequently reconciliation seemed hopeless. This but 
required patience, treating the parties as children, and impressing on the 
principals that their agents would naturally suffer from and consequently 
oppose a settlement ; but by making the latter first take in hand the con- 
sioeraiidn of trivial points, we bj^ degrees narrowed the number, and the agents 
saw that their opposition was understood and appreciated. 

>7« lu this fashion, or at least in this spirit, 1 hoped to succeed could 
Joki^haee have been induced to leave to a punch of the caste the settlement 
of h^ disputes. But then I trusted to the belief abroad generally, that she 
never bare a child to her late husband, in the hope that she, would be glad to 
return to her home and comforts. 

Para. 40. 8. It may be very true, as Colonel Outram asserts, that in using the words 

“all here,” so soon after going to Baroda, I was rather hasty; but during the 
remaining 16 months 1 was attached to the court of his Highness, the 
Gaekwar, I never heard any one say the reverse of the opinions I stated in 
the letter of the 15th November 1848, and in that interim surely there was 

time. 


Para. 37. 


Para. 39. 
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time, and to spare, to leam the opinion of the people at Baroda ; still I more 
than once said the case was enveloped in mystery, through which I could not 
see my way, unless by a settlement through a punch of the caste of their own 
choosing. Government will not suppose Baba Phurkey a fnend of Nursoo 
Punt ; yet see what he said to me here some few months back, as stated in my 
letter of the 9th last June. 

9. I opposed not Joetabhaee’s employing a vakeel, but I assuredly and 
naturally saw in his employment that the chances of the dispute being closed 
were lessened, so long as she had the means of remunerating him, for he 
would be to her what the Shastree’s agents were to them, a bar to any settle- 
ment. 

10. I before stated, that I read and studied the translated documents, and on 
what information 1 spoke on the untranslated. In the last para., I reply to the 
supposition that 1 opposed the lady's employing an agent. 

1 1 . The first bracketed portion of this para, refers to the previous one. Be- 
lieving Joefabhaee’s case a bad one, which means that she never was a mother 
by her late husband, and that she was acting under the advice of her mother 
and the vakeel, I stated that the firm would cease to be were these advisers 
to oppose a caste settlement ; and in the letter Colonel Outram quotes from, 
I gave my own experience when serving on the other side of India, in support 
of my views and expressions. 

12. Colonel Outram is of course at liberty to say I was led and deceived by 
the native agent, and by everj' one who does not concur with him. 

1 3. To the second bracket in this para., and what follows, I offer in explana- 
tion the letter it quotes from, which says “ we ever fail to settle these disputes ; 
the bank goes on* as usual, our attempts at an arrangement hold good for a 
time, and then we learn all has been upset by a mutual arrangement, through 
the intervention of the caste, or some person of religious repute to whom the 
dispute is referred.” 

14. Of course I had no sinister objects to record against the vakeel, and in 
fact, I recollect in some letter saying he was no worse than others of his 
calling I imagined, but still he was a vakeel. 

15. Nursoo Punt did not require to inform me of what I already knew, all 
on the English records any how ; and as to what the “ people here ” thought, 
I have already replied to that observation of Colonel Outram’s. That the in- 
quiry had be^ going on for months and years all were aware, but so they were 
that a settlement was as far distant as ever. 

16. If his Lordship in Council will refer back to my 4th and 5th paras., in 
reply to Colonel Outram’s 39th, the nature of the court I purposed will be 
seen. 

17. This para, refers to the same subject. It is evident that Colonel Outram 
is not aware of the sort of tribunal 1 would have sought, and perhaps he thinks 
1 looked to pqj some of the well-known hands of Baroda ou it as members. 
Were all difficulties removed, and none I anticipated on the part of the Durbar, 
I should have repaired to the bank myself, unaccompanied by any of the office, 
and with Lieutenant Battye would have sought in person what could be done 
with the widows. 1 could have easily secured the absence of Baba Nafra, and 
I think the presence of Joetabhaee and her mother, a screen only intervening 
between us. T his done, and tlie elder widow's son being with me, I am strong^ 
of opinion that the differences might be met, the widows reconciled, and 
Joetabhaee restored to her proper home. But in this it will be borne in mind 
1 had the impression that this young and inexperienced lady had played a part 
in the child matter at the instigation of her mother, but in which Baba Nafra 
bore a prominent part. Could this reconciliation have been brought about, 
the next object would have been to move his Highness to remove the Moneera 
Baba Nufira from the bank. 

18. The bracketed ^rtion of this para, refers to a sort of punch I never 
contemplated ; and wiui reference to the condudiug portion, I believe the lady 
was possessed of much wealth, at least in the shape of jewels. I should 
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certainly have so acted, that the presence of a vakeel in the arrangement 
would have been most undesirable ; and perhaps the only outlay would have 
been procuring the presence of some one religious man, a person looked up to 
for his justice and impartiality, as the agreeing to abide by the decision of a 
punchayet would be a concession preliminary to this mode of adjustment. One 
expedient would probably have been the precursor of the other ; but neither 
would do more than reconcile the widowed ladies, leaving the guilty, or pre- 
sumed guilty, unpunished, unless in the above-mentioned removal of Baba Nafra 
from the bank by his Highness the Gaekwar. I cannot say positively, and yet 
I feel pretty certain, that 1 gave the vakeel when he called with Joetabhaee’s 
fathc^r an outline of the above, saying that Government would be glad of any 
amicable settlement, and surely his Lordship in Council, in the apparent im- 
possibility of fixing on Baba Nafra any guilt, except as to the degree in which the 
lady and mother are not concerned, would be glad of an adjustment. That 
I sent some such advice to Joetabhaee I well know, but if it ever reached I of 
course cannot say. 

Para. 63. 19 . I recollect some messages from Joetabhaee, such as Colonel Outram 

speaks of in the first part of this para., and at once sent to ascertain the truth 
of the complaint. I feel pretty sure of sending the Gaekwar s vakeel, Govind 
Rao Roria, Narrain Rao, head carkoon in my office, and the zeinedar of 
Puttywallas, to see that were there any cause of complaint, as told, it was 
removed at once. 

20 . With regard to the report to Government, 22d February, noticed by 
Colonel Outram, I have no doubt that I did know from other quarters than 
the Durbar that the lady declined a punchayet. I was so anxious to reconcile 
the widows, and saw so little chance of any legal inquiry leading to a proper 
knowledge of the case, wherein so many were deemed guilty, and which was 
surrounded by so much contradictory evidence, that 1 well recollect suggesting 
to his Highness the step mentioned in that report, his mother sending for 
Joetabhaee. 

21. Colonel Outram is at a loss to find out how I come not to consider the 
statement of his Highness “ as a deliberately told circumstantial falsehood,” 
and urges further down that so and so was my duty. I trust, however, that 
Government will judge between us, whether I as the representative at the court 
of his Highness the Gaekwar, did my duty in sending on a translation of his 
yad, after asking the Durbar vakeel who brought it if no measures of persuasion 
were left untried, or Colonel Outram, who two years after stigmatizes that yad 
in the words he does. Colonel Outram’s notion of duty and ihine differ as 
widely as any two points can. 

22. Very soon after 1 went to Baroda, in November 1848 , Government 
returned a yad of his Highness because he spoke of “ zulim,” in Mr. Suther- 
land’s time, yet here Colonel Outram allows himself to be so carried away as 
to stigmatise a yad bearing his Highness’ initials as “ a deliberately told cir- 
cumstantial falsehood,” and which I would have seen through but for my 
“ high notions of Baroda morals.” Weeds spring up where a growth, useful or 
ornamental, is not cherished, but under the Colonel’s culture -what is to be 
looked for at the court of our ally from this specimen of care but a flourishing 
crop of deceit, cunning, and deception, as the only weapons left to meet such 
guardianship. The free use he makes of my name I pass unnoticed; but 
though the above quotation is not bracketed, I cannot allow myself to leave it 
without animadversion, for the sake of our unhappy ally. There is not, 
I believe, in the whole of the extracts from his report now being replied to, 
except the notes on the late Mr. Andrews and Narrain Rao, one sentence of 
the Colonel’s own composition, at least I hope not ; and that in his zeal in the 
cause of this unhappy widow, he was led to adopt* the intemperate language of 
one in all respects irresponsible. 

Para. 74. 23 . I scarcely know what I am expected to reply to in the two brackets of 

this lawyer-like para. Colonel Outram assumes from the first in this report 
that Nursoo Punt is guilty of deceiving me, and I of being led by him in all 
things, and in a strange fashion of argument would make out that the Punt’s 
accusation of “ his Mend and relative,” Baba Nafra, is to give a colour and 

force 
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force to the opinion he gave of his participation with Joetabhaee in the intro- 
duction of the coolee child. 

24. To this I have replied in paras. 26 and 27 of ray letter, dated 18th 
June 1850. That letter has been laid before the Honourable the Court of 
Directors, and apparently the reply was satisfactory, an allusion to it being 
made in the extracts you sent of the court’s despatch. No. 4, of the 12th 
February last, paragraphs 11 and 12. But again Colonel Outram brings up 
the subject, and I think not quite correctly, as it was on the 22d February 
1849 that I spoke in the way noticed of Baba Nafra, and certainly, I speak 
from memory it was not until after the rains that I allowed him to come to 
the residency,, and by so doing anticipated the orders of Government for so 
doing. 

25. Colonel Outram has strained a clerical error to the utmost ; I should have 
said Mr. Andrews and not Sir R. Arbuthnot. As to when the case of the child first 
became “ notorious,” I cannot say, but on the 22d March 1847 we find Mr. 
Andrews reporting that the child said to have been born in January of 1846, or 
some 1 5 months b^efpre, had doubts cast on its parentage, though his Highness 
had attended the ceremony of naming, and the infant was betrothed into 
a very distinguished family. This latter circumstance I have never been able 
to comprehend ; it has tended to mystify and make the whole case more com- 
plicated than all else put together, in my mind. When the birth of the child 
became “ notorious,” as before remarked, I cannot say, but there is no doubt 
that the parents of the infant girl destroyed the documents on the subject of 
betrothal at once, as if satisfied of the imposition. 

26. From the second bracketed part of this para. 1 presume Sir R. 
Arbuthnot was at Baroda at the time in question, but the letter you sent me 
from Mr. Andrews, dated 22d March 1847, is the first I recollect on the 
residency compilation, so that I may have been informed, as Colonel Outram 
says, that he (^Sir U.) declined attending the betrothal, but 1 see no proof 
that he did not decline ; it may not have been for some time after, as reported 
by Mr. xViidrews, that doubts w ere cast on the child’s parentage. 

27 . The reason given for the guard noticed in the bracket seems to me quite 
legitimate. It was said the Bhaee had a considerable amount in value of jewels 
on her person when she left the house of her late husband, and his Highness 
had with her quite sufficient trouble not to have a case of burglary added 
thereto ; and as for the story of much hastiness. Colonel Outram will, I think, 
find on inquiry that it had a date prior even to the death of her husband. 

28. The documents herein alluded to were, I conclude, those returned to 
the Bhaee because of the disrespectful way in which she spoke of his Highness; 
they were returned on the grounds that Government returned that to the 
Gaekwar in which the word “ zulim ” was used, above referred to. And when, 
after receiving them from Bombay, whither I sent them, and explained to 
Government the cause of my refusing to receive them from the Bhy, they 
were, as all such documents are, sent to the assistant in the office, unless at the 
moment there is any one by to read them. 

29. At this distance of time I can only say that then, as ever, the whole and 
sole object was to put before Government the Bhaee’s case in as fair way as 
could be, and with this intent a translated substance was used often when the 
documents were long ; but who made this abbreviation of the Bhyee’s case, 
1 of course now know not ; for the first time I find now my own name was 
used in it, or if I heard before, it made so little impression, that it escaped 
memory. 

30. I cannot now siiy thaf.the right of the Bhaee to the one lac of rupees 
said to have been lefi her by the deceased banker was ever denied ; 1 do not 
believe she ever experienced any want in a pecuniary sense, but I should 
certainly never have advised her being paid the whole lac at once ; first, 
because her father was an imbecile ; her mother thought an unscrupulous 
woman, she was herself young, and there were reports of certain transactions 
in her husband’s lifetime, before hinted at, that would have rendered the 
payment of such a sum unwise, the more so when she had such a confidential 
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legal adviser as the vakeel she sent to me, a fine young fellow, and therefore 
not the old man the Colonel speaks of. But besides these reasons, were she 
once paid the sum in question, her hold on the house would have been 
loosened, if not gone, as certainly would have the prospect of reconciliation, 
according to the knowledge of the case we then had at Baroda. 

31. This is the last bracketed paragraph to be replied to, and it winds up 
by saying Joetabhaee had in vain sought for relief, but her persecutor was 
ingratiating himself with the acting Resident, by spending the money she was 
so much in want of in “ buying up shares in Captain French’s projected 
Baroda Railway.” This expression of Colonel Outram’s feelings might have 
well been spared, and I would pass it by with the silence it merits, but that it 
so clearly indicates the spirit with which he has waged war on all and every- 
thing done in my day at Baroda, that I feel no delicacy in calling the attention 
of Government to it as an exemplification of the little justice that officer’s 
feelings would admit of Nursoo Punt, the late native agent, receiving at his 
hands ; he, with his Highness the Gaekwar, the Durbar, Mr. Andrews, Narrain 
Rao, head karkoon of the residency, and all who disagreed with him, are pretty 
much on a par ; liis Highness is simply guilty of a deliberately-told circum- 
stantial falsehood ; the Durbar partakes of a like regard ; Mr. Andrews is guilty 
of fraud, and Narrain Rao is an aider and abettor of the same; I am only 
hoodwinked, led by the nose, and a tool in the hands of Nursoo Punt, 
through whose guidance all matters are misrepresented to Government. These 
editorial-like paras., though well rounded and devised, ma}^ be met and 
responded to by Europeans before whom they come, and to whom they relate ; 
his Highness the Gaekwar may not from them suffer immediately, but he or 
his Government will i)robably in time, and in the interim I ask his Lordship in 
Council if it is fair to attribute to Nursoo Punt the blame, be there any, which 
should lie at my door and that of the Assistant-lieutenant, Battye, who is as 
innocent as I believe myself to be of any intent to injure the lady Joetabhaee. 

32. What has come out against this old man, Nursoo Punt, in the late inves- 
tigations before Mr. Frere, I know not ; I am now replying to Colonel Outram’s 
report of March last, when there was no commission sitting, and I do say it as 
my deliberate opinion, that he, Nursoo Punt, has not met with fair dealing 
from Colonel Outram. Though Colonel Outram says somewhere in his re])ort 
that he warned me against this “ treacherous man,” or some such expression, 
he met him in my bungalow, when here with the Gaekwar in the early part of 
last year, shook hands with him, and said something tantamount to “ wlrat has 
passed has passed, let bygones be bygones ; in future you will give no cause 
for disapproval yet within a few days of returning to Baroda the Resident 
l)egins the attack, and since then has carried it on at him directly, or at and 
through me. I can afford these attacks, and meet them smiling at hearing 
Baba Nafra called the protige of the officiating Resident ; but can a native 
gentleman, though upwards of 30 years’ standing in the service of Government, 
and though bearing the highest character from some of the first men of note 
in it ? Some of Colonel Outram’s proceedings, ere going to Egypt, were 
blamed, and he was told he should not have relied so much on his native 
agent ; yet now he would attribute to that very same gentleman blame on 
matters for which I am solely, on the same grounds, answerable. The native 
agent I consider as the chief native assistant, a light in which such persons are 
held on the Bengal side of India, and therefore 1 do think he should be con- 
sidered to a great extent responsible ; but surely not to the extent Colonel 
Outram would in his own case or mine make out. 

33. Lately, a printed circular has been received by me from Mr. Secretary 
Goldsmid, dated the 12th instant. No. 1487 of 1851, in which, in the 4th para, 
of the Honourable Court’s enclosure, it is stated that the Secretary of the Sudder 
Board of Revenue, North-west Provinces, observes, “ It scarcely needs to be 
stated that native officers are frequently dismissed from their situations, not 
for proved delinquency, or any tangible matter or substantial charge, but in 
accordance with the opinions of their immediate superiors, taken up against 
them somewhat hastily,” with other expressions not inapplicable to the case in 
point. If Nursoo Punt was of those who “ make hay while the sun shines,” 
I hope he will not escape ; but retaining in mind Colonel Outrain’s reception of 



FROM THE OFFICE OF RESIDENT AT BARODA. 765 

him, as above given, he may, in accepting the dufterdaree of Ahmedabad, be one 
of those “ prudent natives who resign when they perceive that their superiors 
do not regard them with favour,” quoted from the same printed circular. 

34. I have deemed it a duty to say thus much for this, to my conception, 
deserving old man ; and now repeat that if he has knowingly swerved from the 
path of rectitude, I hope he will not escape punishment. 

35. There are some other points, not noted by brackets, and to which 1 am 
expected to reply. 

36. To this task I now proceed. 

3/. It will be seen that all required in the main portion of this para, is given 
in the above explanations. Yet from many I heard that the deceased banker 
had not been near his wife for one year or more ; there were said to be other 
reasons than sickness on his part for this. But regarding his sickness, it is 
not many months since Narrain Rao, the head karkoon of the residency, called 
on me here ; I asked him the question of the late banker’s state of health, and 
he replied that he had been confined to his couch for one or one and a half 
years ere his demise. I further gathered from the karkoon that he had seen 
the banker within the period mentioned several times on duty. This infor- 
mation I at once sent to Colonel Outram. 

38. Some explanation is above given on Colonel Outram’s remarks, paras. 
113 and 114, regarding the Bhaee’s letters, and now, after an absence of 
'2 J years, there is nought more I can say from memory. The petitions were 
sealed, simply because 1 told the lady’s messenger I would pass on any sealed 
packet she chose to Government, but would certainly return all to myself that 
were wanting in respect to the Durbar. 

39. Who made the summary of her statement I know not. Nursoo Punt was 
•often sick, but perhaps not then. Narrain Rao, or some one in the office, 
and Mr. Batty e, or the head clerk, Mr. Hykoop, may have translated it into 
English. 

40. The note to Colonel Outram’s 1 18th para. I conceive quite unworthy of 
notice ; but Government have allowed or put up with a license of expression 
by that officer unusual, so I suppose I must pass over the remark of “ resolving 
to withhold,” in the opening of this note. 

4 1 . To what “ Compilation 9 ” refers I know not ; but I conceive not to 
Colonel Outram, or to any body of men, the right to say I had promulgated 
unfounded statements. If the Right Honourable the Governor in Council 
send to me such documents, I, as a servant of the State, must read and reply 
to them. 

42. Before Colonel Outram went to Egypt, he spoke to me on two or more 
occasions for a long time on affairs and people of Baroda, of which and whom 
I had never before heard ; and that Nursoo Punt, Baba Nafra, and Joetabhaee 
were named, I doubt not, over and over. Above I told how Colonel Outram 
received Nursoo Punt on his return from Egypt, and said the past should not 
be recollected against him, or some such expression. 

43. As for taking Baba Nafra into my confidence, I never saw the man three 
times, I think, in my life ; but I know not that the warnings referred to by 
Colonel Outram would have much influenced me, for reasons not necessary to 
relate. 

44. I suppose the fact of there being no such person as Veiiaik Dhondoo 
must have been ascertained through the Gaekwar’s vakeel, who came daily 
about 1 1 o’clock, and in the interval of calling had made inquiries ; but has 
any such person turned up in the three years elapsed since the date in 

? uestion r Of course not. It may answer, to hang an argument on, to say, 
then and there at once reported no such man could be found, to screen 
Nursoo Punt ; but perhaps, be conjecturing allowed, no difficulty w'ould be 
experienced in naming the right man. 

Bombay, (signed) P. T. French, 

20 November 1851. Late Officiating Resident at Baroda. 
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— No. 4. — 


Minute by the Right Honourable the Governor. 

Captain Fuench’s reply to the Chief Secretary’s letter, dated the 15th 
November, evinces his belief that he was not misled by any wilful misrepresen- 
tations of Nursoo Punt, and it would also appear from it that on many points 
he sought information from others than the native agent, as well as that he 
himself searched the English records of his office. 

There are, however, parts of Captain French’s conduct while Resident at 
Baroda which I deem highly reprehensible, such as, for instance, his transmis- 
sion to Government of the misrepresentation of the substance of Joetabhaee’s 
petition, and the style and tenor of his letter to that lady, in which he gave his 
reasons for placing a guard over her. 

Captain French’s mode of exculpating himself from blame in this latter case 
aggravates his error, and I exceedingly regret to see that he is insensible to the 
outrage he committed in addressing Joetabhaee in such a manner. 

1 would inform Captain French that he is at liberty to proceed to England 
at his earliest convenience. 

That Government deem his letter a disrespectful one, and that it is the 
opinion of Government his conduct on the two occasions to which 1 have referred 
is deserving of censure. In communicating our sentiments to Captain French, 
the secretary should cite the para, in Colonel Outrani’s paper, in which each 
charge is made or imj)lied against Captain French ; the para, in his own letter 
or letters in which such charge is alluded to, and also Captain French's answer 
to such paras. Our surprise should be expressed to, Captain French at his 
having asserted his belief that, one sentence excepted, Colonel Outram’s report 
is not that officer’s own composition. 

23 November 1851. (signed) Falkland. 


— No. 5. — 

Minute by the Honourable Mr. Blane. 

I CONCUR in Captain French being permitted to proceed to England. 

There appears to me to be no object in prosecuting this inquiry any further, 
-ind I am not sure that we need intimate any decision on any part of it at 
present. 

This explanation may be placed with the other proceedings, and be disposed 
of in our decision upon the whole case, extracts, if necessary, being hereafter 
communicated to Captain French. 

I do not, however, object to the intimation proposed to be made to that 
officer if the Right Honourable President continue to view that course as the 
more advisable. 

23 November 1851. (signed) D. A. Blane. 


— No. 6. — 

Minute by the Honourable Mr. Bell. 

I CONCUR in Captain French being allowed tp proceed to England by the 
steamer of the 3d proximo. 

Not having yet had the opportunity of reviewing the proceedings held in the 
case of .Joetabhaee Setanee and Nursoo Punt, I think we should abstain for the 
present communicating the remarks set forth in the Right Honourable the 
President’s minute. 

24 November 1851. 


(signed) A. Bell. 
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— No. 7. — 

Further Minute by the Right Honourable the Governor, concurred in by the 

Honourable Mr. Blane. 

As 1 am quite of opinion that the intimation I propose to make to Captain 
French should be made to that officer prior to his departure for Europe, and as 
my honourable colleague, Mr. Blane, is willing under such circumstances to 
.accede to my proposition, my minute of the 23d instant may now be acted on. 

(signed) Falkland. 

24 November 1861. D. A. Blane. 

I defer. 

(signed) A. Bell. 


— No. 8. — 

No. 419 of 1851. — Secret Department. 

From J. Malet, Esq., Chief Secretary to the Government of Bombay, to 
Captain P. T. French, late Officiating Resident at Baroda. 

Sir, 

I AM directed by the Right Honourable the Governor in Council to acknow- 
ledge the receipt of your letter, and its enclosure, dated 20th instant, in reply 
to mine, No. 407, dated 15th instant, inviting from you an explanation of 
certain proceedings of yours in the case of Joetabhaee Setanee at Baroda. 

2. I am, in reply, to inform you that with reference to paras. 113 to 120 of 
Part II. of Colonel Outram’s Report of the 31st March 1851, referred to in the 
28th and 29th and 39th paras, of your series of replies, relative to the trans- 
mission to Government of the misrepresented substance of Joetabliaee’s petition, 
your conduct is deemed highly reprehensible. The same remark applies to 
your letter to that lady, dated 5 April 1849, in which you gave her your reasons 
for not requesting the Gaekwar to remove the guard which he had placed over 
her, as stated by Colonel Outram in paras. 92 to 99 of Part II. of his Report, 
dated 31 March 1851. 

3. Government regret to observe that you appear to be quite insensible of 
the impropriety you committed in addressing such a letter to that lady, and 
that it should also be necessary for them to record their displeasure at the dis- 
respectful tone of your communication now under acknowledgment. 

4. In conclusion, I am to intimate to you that you are at liberty to proceed 
to England at your earliest convenience. 

I have, &c. 

(signed) A. Maht, 

Bombay Castle, 26 November 1861. Chief Secretary. 

(True copies.) 

(signed) A. Malet, Chief Secretary. 





